Redeployment Generic


DDI 2010



1

DDI 2010 – Redeployment Generic

3PAKISTAN


3Pakistan 1NC


5Uniqueness 2NC


6Uniqueness Extensions


7AT Iraq Withdrawal Now


8Link 2NC


11Link Extensions


14Impact 2NC


17China Impact Module


19Pakistan Econ Impact Modules


20Impact Extensions


24PAKISTAN AFF


24Pakistan 2AC


26N/U US in Pakistan Now


28No Link: No Deployment to Pakistan


29Impact Turns


30IRAN


30Iran 1NC


32Uniqueness 2NC


35Uniqueness Extensions


36Link 2NC


38AT Iraq Withdrawal Now [1/2]


40AT Link Turns


43AT Wouldn’t Attack


44AT No Redeployment


46AT: No Redeployment


47AT Sanctions Solve


50Brink: Tensions High


51US-Iran Tensions High Extensions


53AT Israel will attack now


55Russia Impact Module


57Terrorism Impact Module


58Russian Relations Impact Module


59Oil Impact Module


60Bioterror Module


61AT No Iran Retaliation


62Impact Extensions


67AT Nuclear Iran Inevitable


69AT Iran Attack Stops Nuclearization


70Nuclear Iran Impact Boosters


72IRAN AFF


722AC Block


76N/U: In Iran Now


77N/U: Iraq Withdrawal Now


78No Link – No Strikes


82No Link - No Shift to Iran


83Link Turns


84Impact Non-Unique


85No Impact to Nuclear Iran


88No Impact to Iran Threat


89No Impact


90Nuclear Iran Inevitable


92Sanctions Solve


93Israel Will Attack


94AFGHANISTAN


94Afghanistan 1NC


99Uniqueness 2NC


100Link 2NC


102Afghan Withdrawal Inevitable


104AT Iraq Withdrawal Now


109AT Biden


110AT Surge Now


111Terror Module


112Instability Module


118Russia Module


119Aff – Iraq Withdrawal key to Afghan Stability


120GUAM


120Guam 1NC


1242NC Link Wall


125Impact 2NC


127Guam Says Yes


128GUAM AFF


128Guam Good – Deterrence


131Guam Good – Guam Economy


132Guam Good - Heg


135AT Travel Times/Distance




** PAKISTAN
Pakistan 1NC
1. The US is not going to intervene in Pakistan
Associated Press 5/7/09 , (“Gates: U.S. troops won't be sent to Pakistan”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/30615955/,)

CAMP LEATHERNECK, Afghanistan — There are no plans to deploy U.S. ground troops to Pakistan, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said Thursday, despite concerns over increasing violence between Pakistani troops and Taliban militants. Speaking to about 300 Marines at Camp Leatherneck in southern Afghanistan on Thursday, Gates assured them that they wouldn't be fighting in the neighboring sovereign nation. During a 12-minute question-and-answer session in sweltering heat, Gates told a sergeant he didn't have to "worry about going to Pakistan." Pakistan's military continued fighting Taliban guerrillas in the Swat Valley on Thursday. On Wednesday, Pakistani President Asif Ali Zardari appealed to President Barack Obama for more help reversing the extension of Taliban-held territory to within 60 miles of the capital, Islamabad. 

2. Troops in Iraq will be sent to Pakistan to fight
Tom Hayden 9 – American social and political activist and politician (“The Long War Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan and more ahead”, May 22, Global Research, http://www.uslaboragainstwar.org/article.php?id=20854)

The concept of the "Long War" is attributed to former CENTCOM Commander Gen. John Abizaid, speaking in 2004. Leading counterinsurgency theorist John Nagl, an Iraq combat veteran and now the head of the Center for a New American Security, writes that "there is a growing realization that the most likely conflicts of the next fifty years will be irregular warfare in an 'Arc of Instability' that encompasses much of the greater Middle East and parts of Africa and Central and South Asia." The Pentagon's official Quadrennial Defense Review (2005) commits the United States to a greater emphasis on fighting terrorism and insurgencies in this "arc of instability." The Center for American Progress repeats the formulation in arguing for a troop escalation and ten-year commitment in Afghanistan, saying that the "infrastructure of jihad" must be destroyed in "the center of an 'arc of instability' through South and Central Asia and the greater Middle East."

The implications of this doctrine are staggering. The very notion of a fifty-year war assumes the consent of the American people, who have yet to hear of the plan, for the next six national elections. The weight of a fifty-year burden will surprise and dismay many in the antiwar movement. Most Americans living today will die before the fifty-year war ends, if it does. Youngsters born and raised today will reach middle age. Unborn generations will bear the tax burden or fight and die in this "irregular warfare." There is a chance, of course, that the Long War can be prevented. It may be unsustainable, a product of imperial hubris. Public opinion may tire of the quagmires and costs--but only if there is a commitment to a fifty-year peace movement.

In this perspective, Iraq is only an immediate front, with Afghanistan and Pakistan the expanding fronts, in a single larger war from the Middle East to South Asia. Instead of thinking of Iraq like Vietnam, a war that was definitively ended, it is better to think of Iraq as a setback, or better a stalemate, on a larger battlefield where victory or defeat are painfully hard to define over a timespan of five decades.

3. Larger US presence causes instability

(The Wall Street Journal 7/20/10 “U.S. Forces Step Up Pakistan Presence”
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704723604575379132838698738.html?mod=WSJ_article_LatestHeadlines)

The Pakistani government has warned the Pentagon that a more visible U.S. military presence could undermine the mission of pacifying the border region, which has provided a haven for militants staging attacks in Pakistan as well as Afghanistan. The U.S. has already aroused local animosity with drone strikes targeting militants in the tribal areas, though the missile strikes have the tacit support of the Pakistani government and often aid the Pakistani army's campaign against the militants. Providing money to U.S. troops to spend in communities they are trying to protect has been a tactic used for years to fight insurgencies in Iraq and Afghanistan. The move to accompany Pakistani forces in the field is even more significant, and repeats a pattern seen in the Philippines during the Bush administration, when Army Green Berets took a gradually more expansive role in Manila's fight against the terrorist group Abu Sayyaf in the southern islands of Mindanao.

Pakistan 1NC

4. Pakistan stability key to preventing nuclear terrorism

(Lisa Curtis, senior research fellow at the Heritage Foundation on South Asia, Lisa Curtis specializes in U.S. policy toward India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal. 7/6/7 “U.S. Policy and Pakistan's Nuclear Weapons: Containing Threats and Encouraging Regional Security” http://heritage.org/Research/Testimony/US-Policy-and-Pakistans-Nuclear-Weapons-Containing-Threats-and-Encouraging-Regional-Security)
The potential for the intersection of terrorism and nuclear weapons is arguably the greatest threat to American national, even global, security. As the U.S. seeks to deter the possibility of terrorists gaining access to nuclear weapons, it must consider carefully its policies toward Pakistan. The results of investigations into Pakistani nuclear scientist A.Q. Khan's nuclear black market and proliferation network demonstrate in stark terms the devastating consequences of nuclear proliferation by individuals with access to state-controlled nuclear programs. Some observers have incorrectly characterized the threat of nuclear terrorism in Pakistan as stemming from the danger of radical Islamists overrunning the country and gaining control of the country's nuclear assets. However, given that the religious parties lack wide popular support and that President Musharraf and his senior Army commanders largely oppose the Islamist agenda, the probability of this scenario occurring is relatively low. When it comes to preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear bombs, the more worrisome trend in Pakistan is the links between some retired military and intelligence officials and nuclear scientists to Taliban and al-Qaeda terrorists. U.S. policy should therefore center on helping to prevent the penetration of the nuclear establishment over time by individuals sympathetic to al-Qaeda goals. Despite Pakistan's arguments that its nuclear weapons are safely guarded, the U.S. must construct and implement policies that proactively thwart the unwelcome possibility of Pakistan's nuclear weapons falling into the wrong hands. Given the tangled history of U.S.-Pakistan relations, especially with regard to Pakistan's nuclear weapons program, the development of workable solutions to address the nuclear terrorism threat will be challenging and complicated. The best chance for success will lie within a framework premised on a robust U.S.-Pakistan partnership based on trust and mutual understanding.

5. Even a failed nuclear terrorism attack causes extinction.

(Mohamed Sid-Ahmed, Political Analyst for Al-Ahram Newspaper, 2004.“Extinction!” 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.

Uniqueness 2NC
1. Extend our AP 09 evidence – it comes from the secretary of defense which means it’s the most qualified evidence in the round. 

2. We won’t invade now, we are attempting a failed diplomacy

(Hussain H. Zaidi, 6-20-2010, “New US security paradigm and Pakistan”, http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/news/pakistan/04-new-us-strategy-pak-qs-18)

By contrast, the new NSS of President Obama is more realistic in substance and more conciliatory in tone. “To succeed, we must face the world as it is,” admits the opening paragraph of the NSS document. The strategy reiterates America’s role in shaping a global order capable of grappling with the 21st century challenges including wars over religion and ethnicism, nuclear proliferation, and economic instability and inequality. However, the NSS acknowledges that no single country can meet these challenges alone. Hence, American interests are to be pursued through a rule-based international system in which all nations have rights and obligations. In a departure from George Bush’s pr-emption doctrine, Obama’s security strategy embraces engagement with ‘hostile’ nations and collective action as the means to pursuing American strategic objectives. “While the use of force is sometimes necessary, we will exhaust other options before war whenever we can, and carefully weigh the costs and risks of action against the costs and risks of inaction,” the document says. ‘Enlightened self-interest’ is to serve as the basis of US engagement. However, the NSS warns of ‘consequences’ for the nations who break the rules. Though the US will reserve the right to act unilaterally to defend its interests, it will adhere to the standards that govern the use of force. The economy is recognised as ‘the wellspring’ of American power and to maintain Washington’s economic pre-eminence, the NSS stresses the need to contain the growing fiscal deficit, which is likely to reach $1.5 trillion by the close of this year. Needless to say, containing fiscal deficit necessitates avoiding ‘overreach’, which means the US will have to be far more prudent in its military campaigns oversees. “To disrupt, dismantle and defeat Al Qaeda and its affiliates” remains a key strategic objective of the US, which is to be achieved through a ‘judicious’ use of American power both military and civilian. In a message of conciliation for Muslims, the NSS notes that the war against Al Qaeda is not against Islam but against a specific network and its affiliates. It rejects the notion that Al Qaeda represents any religion and observes that Islam does not condone the killing of innocent people. The NSS document stresses the need of denying Al Qaeda safe havens and maintains that the organisation’s “core in Pakistan remains the most dangerous component of the larger network.” Pakistan together with Afghanistan is termed the ‘epicentre’ of terrorism. Recognising the importance of Islamabad in defeating Al Qaeda, the strategy seeks to “foster a relationship with Pakistan founded upon mutual interests and mutual respects.” The US will shore up Pakistan’s capacity to target ‘violent extremists’ within its borders and sustain a long-term partnership, which entails providing ‘substantial’ assistance to Islamabad and deepening bilateral cooperation in a broad range of areas with a view to addressing both security and civilian challenges that Pakistan faces. 
3. Afghan generals are calling for a troop surge; there isn’t enough for a Pakistani invasion

4. US troops in Pakistan right now are irrelevant – they are invisible and are training Pakistani soldiers, they aren’t doing any fighting. 

Uniqueness Extensions

US won’t invade now

(AFP 3/29/09 “US won't hunt militants over Pakistan border: Obama” http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5iDSpFgODCGq6Q5teUtR8JnWBzrGA)
President Barack Obama ruled out sending US troops on a hot pursuit of extremists across the Afghan border into Pakistan -- but demanded Islamabad hold up its end of the anti-terror struggle.

Referring to US missile strikes on militants, Obama said in a television interview: "If we have a high-value target within our sights, after consulting with Pakistan, we're going after them."

But asked on CBS program "Face the Nation" if he would order US troops on the ground into militant safe havens inside Pakistan, Obama stressed: "No. "Our plan does not change the recognition of Pakistan as a sovereign government," he said. "We need to work with them and through them to deal with Al-Qaeda. But we have to hold them much more accountable." Obama on Friday put Pakistan at the center of the fight against Al-Qaeda as part of a new strategy dispatching 4,000 more troops, in addition to an extra 17,000 already committed, and billions of dollars to the Afghan war. Asked if this was now his personal war, Obama said: "I think it's America's war." "And the focus over the last seven years I think has been lost. What we want to do is to refocus attention on Al-Qaeda," he said in a reference to predecessor George W. Bush's diversion of resources to Iraq.

US won’t deploy troops to Pakistan

(Pakistan Views, Pakistan newspaper, 5/7/09 “US troops won’t be sent to Pakistan: Gates” http://www.pakistanviews.com/war-on-terror/us-troops-won-t-be-sent-to-pakistan-gates.html)
There are no plans to deploy US ground troops to Pakistan, US Defense Secretary Robert Gates said on Thursday, despite concerns over increasing violence between Pakistani troops and Taliban militants. Speaking to about 300 Marines at Camp Leatherneck in southern Afghanistan on Thursday, Gates assured them that they wouldn’t be fighting in the neighboring sovereign nation.

During a 12-minute question-and-answer session, Gates told a sergeant he didn’t have to “worry about going to Pakistan.” Pakistan’s military continued fighting Taliban militants in the Swat Valley on Thursday. On Wednesday, Pakistani President Asif Ali Zardari appealed to President Barack Obama for more help reversing the extension of Taliban-held territory to within 60 miles of the capital, Islamabad.

US troops are not going to Pakistan

(The Daily Star 9/28/09 “Kerry rules out use of US troops in Pakistan” http://www.thedailystar.net/newDesign/news-details.php?nid=111596)

US Senator from Massachusetts John Kerry has said that the Obama administration would not send its troops to combat militants on Pakistani soil. Kerry also emphasised that it is a fight that the Pakistanis have to engage in and fight out, asserting that Islamabad can best overcome militant challenges through a homegrown approach. "We're not going to send troops by any significant numbers of any kind to Pakistan. We may have some people training or helping if that's something they (Pakistanis) decide they want," The News quoted Kerry, as saying. "This is a country with a history and with an ability to be able to deliver - in some cases more rapidly than others. They now need to get coordinated. Our hope is that they are now getting on the track and beginning to make the commitments necessary to win back their own country," he added. He also said the Obama administration is working towards strengthening Pakistan's ability to control economic or security challenges. "Pakistan is going to determine - the outcome is going to be determined by the Pakistanis themselves making a choice about whether or not they are going to stand up to the Taliban and assert their democratic values. I believe they will. I think they are," Kerry said. "I think the White House is trying to figure out the best ways in which to empower them to do that. It can't be an American-driven policy. It can't have an American imprint or footprint. This really has to be homegrown, and that's what we're really working with the Pakistanis to achieve." He added.

Kerry further said that the US is working to provide assistance to Pakistan in order to empower them to undertake efforts to enforce security in their country.

AT Iraq Withdrawal Now

1. The Penatagon is already working to break the SOFA agreement – it was never ratified by Congress

(Janet Weil, CODE Pink, women for Peace movement, 6/30/09 “Moving Chess Pieces: The Illusion of Withdrawal in Iraq” http://seminal.firedoglake.com/diary/6037)

Today, all U.S. troops must be withdrawn from Iraqi cities, including U.S. bases in Baghdad, according to the Status Of Forces Agreement (SOFA) between the U.S. and Iraq. The Iraqi government will also take legal responsibility for the actions of U.S. troops and have legal jurisdiction over American soldiers who commit crimes off-base and off-duty, and the SOFA will grant permission to U.S. troops for military operations, as well as ban the U.S. from staging attacks on other countries from Iraq. While it may seem like a step forward toward ending the six-year occupation of Iraq, the Pentagon is doing what it can to dodge or play down these SOFA stipulations. In recent weeks, it has been re-classifying bases and troops, hiring “corporate security” mercenaries, and preventing Iraq from having jurisdiction over those actions. It’ll get away with it too, as Congress never ratified the SOFA, and because many are justifying further occupation under the banner of keeping Iraq secure. Leading up to the June 30th deadline, the Pentagon has been playing shell games with bases and with soldiers. City limits have been modified to exempt bases from the agreement and soldiers who have moved out of cities are now encircling them. As Erik Leaver points out in his article “A Withdrawal in Name Only,” three thousand troops stationed at the FOB Falcon, located within Baghdad, will not be moving, because Iraqi and American military officials simply decided it wasn’t within the city limits. And thousands of troops in bases sleeping outside the cities will continue to serve in “support” and “advisory” roles in the day. And while troops may be moving out of the cities, they are not moving out of the country just yet. The military has been expanding and building new bases in rural areas to accommodate the movement of soldiers, and Congress just passed a bill that includes more funding for military construction in Iraq. In reality, only 30,000 troops have left Iraq since September last year and 134,000 troops still remain. But the 132,000 military contractors in Iraq are the real loophole. How do they fit into the withdrawal plan? How many of them will stay past June 30th? Or past 2011? Military contractors have been used extensively in the War in Iraq to evade legal accountability and hide the true cost – and body count – of the war. In fact, mercenaries may be on the rise and will spark additional violence in the country.

2. Don’t trust their government cards about following the time table – they are trying to spread propaganda to get public support. The US has never actually followed a SOFA. 

3. The pentagon has already cheated out of one Iraqi SOFA

(Erik Leaver is the Policy Outreach Director for Foreign Policy In Focus and is a Research Fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies and Daniel Atzmon is a student at Wesleyan University and an intern at the Institute. 6/24/09 “A Withdrawal in Name Only” http://www.fpif.org/articles/a_withdrawal_in_name_only)

On November 17, 2008, when Iraqi Foreign Minister Hoshyar Zebari and U.S. ambassador Ryan Crocker signed an agreement for the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq, citizens from both countries applauded. While many were disappointed about the lengthy timeline for the withdrawal of the troops, it appeared that a roadmap was set to end the war and occupation. However, the first step — withdrawing U.S. troops from Iraqi cities by June 30, 2009 — is full of loopholes, and tens of thousands of U.S. soldiers will remain in the cities after the "deadline" passes. The failure to fully comply with the withdrawal agreement indicates the United States is looking to withdraw from Iraq in name only, as it appears that up to 50,000 military personnel will remain after the deadline. The United States claims it's adhering to the agreement, known as the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), even with so many troops being left in the cities. But the United States is changing semantics instead of policy. For example, there are no plans to transfer the 3,000 American troops stationed within Baghdad at Forward Operating Base Falcon, because commanders have determined that despite its location, it's not within the city. The original intent of moving troops out of the cities was to reduce the U.S. military role and send the message to Iraqis that the United States would be leaving the country soon. But troops that are no longer sleeping in the cities will still take part in operations within Iraqi cities; they will serve in "support" and "advisory" roles, rather than combat functions. Such "reclassification" of troops as military trainers is another example of how the United States is circumventing the terms of the SOFA agreement. The larger loophole in the agreement is the treatment of military contractors. There has been little mention of the 132,610 military contractors in Iraq. Of these, 36,061 are American citizens, according to a recent Department of Defense report. 
Link 2NC
1. Troop withdrawal from Iraq will necessarily cause the US to shift focus to Pakistan, it’s next in line as the main focus for terror, that’s Hayden.

2. The affirmative evidence assumes the status quo, and doesn’t take into account the “expanding front” in Pakistan referenced by the 1NC’s Hayden card. The expanding front means that terror concerns in Pakistan will soon dwarf any past or present concerns in Iraq.

3. Obama pledged to send troops from Iraq to Pakistan. Iraqi withdrawal frees troops for this purpose.

Scott Conroy, Staffwriter, 8/1/07, (Obama Vows To Hunt Terrorists In Pakistan, CBS News Online, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2007/08/01/politics/main3122558.shtml)
(CBS/AP) Democratic presidential candidate Barack Obama said Wednesday that he would send troops into Pakistan to hunt down terrorists even without local permission if warranted — an attempt to show strength when his chief rival has described his foreign policy skills as naive. The Illinois senator warned Pakistani President Gen. Pervez Musharraf that he must do more to shut down terrorist operations in his country and evict foreign fighters under an Obama presidency, or Pakistan will risk a U.S. troop invasion and losing hundreds of millions of dollars in U.S. military aid. "Let me make this clear," Obama said in a speech at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars. "There are terrorists holed up in those mountains who murdered 3,000 Americans. They are plotting to strike again. It was a terrible mistake to fail to act when we had a chance to take out an al Qaeda leadership meeting in 2005. If we have actionable intelligence about high-value terrorist targets and President Musharraf won't act, we will." Obama's speech comes the week after his rivalry with New York Sen. Hillary Rodham Clinton erupted into a public fight over their diplomatic intentions. Obama said he would be willing to meet leaders of rogue states like Cuba, North Korea and Iran without conditions, an idea that Clinton criticized as irresponsible and naive. Obama responded by using the same words to describe Clinton's vote to authorize the Iraq war and called her "Bush-Cheney lite." Asked how he will fight back against allegations that he is inexperienced when he is, in fact, coming into the race without a lot of experience on a national level, Obama told CBS News correspondent Sharyl Attkisson: "I'm less concerned with fighting images. I'm concerned about getting policy right." The big question is whether such tough talk and policy speeches are enough to make Americans elect a relative novice, reports Attkisson. In a new national poll, Hillary Clinton widened her lead over Obama, with voters citing experience as one of her best attributes. Obama's comments touched on an area of growing concern among members of both parties and the national security establishment about the resurgence of al Qaeda's organization in Pakistan, reports CBSNews.com senior political editor Vaughn Ververs. Obama will likely be criticized by some for threatening to send troops into a nuclear-armed Muslim nation without its cooperation. But the tough talk highlights the growing concern about al Qaeda's growing threat to the U.S. homeland and puts Obama out in front of a popular goal — capturing or killing the terrorist group's leadership. Thousands of Taliban fighters are based in Pakistan's vast and jagged mountains, where they can pass into Afghanistan, train for suicide operations and find refuge from local tribesmen. Intelligence experts warn that al Qaeda could be rebuilding to mount another attack on the United States. Musharraf has been a key ally of Washington in fighting terrorism since the Sept. 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, but has faced accusations from some quarters in Pakistan of being too closely tied to America. The Bush administration has supported Musharraf and stressed the need to cooperate with Pakistan, but lately administration officials have suggested the possibility of military strikes to deal with al Qaeda and its leader, Osama bin Laden. Analysts say an invasion could risk destabilizing Pakistan, breeding more militancy and undermining Musharraf. The Pakistani Foreign Office, protective of its national sovereignty, has warned that U.S. military action would violate international law and be deeply resented. A military invasion could be risky, given Pakistan's hostile terrain and the suspicion of its warrior-minded tribesmen against uninvited outsiders. Congress passed legislation Friday that would tie aid from the United States to Islamabad's efforts to stop al Qaeda and the Taliban from operating in its territory. President Bush has yet to sign it. Obama's speech was a condemnation of President Bush's leadership in the war on terror. He said the focus on Iraq has left Americans in more danger than before Sept. 11, and that Bush has misrepresented the enemy as Iraqis who are fighting a civil war instead of the terrorists responsible for the attacks six years ago. "He confuses our mission," Obama said, then he spread responsibility to lawmakers like Clinton who voted for the invasion. "By refusing to end the war in Iraq, President Bush is giving the terrorists what they really want, and what the Congress voted to give them in 2002: a U.S. occupation of undetermined length, at undetermined cost, with undetermined consequences." Obama said that as commander in chief he would remove troops from Iraq and putting them "on the right battlefield in Afghanistan and Pakistan." He said he would send at least two more brigades to Afghanistan and increase nonmilitary aid to the country by $1 billion.

Link 2NC

4. Tensions are high, Pakistan is hostile now, America has justification for invasion.

(K. Alan Kronstadt, Specialist in South Asian Affairs at the Congressional Research Service, 7-1-2009, Congressional Research Service: “Pakistan-U.S. Relations” p. 85-86, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/127297.pdf)

Pakistan’s Islamists are notable for expressions of anti-American sentiment, at times calling for “jihad” against the existential threat to Pakistani sovereignty they believe alliance with Washington entails. Most analysts contend that two 2003 attempts to assassinate President Musharraf were carried out by Islamist militants angered by Pakistan’s post-September 2001 policy shift. The “Pakistani Taliban” that has emerged in western tribal areas has sought to impose bans on television and CD players, and has instigated attacks on girls schools and nongovernmental organization-operated clinics, obstructing efforts to improve female health and education. Some observers identify a causal link between the poor state of Pakistan’s public education system and the persistence of xenophobia and religious extremism in that country.443 Anti-American sentiment is not limited to Islamic groups, however. Many across the spectrum of Pakistani society express anger at U.S. global foreign policy, in particular when such policy is perceived to be unfriendly or hostile to the Muslim world (as in, for example, Palestine and Iraq).444 In 2004 testimony before a Senate panel, a senior U.S. expert opined: “Pakistan is probably the most anti-American country in the world right now, ranging from the radical Islamists on one side to the liberals and Westernized elites on the other side.”445 In a 2005 interview, President Musharraf conceded that “the man on the street [in Pakistan] does not have a good opinion of the United States.” He added, by way of partial explanation, that Pakistan had been “left high and dry” after serving as a strategic U.S. ally during the 1980s. When asked about anti-American sentiment in Pakistan during his maiden July 2008 visit to the United States as head of government, Prime Minister Gilani offered that the impression in Pakistan is that “America wants war.” 
5.  Cooperation with Pakistan will fail, and the American zeal to fight terrorism means that troops will be deployed to Pakistan.

Tom Hayden 9 – American social and political activist and politician (“The Long War Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan and more ahead”, May 22, Global Research, http://www.uslaboragainstwar.org/article.php?id=20854)
In Pakistan, where torture and extrajudicial abuse also are prevalent, the US spent $12 billion during the past decade on a [Musharraf] military dictatorship, compared with one-tenth that amount on development schemes. These policies only deepened the Muslim nation's anti-Americanism, alienated the middle-class opposition, and left the poor in festering poverty. In addition to these self-imposed problems, the Pentagon is engaged in a frantic uphill effort to change Pakistan's strategic military doctrine from preparation for another conventional (or even nuclear) war against India to a counterinsurgency war against the Taliban embedded amid its own domestic population, especially in the extremely impoverished federally administered tribal areas that border Afghanistan. The likelihood of the United States' convincing Pakistan to view the domestic threat as greater than that from India is doubtful. Pakistan has fought three wars with India, and views the US as supporting the expansion of India's interests in Afghanistan, where the Pakistan military has supported the Taliban as a proxy against India. The Northern Alliance forces of Tajiks, Hazaras and Uzbeks were strongly supported by India in 2001 against Pakistan's Taliban's allies, and the fall of Kabul to the Northern Alliance was a "catastrophe" for Pakistan, according to Juan Cole. Since 2001, India has sent hundreds of millons in assistance to Afghanistan, including funds for Afghan political candidates in 2004, assistance to sitting legislators, Indian consulates in Jalalabad, Heart and Kandahar, and road construction designed, according to the Indian government, to help their countries' armed forces "meet their strategic needs." Polls show that a vast majority of Pakistanis view the United States and India as far greater threats than the Taliban, despite the Taliban's unpopularity with much of Pakistan's public. While it is unlikely that the Taliban could seize power in Pakistan, it may be impossible for anyone to militarily prevent Taliban control of the tribal areas and a growing base among the Pashtun tribes (28 million in Afghanistan, 12 million in Pakistan). The remaining options begin to make the United States look like Gulliver tied down among the Lilliputians. The US will demand that Pakistan's armed forces fight the Taliban, which the American military has driven into Pakistan. Pakistan will demand billions in US aid without giving guarantees that they will shift their security deployments in accord with Washington's will. The US will make clear that it will go to extreme lengths to prevent a scenario in which Pakistan's nuclear arsenal falls into the Taliban's hands. No one on the US side acknowledges that this spiraling disaster was triggered by US policies over the past decade. 

Link 2NC

6. A: US is considering a unilateral attack in Pakistan. B: Any statement from America denying the possibility of a Pakistan invasion cannot be trusted, proven by the CIA, which continues to use force unauthorized by Pakistan.

(Greg Miller, Washington Post staff writer, 5-29-10, “Options studied for a possible Pakistan strike” – The Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/28/AR2010052804854.html?nav=emailpage)
The U.S. military is reviewing options for a unilateral strike in Pakistan in the event that a successful attack on American soil is traced to the country’s tribal areas, according to senior military officials. Ties between the alleged Times Square bomber, Faisal Shahzad, and elements of the Pakistani Taliban have sharpened the Obama administration’s need for retaliatory options, the officials said. They stressed that a U.S. reprisal would be contemplated only under extreme circumstances, such as a catastrophic attack that leaves President Obama convinced that the ongoing campaign of CIA drone strikes is insufficient. “Planning has been reinvigorated in the wake of Times Square,” one of the officials said. At the same time, the administration is trying to deepen ties to Pakistan’s intelligence officials in a bid to head off any attack by militant groups. The United States and Pakistan have recently established a joint military intelligence center on the outskirts of the northwestern city of Peshawar, and are in negotiations to set up another one near Quetta, the Pakistani city where the Afghan Taliban is based, according to the U.S. military officials. They and other officials spoke on the condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity surrounding U.S. military and intelligence activities in Pakistan. The “fusion centers” are meant to bolster Pakistani military operations by providing direct access to U.S. intelligence, including real-time video surveillance from drones controlled by the U.S. Special Operations Command, the officials said. But in an acknowledgment of the continuing mistrust between the two governments, the officials added that both sides also see the centers as a way to keep a closer eye on one another, as well as to monitor military operations and intelligence activities in insurgent areas. Obama said during his campaign for the presidency that he would be willing to order strikes in Pakistan, and Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton said in a television interview after the Times Square attempt that “if, heaven forbid, an attack like this that we can trace back to Pakistan were to have been successful, there would be very severe consequences.” Obama dispatched his national security adviser, James L. Jones, and CIA Director Leon Panetta to Islamabad this month to deliver a similar message to Pakistani officials, including President Asif Ali Zardari and the military chief, Gen. Ashfaq Kiyani. Jones and Panetta also presented evidence gathered by U.S. law enforcement and intelligence agencies that Shahzad received significant support from the Pakistani Taliban. The U.S. options for potential retaliatory action rely mainly on air and missile strikes, but could also employ small teams of U.S. Special Operations troops already positioned along the border with Afghanistan. One of the senior military officials said plans for military strikes in Pakistan have been revised significantly over the past several years, moving away from a “large, punitive response” to more measured plans meant to deliver retaliatory blows against specific militant groups. The official added that there is a broad consensus in the U.S. military that airstrikes would at best erode the threat posed by al-Qaeda and its affiliates, and risk an irreparable rupture in the U.S. relationship with Pakistan. “The general feeling is that we need to be circumspect in how we respond so we don’t destroy the relationships we’ve built” with the Pakistani military, the second official said. U.S. Special Operations teams in Afghanistan have pushed for years to have wider latitude to carry out raids across the border, arguing that CIA drone strikes do not yield prisoners or other opportunities to gather intelligence. But a 2008 U.S. helicopter raid against a target in Pakistan prompted protests from officials in Islamabad who oppose allowing U.S. soldiers to operate within their country. The CIA has the authority to designate and strike targets in Pakistan without case-by-case approval from the White House. U.S. military forces are currently authorized to carry out unilateral strikes in Pakistan only if solid intelligence were to surface on any of three high-value targets: al-Qaeda leaders Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Zawahiri, or Taliban chief Mohammad Omar. But even in those cases, the military would need higher-level approval. “The bottom line is you have to have information about targets to do something [and] we have a process that remains cumbersome,” said one of the senior military officials. “If something happens, we have to confirm who did it and where it came from. People want to be as precise as possible to be punitive.” U.S. spy agencies have engaged in a major buildup inside Pakistan over the past year. The CIA has increased the pace of drone strikes against al-Qaeda affiliates, a campaign supported by the arrival of new surveillance and eavesdropping technology deployed by the National Security Agency. The fusion centers are part of a parallel U.S. military effort to intensify the pressure on the Taliban and other groups accused of directing insurgent attacks in Afghanistan. U.S. officials said that the sharing of intelligence goes both ways and that targets are monitored in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. 
Link Extensions

Troops will be sent to Pakistan because Pakistan is a more important target than Iraq
Barack Obama 7/14/08 (President, New York Times, July 14, “My Plan for Iraq”, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/07/14/opinion/14obama.ht ml?ref=opinion,)

As I’ve said many times, we must be as careful getting out of Iraq as we were careless getting in. We can safely redeploy our combat brigades at a pace that would remove them in 16 months. That would be the summer of 2010 — two years from now, and more than seven years after the war began. After this redeployment, a residual force in Iraq would perform limited missions: going after any remnants of Al Qaeda in Mesopotamia, protecting American service members and, so long as the Iraqis make political progress, training Iraqi security forces. That would not be a precipitous withdrawal. In carrying out this strategy, we would inevitably need to make tactical adjustments. As I have often said, I would consult with commanders on the ground and the Iraqi government to ensure that our troops were redeployed safely, and our interests protected. We would move them from secure areas first and volatile areas later. We would pursue a diplomatic offensive with every nation in the region on behalf of Iraq’s stability, and commit $2 billion to a new international effort to support Iraq’s refugees. Ending the war is essential to meeting our broader strategic goals, starting in Afghanistan and Pakistan, where the Taliban is resurgent and Al Qaeda has a safe haven. Iraq is not the central front in the war on terrorism, and it never has been. As Adm. Mike Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, recently pointed out, we won’t have sufficient resources to finish the job in Afghanistan until we reduce our commitment to Iraq. As president, I would pursue a new strategy, and begin by providing at least two additional combat brigades to support our effort in Afghanistan. We need more troops, more helicopters, better intelligence-gathering and more nonmilitary assistance to accomplish the mission there. I would not hold our military, our resources and our foreign policy hostage to a misguided desire to maintain permanent bases in Iraq.
Obama pledges to go into Pakistan to defeat the terrorists

Washington Post , 09 – Qual (DeYoung Karen, March 28, “Obama Outlines Afghan Strategy”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/03/27/AR2009032700836.html,)
President Obama introduced his new strategy for Afghanistan and Pakistan yesterday with a threat assessment familiar from the Bush administration. "The terrorists who planned and supported the 9/11 attacks," he said, are continuing to devise plots designed to "kill as many of our people as they possibly can.  Elements of the Obama plan to "disrupt, dismantle and defeat" al-Qaeda in Pakistan and vanquish its Taliban allies in Afghanistan also struck notes from the past. More U.S. troops, civilian officials and money will be needed, he said. Allies will be asked for additional help, and local forces will be trained to eventually take over the fight. Benchmarks will be set to measure progress. But Obama sought to separate his approach from what he has described as years of unfocused, failed policy while President George W. Bush directed his attention and U.S. resources toward Iraq. Obama pledged to tighten U.S. focus on Pakistan and build a better "partnership" with its government and military. Beyond stepping up the ground fight against the Taliban, he said, he plans to target far more resources toward a narrower set of Afghan problems: government incompetence, opium cultivation and heroin trafficking, and a poorly equipped and trained army. 

Obama wants to focus his efforts to Pakistan.
Colvin 9 –white house correspondent (Ross, Mar 27, “ Obama sets Qaeda defeat as top goal in Afghanistan”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE52P7CO20090327,) 

"The situation is increasingly perilous," Obama said in a somber speech in which he sought to explain to Americans why he was boosting U.S. involvement in the seven-year-old war and expanding its focus to include Pakistan. The new strategy comes with violence in Afghanistan at its highest level since U.S.-led forces ousted the Taliban in 2001 for sheltering al Qaeda leaders behind the September 11 attacks on the United States. The militia has escalated its attacks, often operating from safe havens in border regions of Pakistan. 

Link Extensions

Ending the Iraq war will make us refocus on Pakistan

(Jeff Zenely, writer for The New York Times, 12/28/07 Obama Aide Ties Pakistan to Iraq War http://www.nytimes.com/2007/12/28/us/politics/28axelrod.html)

The chief strategist of Senator Barack Obama’s campaign said Thursday that the assassination of the Pakistani opposition leader Benazir Bhutto “underscores the case for judgment” when voters begin to select their presidential candidates next week. The strategist, David Axelrod, said voters should take into consideration that the Iraq war led to the rise of terrorist activity and political instability in Pakistan. Mr. Axelrod said that Senator Hillary Rodham Clinton backed the Iraq war in 2002, while Mr. Obama did not. “She was a strong supporter of the war in Iraq, which we would submit was one of the reasons why we were diverted from Afghanistan, Pakistan and Al Qaeda, who may have been players in this event today,” he said, according to Time.com. “So that’s a judgment she’ll have to defend.” Phil Singer, a spokesman for the Clinton campaign, responded, saying the situation should not be politicized. “This is a time to be focused on the tragedy of the situation, its implications for the U.S. and the world, and to be concerned for the people of Pakistan and the country’s stability,” Mr. Singer said in a statement. In a telephone interview on Thursday evening, Mr. Axelrod said it was indisputable that the war took the United States’ attention away from fighting terrorists in Pakistan.

Democrats support redeployment of troops from Iraq to Pakistan

(Associated Press, 12-29-2007, “Democrats: US should redeploy troops to fight in Pakistan and Afghanistan”, http://kxnet.com/custom404.asp?404;http://kxnet.com/t/minimum-wage/193273.asp)
Democrats: US should redeploy troops to fight in Pakistan and Afghanistan Washington (AP) Democrats say the U.S. should redeploy troops from Iraq so they can fight terrorism in Afghanistan and Pakistan. In the party's weekly radio address, New York Congresswoman Kirsten Gillibrand says placing troops in the two countries would better serve the battle against terror. She says it would also create stability in the Middle East. Gillibrand also says American forces and veterans should get better benefits in exchange for their service. She says her party has made a number of accomplishments this year, including increasing automobile fuel economy standards, raising the Minimum Wage and putting a one-year freeze on growth of the alternative minimum tax. She says the party's goals for the coming year include reforming health care, balancing the budget, addressing the mortgage crisis and improving infrastructure.

Al Qaeda has shifted from Iraq to Pakistan and the US will follow them

(Yochi J. Dreazen, writer for the Wall Street Journal, 11/26/08 “Al Qaeda's Focus Is Pakistan, U.S. Senior Commander Says” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122766140111858667.html) 

Pakistan has replaced Iraq as al Qaeda's main focus, and the terror group has stepped up its efforts to destabilize the nuclear-armed South Asian nation, according to a senior U.S. military commander. "Iraq is now a rear-guard action on the part of al Qaeda," said Gen. James Conway, the head of the Marine Corps and a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in an interview. "They've changed their strategic focus not to Afghanistan but to Pakistan, because Pakistan is the closest place where you have the nexus of terrorism and nuclear weapons." Gen. Conway also offered a stark assessment of the Afghan situation, saying the Taliban has built a rudimentary command-and-control network that enables the group's leadership to direct attacks across the country. "They move troops around. They resupply. They provide money," he said. "It's effective and it's real. It's not just happenstance that these guys know where to go and what to do." Senior U.S. military and civilian officials have grown increasingly pessimistic about Afghanistan and Pakistan. Last month, Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs, told lawmakers he was planning to develop a new strategy for the war in Afghanistan that would for the first time focus on both countries, which he said were "inextricably linked in a common insurgency that crosses the border between them."

Link Extensions

The US Congress wants to send troops to Pakistan

NWTN TODAY 12/29/07 – (NATASHA T. METZLER Associated Press, , “Redeploy troops from Iraq”,  http://www.democraticunderground.com/discuss/duboard.php?az=view_all&address=102x3118118) 
WASHINGTON - The United States should redeploy troops from Iraq, allowing the military to focus on terrorist threats in Pakistan and Afghanistan, New York Rep. Kirsten Gillibrand said Saturday."Congress is challenging the administration's strategy in Iraq in favor of a better one that will effectively combat terrorism and create stability in the Middle East," she said during the weekly Democratic radio address. "Time and time again, we voted for a strategy to redeploy troops out of Iraq to leave policing the streets to Iraqis and to focus our mission on anti-terrorism, and we won't give up."

Impact 2NC
1. Terrorism outweighs all other impacts 

2. realism checks, countries work to their own interests of survival, however terrorists are extremists, who aren’t bound by realism

3. Extend our Sid – Ahmed card which talks about, even if the terrorist attacks are not successful, the impacts are devastating. Police measures would be dramatically increased like after 9/11 at the expense of human rights, and the arms race will accelerate increasing tensions between other nations. 

4. Pakistan is working to combat terror, but stability is on the brink. US deployment will push Pakistan over.

(K. Alan Kronstadt, Specialist in South Asian Affairs at the Congressional Research Service, 7-1-2009, Congressional Research Service: “Pakistan-U.S. Relations” p. 11-12, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/127297.pdf)

The myriad militant groups operating in Pakistan, many of which have displayed mutual animosity in the past, have increased their levels of coordination and planning. According to Secretary of Defense Gates, Al Qaeda, the Taliban, the Haqqani network, Gulbaddin Hekmatyar, and other affiliated groups are “all working together” in safe havens on the Pakistani side of the Durand Line.59 The FATA has been called “the most ungoverned, combustible region in the world,” and an unrelenting surge in Islamist-related violence in Pakistan has some observers fearing for the stability of the civilian government in Islamabad and even the potentially total collapse of the Pakistani state.60 Representative of such concerns are the warnings of a senior regional analyst who asserts that a “chronic failure of leadership” by Pakistani civilians and military alike had left “state institutions paralyzed” and brought the country “close to the brink, perhaps not of a meltdown of the government, but to a permanent state of anarchy.”61 Top Islamabad government officials identify terrorism and extremism as Pakistan’s most urgent problems. They vow that combating terrorism is their top priority, and President Zardari stated in June 2009 that his government would “continue this war to the end.”62 Opinion surveys in Pakistan in late 2008 and early 2009 found strong support for an Islamabad government emphasis on negotiated resolutions. They also showed scant support for unilateral U.S. military action on Pakistani territory.63 As Islamist-related violence in Pakistan increases in intensity, Pakistani animosity toward U.S. policies appears to grow, as well. Afghan and Pakistan Taliban militants may also be closing ranks in preparation for an expected influx of U.S. troops in Afghanistan. In March, one of a trio of senior Taliban commanders in the FATA told an interviewer that Pakistan based militants are specifically targeting U.S. troops in Afghanistan.64 

5. Extend the Wall Street Journal in 10 card that says a larger US presence creates public resentment and turmoil and ultimately leads to instability. Also leads to anarchy because the government loses credibility for its inability to keep us “invaders” out. 

Impact 2NC

6. US troops in Pakistan would cause war

(Fox News 1/11/8 “Report: Musharraf Warns U.S. Not to 'Invade' Pakistan to Hunt Al Qaeda” http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,321933,00.html)
President Pervez Musharraf warned U.S. troops would be regarded as invaders if they crossed into Pakistan to hunt Al Qaeda militants and said he would resign if opposition parties tried to impeach him after next month's elections. Musharraf's remarks in an interview with Singapore's The Straits Times published Friday came as police investigated a suicide attack a day earlier in the eastern city of Lahore that killed 24 people, adding to pressures on the former general as he struggles to stay in office eight years after seizing power in military coup. Pakistan is under growing U.S. pressure to crack down on militants in its tribal regions close to the Afghan border. The rugged area has long been considered a likely hiding place for Al Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden and his top deputy Ayman al-Zawahri, as well as an operating ground for Taliban militants planning attacks on coalition forces in Afghanistan. The New York Times reported last week that Washington was considering expanding the authority of the Central Intelligence Agency and the military to peruse aggressive covert operations within the tribal regions. Several U.S. presidential candidates have also hinted they would support unilateral action in the area. Musharraf told the Straits Times that U.S. troops would "certainly" be considered invaders if they set foot in the tribal regions. A full transcript of the interview was published on the paper's Web site. "If they come without our permission, that's against the sovereignty of Pakistan. I challenge anybody coming into our mountains," he said in the interview in the garrison city of Rawalpindi. "They would regret that day."
7. US invasion of Pakistan destroys the state and causes more terror

(Lisa Curtis, senior research fellow at the Heritage Foundation on South Asia, Lisa Curtis specializes in U.S. policy toward India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal 10/10/7 “Pakistan: Defense and Security Challenges | The Heritage Foundation” http://heritage.org/Research/Lecture/Pakistan-Defense-and-Security-Challenges)
The U.S. will need to build up Pakistan's capacity to take on the Taliban and al-Qaeda in the Tribal Areas and focus substantial attention on developing these areas economically. Washington must con​vince Islamabad to work more closely in joint efforts that bring U.S. resources and military strength to bear on the situation in North and South Waziristan and employ a combination of targeted military operations and economic assistance programs that drives a wedge between the Pashtun tribal commu​nities and the international terrorists. A large-scale U.S. troop invasion of Pakistan's Tribal Areas could have disastrous consequences for the Pakistani state and would not provide a lasting solution to the problem. A more effective strategy involves working cooperatively with Pakistan's mili​tary to assert state authority over the areas. Once they are4secure, substantial assistance should be pro​vided to build up the economy and social infrastruc​ture. Washington's pledge of $750 million to develop the Tribal Areas over the next five years is welcome, but the aid should not be delivered until it is clear the Pakistani authorities have the upper hand in the region and can ensure the aid does not fall into the wrong hands. This will require U.S. access to the region and a clear commitment from the Pakistan government to counter Taliban ideology.  

8. Instability allows terrorism to thrive empirical examples

Impact 2NC

9. Public Anti – Americanism will explode into hostilities if the US presence grows. 

(K. Alan Kronstadt, Specialist in South Asian Affairs at the Congressional Research Service, 7-1-2009, Congressional Research Service: “Pakistan-U.S. Relations” p. 85-86, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/127297.pdf)

Pakistan’s Islamists are notable for expressions of anti-American sentiment, at times calling for “jihad” against the existential threat to Pakistani sovereignty they believe alliance with Washington entails. Most analysts contend that two 2003 attempts to assassinate President Musharraf were carried out by Islamist militants angered by Pakistan’s post-September 2001 policy shift. The “Pakistani Taliban” that has emerged in western tribal areas has sought to impose bans on television and CD players, and has instigated attacks on girls schools and nongovernmental organization-operated clinics, obstructing efforts to improve female health and education. Some observers identify a causal link between the poor state of Pakistan’s public education system and the persistence of xenophobia and religious extremism in that country.443 Anti-American sentiment is not limited to Islamic groups, however. Many across the spectrum of Pakistani society express anger at U.S. global foreign policy, in particular when such policy is perceived to be unfriendly or hostile to the Muslim world (as in, for example, Palestine and Iraq).444 In 2004 testimony before a Senate panel, a senior U.S. expert opined: “Pakistan is probably the most anti-American country in the world right now, ranging from the radical Islamists on one side to the liberals and Westernized elites on the other side.”445 In a 2005 interview, President Musharraf conceded that “the man on the street [in Pakistan] does not have a good opinion of the United States.” He added, by way of partial explanation, that Pakistan had been “left high and dry” after serving as a strategic U.S. ally during the 1980s. When asked about anti-American sentiment in Pakistan during his maiden July 2008 visit to the United States as head of government, Prime Minister Gilani offered that the impression in Pakistan is that “America wants war.” 
10. Terrorism becomes inevitable if we invade a country where the civilians don’t like us, Afghanistan proves. 

11. Radical Pakistanis have a bigger probability of going nuclear than either Al-Queda or the Taliban  
Mark Thompson 09 – Director-General of the BBC (Apr 24, “Does Pakistan's Taliban Surge Raise a Nuclear Threat?”, www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1893685,00.html,)

The concern in Washington is less that al-Qaeda or the Taliban would manage to actually seize Pakistan's nuclear weapons, but instead that increasingly-radicalized younger Pakistanis are finding their way into military and research circles where they may begin to play a growing role in the nation's nuclear-weapons program. Pakistani officials insist their personnel safeguards are stringent, but a sleeper cell could cause big trouble, U.S. officials say. Nowhere in the world is the gap between would-be terror-martyrs and the nuclear weapons they crave as small as it is in Pakistan. Nor is their much comfort in the fact that Abdul Qadeer Khan, the father of Pakistan's nuclear arsenal who was recently ordered freed from house arrest by the country's supreme court, was the Johnny Appleseed of nuclear proliferation, dispatching the atomic genie to Iran, Libya and North Korea. But U.S. and Pakistani officials insist it is important to separate Pakistan's poor proliferation record with what is, by all accounts, a modern and multilayered system designed to protect its nuclear weapons from falling into the wrong hands. 
12. Extend our Curtis 07 cards that says the combination of public support of terrorist groups and that Pakistan has WMD, means this conflict goes nuclear.

China Impact Module
1. China is building nuclear reactors in Pakistan

(The Times of India 4/29/10 “China to build two nuclear reactors in Pakistan” http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/world/china/China-to-build-two-nuclear-reactors-in-Pakistan/articleshow/5871203.cms)
China has agreed to build two new civilian nuclear reactors in Pakistan, a report said on Thursday, amid persistent concerns about the safety of nuclear materials in the restive south Asian state. 
Chinese companies will build at least two new 650-megawatt reactors at Chashma in Punjab province, the Financial Times said. China began building a reactor at Chashma in 1991 and broke ground on a second one in 2005, which is expected to be completed next year, it said.  A statement posted on the website of the China National Nuclear Corporation on March 1 said financing for two new reactors at Chashma was agreed by the two sides in February. A spokeswoman for the corporation, which oversees China's civilian and military nuclear programmes, said she was unaware of the deal when contacted by AFP on Thursday. "Our Chinese brothers have once again lived up to our expectations," the Financial Times quoted an unidentified Pakistani official as saying of the deal, which would help Pakistan cope with a crippling energy crisis.

2. US invasion forces war with China too 

(Zeenews.com, Indian online newspaper, 6/23/10 “China to build two N-reactors in Pak” http://www.zeenews.com/news635916.html)
The report in the official daily is regarded as a sort of an official announcement as Chinese Foreign Ministry so far has declined to say anything directly concerning China's plans to build new reactors in Pakistan. It only said that its cooperation with Islamabad concerning the civil nuclear is for peaceful purposes and being carried under the safeguards and supervision of the International Atomic Energy Agency, (IAEA). The write up in the daily comes after the recently concluded visit of Pakistan Army Chief Gen Ashfaq Parvez Kayani during which Chinese Defence Minister Liang Guanglie announced that "China would join hands with Pakistan to bring military relations to a new high". [image: image1.png]


China's plans to build two nuclear reactors came to light when state-owned China National Nuclear Corporation (CNNC) announced in April this year that it will export nuclear power reactors to Pakistan in a USD 2.375-billion agreement. This is in addition to two nuclear reactors built by China at Chashma in Pakistan's Punjab province. Zhai Dequan, deputy secretary-general of the China Arms Control and Disarmament Association, defended China's plans to build new reactors saying that China has been helping Pakistan with reactors earlier.
China Impact Module

3. US China war goes nuclear 

 (The Straits Times (Singapore), 6/25/2K “No one gains in war over Taiwan”, Lexis)

The doomsday scenario THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.
Pakistan Econ Impact Modules
1. Pakistan economy is coming back from the brink, but any shock will kill it

(Dawn.Com, Pakistani News Group, 5/25/10 “Economic stability taking hold in Pakistan: IMF” http://dawnnews.tv/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/news/business/economic-stability-taking-hold-in-pakistan-imf-jd-04)

ISLAMABAD: Pakistan's economy is getting back on an even keel after the balance of payments crisis 18 months ago but it remained vulnerable to shocks and a risky market for investors, according to the IMF's representative in Islamabad. Political uncertainty, chronic insecurity and a budget deficit inflated by spendings to tackle the Taliban's insurgency are all threats to recovery, but the outlook was far brighter than the time when Pakistan was on the brink of default in 2008.“In terms of the economy, stabilisation seems to be taking hold, progress has been made,” Paul Ross of the International Monetary Fund said in an interview with Reuters. Pakistan turned to the IMF for an emergency package of loans in November 2008, when inflation was 25 per cent, the Central bank reserves were equivalent to just one month of imports and the current account deficit had widened to 8.5 per cent of gross domestic product (GDP) for fiscal year 2007-08.

Now, inflation has dropped to 13 per cent, reserves are four months of imports and the current account deficit is set to be around two to three per cent of GDP this fiscal year ending June 30.

Even among risky “frontier markets,” Pakistan is seen as too long a shot for many investors due to its insecurity, poor governance, corruption and crippling power shortages.

2. US invasion kills Pakistan economy

(Safdar Sial, author at The Pak Institute for Peace Studies, 6/26/7 “Pak-US: A Balance Sheet of Relations” http://san-pips.com/index.php?action=ra&id=irf_list_1)
With regard to the third priority area, the US has been involved is helping Pakistan to strengthen its economic, social, political, and democratic development. It is currently undertaking a multi-billion dollar; multi-faceted assistance programme that it hopes will ensure the stable and balanced development of Pakistani society. This programme includes development assistance, balance-of payment support, debt rescheduling and forgiveness, and agricultural, trade, and investment support. USAID has returned to Pakistan with major assistance programmes in such areas as education, health, governance, and micro-finance. The American Business Council based in Karachi is an important testament to the success, American companies have had in Pakistan. Regarding advancement in democracy and good governance, the US is taking much interest in future political alliances for formation of the government for the next tenure.
3. That causes global economic collapse and world war 3

(Nadeem Walayat, Editor of The Market Oracle; with over 20 years’ experience of trading derivates and portfilio management, 1/16/10 “Pakistan Collapse Could Trigger Global Great Depression and World War III” http://www.marketoracle.co.uk/Article16543.html) 
Pakistan populated by more than 170 million people could turn into a black hole that could swallow many more trillions of dollars in an escalating but ultimately unwinnable war on terror that would disrupt not only the economies of the west with hundreds of thousands more boots on the ground, but also the economies of the neighbouring states, especially India, Iran and China much as the war in Afghanistan had increasingly impacted on the Pakistani state and economy over the past few years. Not only is Pakistan's vast military industrial complex and arms stock piles at risk, but far more deadly than the IED's or klashnikovs are Pakistan's nuclear and chemical weapons that could greatly increase the risks of a series of dirty bombs emerging from within a failed state even if the nuclear weapons themselves remained secure.Therefore the Pakistan crisis has the potential for becoming a very significant factor when determining the direction of the global economy over the coming years due to both a mega refugee crisis that would emerge from a failed state and the conflagration of conflict across the region, unless action is taken to stabilise the situation in Pakistan towards which the following could form part of:1. First world military technology such as drone air-craft and satellite surveillance made available to the Pakistan army to enable it to fight a more precise war against the Taliban Leadership without unpopular blanket warfare across regions of the country that only results in the conflict spreading and new recruits for the insurgency. 
Impact Extensions
Invasion causes instability and terrorism

(USA Today 8/3/7 “Obama would consider sending troops into Pakistan” http://www.usatoday.com/news/politics/election2008/2007-08-01-obama_N.htm)
The Bush administration has supported Musharraf and stressed the need to cooperate with Pakistan, but lately administration officials have suggested the possibility of military strikes to deal with al-Qaeda and its leader, Osama bin Laden. Analysts say an invasion could risk destabilizing Pakistan, breeding more militancy and undermining Musharraf. The Pakistani Foreign Office, protective of its national sovereignty, has warned that U.S. military action would violate international law and be deeply resented. A military invasion could be risky, given Pakistan's hostile terrain and the suspicion of its warrior-minded tribesmen against uninvited outsiders. Congress passed legislation Friday that would tie aid from the United States to Islamabad's efforts to stop al-Qaeda and the Taliban from operating in its territory. President Bush has yet to sign it. Obama's speech was a condemnation of President Bush's leadership in the war on terror. He said the focus on Iraq has left Americans in more danger than before Sept. 11, and that Bush has misrepresented the enemy as Iraqis who are fighting a civil war instead of the terrorists responsible for the attacks six years ago. "He confuses our mission," Obama said, then he spread responsibility to lawmakers like Clinton who voted for the invasion. "By refusing to end the war in Iraq, President Bush is giving the terrorists what they really want, and what the Congress voted to give them in 2002: a U.S. occupation of undetermined length, at undetermined cost, with undetermined consequences."

Pakistani nuclear security low, government not acting to increase. US diplomatic efforts going nowhere.
(Julian Borger, editor for the Guardian, 4-12-2010, “Pakistan nuclear weapons at risk of theft by terrorists, US study warns”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/apr/12/pakistan-nuclear-weapons-security-fears)

There was still considerable anxiety at the Nuclear Security Summit over the safety of more than 2,000 tons more HEU and weapons-grade plutonium stored in 40 countries. There were also persistent doubts over the security of Pakistan's nuclear weapons. Pakistan's prime minister, Yousaf Raza Gilani, assured Barack Obama the country has an "appropriate safeguard" for its arsenal, understood to consist of 70-90 nuclear weapons. However, a report by Harvard University's Belfer Centre for Science and International Affairs, titled Securing the Bomb 2010, said Pakistan's stockpile "faces a greater threat from Islamic extremists seeking nuclear weapons than any other nuclear stockpile on earth". Experts said the danger was growing because of the arms race between Pakistan and India. The Institute for Science and International Security has reported that Pakistan's second nuclear reactor, built to produce plutonium for weapons, shows signs of starting operations, and a third is under construction. At their White House meeting on Sunday, Obama pressed Gilani to end Pakistan's opposition to an international treaty that would ban the production of new fissile material for nuclear warheads, plutonium and highly enriched uranium (HEU), but the Pakistani leader showed no signs of bowing to the pressure, US officials said. Pakistan's insistence that India reduces its stockpile first prevented talks on the fissile material cutoff treaty from getting under way in Geneva last year. Yesterday, the UN secretary general, Ban Ki-moon, added to the pressure on Pakistan by calling for talks at the multilateral conference on disarmament to start, warning that "nuclear terrorism is one of the greatest threats we face today". 

Impact Extensions

Pakistan reluctant to change, will react badly to any US military interference. (AT: Pakistan welcomes, Pakistan solves on their own)

(K. Alan Kronstadt, Specialist in South Asian Affairs at the Congressional Research Service, 7-1-2009, Congressional Research Service: “Pakistan-U.S. Relations”, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/127297.pdf)

Numerous reports indicate that U.S. officials have been frustrated by signs that the Pakistani military is slow to shift away from a conventional war strategy focused on India, and they have made clear the United States stands ready to assist Pakistan in “reorienting” its army for counterinsurgency efforts. This is not clearly a task the Pakistani military leadership is eager to complete.180 Some U.S. military commanders in Afghanistan are reported to be deeply skeptical that Islamabad will use future U.S. military assistance for its intended purposes.181 Some senior Members of Congress, the Chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee among them, have continued to express doubts about Pakistan’s will and capacity to make meaningful changes in the near-term.182 The New York Times has reported that, since 2004, the U.S. military has used secret authority to carry out covert attacks against Al Qaeda and other militants in several countries, including Pakistan.183 Then-President Musharraf rejected suggestions that U.S. troops could be more effective than Pakistanis in battling militants, saying a direct U.S. military presence in Pakistan was neither necessary nor acceptable. Upon assuming the presidency, Asif Zardari warned that Pakistan “will not tolerate the violation of [its] sovereignty and territorial integrity by any power in the name of combating terrorism.” He, too, insisted that, with the provision of U.S. intelligence, Pakistani forces are better suited to combating terrorists in the border region.184 U.S. military incursions into Pakistan put tremendous pressure on both Islamabad’s civilian government and on the country’s military. Pakistan’s Ambassador to the United States has warned that such attacks are counterproductive to the extent that they turn Pakistani public opinion against the counterterrorism effort.185 One former Bush State Department official assesses that unilateral U.S. military activity on Pakistani territory can be “profoundly counterproductive” by empowering Pakistani elements who already distrust U.S. intentions.186 Even President Bush’s Deputy Secretary of State, John Negroponte, said, “Unilateral actions are probably not a durable or a viable solution over a prolonged period of time.”
Stable Pakistan key to preventing loose nukes

(Lisa Curtis, senior research fellow at the Heritage Foundation on South Asia, Lisa Curtis specializes in U.S. policy toward India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal 6/27/7 “Keeping Pakistan's Nuclear Weapons Out of the Hands of Terrorists” http://heritage.org/Research/Lecture/Keeping-Pakistans-Nuclear-Weapons-Out-of-the-Hands-of-Terrorists)
Preventing Pakistan's nuclear weapons and tech​nology from falling into the hands of terrorists should be a top priority for the U.S. Revelations about the devastating impact of the A.Q. Khan pro​liferation network and nuclear black market will prevent Washington from considering a civil-nucle​ar cooperation agreement with Pakistan similar to that being pursued with India. U.S. policy toward Pakistan's nuclear program should instead focus spe​cifically on nuclear safety and security cooperation and encouraging India-Pakistan dialogue that will improve Pakistan's regional security perceptions. Washington needs to maintain a robust partner​ship with Islamabad based on mutual trust and understanding. U.S. policymakers should refrain from compartmentalizing our myriad interests in Pakistan, and instead integrate the various compo​nents of U.S. policy toward Pakistan. In other words, pursuing nuclear safety and security and nonproliferation in Pakistan should not be viewed as "competing" with other U.S. goals such as deny​ing Taliban and al-Qaeda safe haven on Pakistani territory, shutting down madrassahs that feed ter​rorist groups, encouraging peace talks with India, or pressing for steps toward democracy. These goals are interrelated and mutually reinforcing, and will eventually encourage Pakistan toward a stable and moderate path. 

Impact Extensions

Nonmilitary aid k2 Pakistan stability

(National Security Network Report, 3/18/9 “Instability In Pakistan” http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1254)

Pakistan’s future stability demands persistent, concerted action from the Obama administration. An Atlantic Council report recommends that the Obama administration take immediate steps to halt further deterioration, recommendations which are even more critical in the wake of Pakistan’s most recent political crisis. Among the steps are: Strengthen Pakistani democracy. “The U.S. must reinforce Pakistan’s efforts to strengthen democracy, engaging with political parties across the spectrum and supporting programs that strengthen political participation and civil society,” and expand “efforts to assist Pakistan in building institutions of democracy by expanding training opportunities for political party workers on organizing parties and conducting elections.” [The Atlantic Council, 2/25/09] Help build institutions. The U.S. should devote specific resources to the objectives of “mentoring, monitoring, and institution building” in Pakistan, “as poorly managed and executed efforts will result in significant waste of U.S. taxpayer dollars, as we have seen in other recent large-scale reconstruction efforts. Agreed targets and benchmarks should be set in consultation with Pakistan before aid is released.” [The Atlantic Council, 2/25/09] Increase non-military aid. “The new administration should support early passage of the Kerry/Lugar legislation that authorizes $1.5 billion a year over the next five years in non-military aid to Pakistan, and advocates an additional $7.5 billion over the following five years,” while also addressing the additional $5 billion Pakistan needs to “cover critical budget shortfalls.” [The Atlantic Council, 2/25/09]

US invasion causes backlash and doesn’t save the nukes 

(Najum Mushtaq is a project director at the Pak Institute for Peace Studies, 2007 “The Neocons on Pakistan: Neat, Simple, and Dangerously Naive” http://san-pips.com/index.php?action=ra&id=irf_list_1)
The neoconservative position on Pakistan is redolent of the Cold War times when Washington had supported another military dictator, Zia ul-Haq. As Krauthammer puts it: "The logic [of backing dictators] was simple: The available and likely alternative—i.e., communists—would be worse." Replace communists with terrorists, you have the crux of the neocon ideology exposed for what it

really is: fear-mongering to conjure up excuses for exhibition of U.S. military power. Failing to learn from the invasion of Iraq and Afghanistan, analysts like Kagan and O'Hanlon would have Washington embroiled in another potentially catastrophic military mission in Pakistan. "One possible plan would be a Special Forces operation with the limited goal of preventing Pakistan's nuclear materials and warheads from getting into the wrong hands. Somehow, American forces would have to team with Pakistanis to secure critical sites and possibly to move the material to a safer place," suggest Kagan and O'Hanlon. They also have another alternative: "So, if we got a large number of troops into the country, what would they do? The most likely directive would be to help Pakistan's military and security forces hold the country's center—primarily the region around the capital, Islamabad, and the populous areas like Punjab Province to its south. ... Pro-American moderates could well win a fight against extremist sympathizers on their own. But they might need help if splinter forces or radical Islamists took control of parts of the country containing crucial nuclear materials. The task of retaking any such regions and reclaiming custody of any nuclear weapons would be a priority for our troops." So fixated are these analysts on a military solution to every problem that the normal procedures of ensuring nuclear weapons do not even cross their minds. The answer to these fears is not a military invasion of Pakistan, which will pitch the entire population and the military against U.S. forces.
Impact Extensions

Any US intervention causes terror problems in Pakistan. 

 (K. Alan Kronstadt, Specialist in South Asian Affairs at the Congressional Research Service, 7-1-2009, Congressional Research Service: “Pakistan-U.S. Relations” p. 64, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/127297.pdf)

President Zardari emphatically declares that “the war on terror is Pakistan’s war” and asserts that, as a grieving husband who lost his wife to terrorism, his commitment to the fight is both national and personal. In a thinly veiled response to U.S. pressure, he wrote, “We do not need lectures about terrorism from anyone.... We live it each and every day.” He calls for international support for Pakistani democracy and economic viability, saying “a secure Pakistan is the greatest asset in the world’s fight against terrorism.”349 U.S. officials take note of Pakistan’s successes against militants in the border region even as they continue to encourage Islamabad’s leaders to take greater and more concerted action against extremists elsewhere in the country.350 Pakistani officials resent criticism and doubt about their commitment to the counterterrorist fight. They aver that Western pressure on Pakistan to “do more” undermines their effort and has in fact fueled instability and violence.351 Some argue that their “Waziristan problem” is largely traceable to U.S. policies in the region. From this perspective, the United States essentially abandoned the region after infusing it with money and arms during the 1980s, thus “leaving the jihadi baby in Pakistan’s lap.” Furthermore, the argument goes, a U.S. failure to decisively defeat Afghan Taliban remnants in 2002, a diversion of key resources to the war in Iraq and the recruiting boon that war provided to jihadi groups, and an over-reliance on allegedly ill-equipped NATO troops all combined to build and sustain in western Pakistan a religious extremist movement that did not previously exist.

** PAKISTAN AFF

Pakistan 2AC
1. There are 200 US troops in Pakistan now
Shachtman 10 – Editor (Noah, February 4, “ U.S. Says 200 Troops on the Ground in Pakistan”,)

The U.S. military has 200 troops on the ground in Pakistan. That’s about the double the previously-disclosed number of forces there. It’s a whole lot more than the “no American troops in Pakistan” promised by special envoy Richard Holbrooke. And let’s not even get into the number of U.S. intelligence operatives and security contractors on Pakistani soil. The troop levels are one of a number of details that have emerged about the once-secret U.S. war in Pakistan since three American troops were killed yesterday by an improvised bomb. The New York Times reports that the soldiers were disguised in Pakistani clothing, and their vehicle was outfitted with radio-frequency jammers, meant to stop remotely-detonated bombs. “Still, the Taliban bomber was able to penetrate their cordon. In all 131 people were wounded, most of them girls who were students at a high school adjacent to the site of the suicide attack,” the paper reports.
2. Pakistan’s nuclear weapons means that troops will be sent inevitably.
3. Iraq withdrawal on schedule – makes non-unique
(AFP, 7-21-2010, " US military withdrawal in Iraq on schedule: Odierno " - AFP, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5gb_pqPii4Cept0a4t3ypM40uh73A)
The US military withdrawal from Iraq is on schedule with only 50,000 troops set to remain by August 31, the top US commander in the country said Wednesday. General Ray Odierno spoke to reporters in Washington, where he was meeting State Department officials to discuss the drawdown and the transition to a more civilian mission. The United States had 170,000 troops in Iraq in 2007 but has been pulling back steadily for the past 18 months, sending soldiers and resources back home or to Afghanistan. US President Barack Obama has promised to scale back the US military presence to 50,000 troops by August 31 ahead of a full withdrawal in 2011. "We're on track," said Odierno, explaining that in January 2009 there were 145,000 US service members in Iraq but now there are just 70,000. Odierno said recent attacks, including a suicide bombing on Sunday that killed at least 45 people -- Iraq's deadliest single attack in more than two months -- would not affect the withdrawal timetable. "I believe it is in the best interest of our mission" to keep the timetable. "It's important that we live up to our commitment." US and Iraqi officials have warned of the dangers of an upsurge of violence if negotiations on forming a new governing coalition following the March 7 election continue to drag on. "There is uneasiness" among Iraqis because a government has not yet been formed, Odierno said, "but there has been no degradation in terms of security."
4. Obama promised that soldiers in Iraq will go home

5. Violence against US in Pakistan occurring now – impact non-unique
The Christian Science Monitor 10 – Qual (February 4, “US troop presence in Pakistan meets surprisingly muted response”, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/0204/US-troop-presence-in-Pakistan-meets-surprisingly-muted-response,),)– 

A suicide attack Wednesday on a Pakistani paramilitary convoy that killed three American soldiers and five others near a girls’ school in the north was a reminder of the increasing US military commitment to the country. 

The dead soldiers were among roughly 70 US special forces troops currently training Pakistani soldiers in counterinsurgency tactics as part of a $700 million military aid program in the current fiscal year. They were the first casualties of the training program. US involvement is set to rise, with President Barack Obama proposing $1.2 billion in military aid for Pakistan in the 2011 budget. 

6. The uniqueness is a year old, the impact should have already happened 

Pakistan 2AC

7. Nuclear terrorism won’t happen—no means or motivation. 

John Mueller, Department of Political Science, Ohio State University, April 30, 2009, “The Atomic Terrorist?” International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, http://www.icnnd.org/latest/research/Mueller_Terrorism.pdf

Thus far terrorist groups seem to have exhibited only limited desire and even less progress in going atomic. This may be because, after brief exploration of the possible routes, they, unlike generations of alarmists on the issue, have discovered that the tremendous effort required is scarcely likely to be successful. It is highly improbable that a would-be atomic terrorist would be given or sold a bomb by a generous like-minded nuclear state because the donor could not control its use and because the ultimate source of the weapon might be discovered.  Although there has been great worry about terrorists illicitly stealing or purchasing a nuclear weapon, it seems likely that neither “loose nukes” nor a market in illicit nuclear materials exists. Moreover, finished bombs have been outfitted with an array of locks and safety devices. There could be dangers in the chaos that would emerge if a nuclear state were utterly to fail, collapsing in full disarray. However, even under those conditions, nuclear weapons would likely remain under heavy guard by people who know that a purloined bomb would most likely end up going off in their own territory, would still have locks, and could probably be followed and hunted down by an alarmed international community.  The most plausible route for terrorists would be to manufacture the device themselves from purloined materials. This task requires that a considerable series of difficult hurdles be conquered in sequence, including the effective recruitment of people who at once have great technical skills and will remain completely devoted to the cause. In addition, a host of corrupted co-conspirators, many of them foreign, must remain utterly reliable, international and local security services must be kept perpetually in the dark, and no curious outsider must get consequential wind of the project over the months or even years it takes to pull off. In addition, the financial costs of the operation could easily become monumental.  Moreover, the difficulties are likely to increase because of enhanced protective and policing efforts by self-interested governments and because any foiled attempt would expose flaws in the defense system, holes the defenders would then plug. The evidence of al-Qaeda’s desire to go atomic, and about its progress in accomplishing this exceedingly difficult task, is remarkably skimpy, if not completely negligible. The scariest stuff—a decade’s worth of loose nuke rumor—seems to have no substance whatever. For the most part, terrorists seem to be heeding the advice found in an al-Qaeda laptop seized in Pakistan: “Make use of that which is available ... rather than waste valuable time becoming despondent over that which is not within your reach.”  In part because of current policies—but also because of a wealth of other technical and organizational difficulties—the atomic terrorists’ task is already monumental, and their likelihood of success is vanishingly small. Efforts to further enhance this monumentality, if cost-effective and accompanied with only tolerable side effects, are generally desirable.

8. Turn - Immediate invasion prevents Pakistan instability

(Frederick W. Kagan is a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute and Michael O’Hanlon is a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution. 11/18/07 “Pakistan’s Collapse, Our Problem” http://www.nytimes.com/2007/11/18/opinion/18kagan.html)

AS the government of Pakistan totters, we must face a fact: the United States simply could not stand by as a nuclear-armed Pakistan descended into the abyss. Nor would it be strategically prudent to withdraw our forces from an improving situation in Iraq to cope with a deteriorating one in Pakistan. We need to think — now — about our feasible military options in Pakistan, should it really come to that. We do not intend to be fear mongers. Pakistan’s officer corps and ruling elites remain largely moderate and more interested in building a strong, modern state than in exporting terrorism or nuclear weapons to the highest bidder. But then again, Americans felt similarly about the shah’s regime in Iran until it was too late. Moreover, Pakistan’s intelligence services contain enough sympathizers and supporters of the Afghan Taliban, and enough nationalists bent on seizing the disputed province of Kashmir from India, that there are grounds for real worries.The most likely possible dangers are these: a complete collapse of Pakistani government rule that allows an extreme Islamist movement to fill the vacuum; a total loss of federal control over outlying provinces, which splinter along ethnic and tribal lines; or a struggle within the Pakistani military in which the minority sympathetic to the Taliban and Al Qaeda try to establish Pakistan as a state sponsor of terrorism. All possible military initiatives to avoid those possibilities are daunting. With 160 million people, Pakistan is more than five times the size of Iraq. It would take a long time to move large numbers of American forces halfway across the world. And unless we had precise information about the location of all of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons and materials, we could not rely on bombing or using Special Forces to destroy them. The task of stabilizing a collapsed Pakistan is beyond the means of the United States and its allies. Rule-of-thumb estimates suggest that a force of more than a million troops would be required for a country of this size. Thus, if we have any hope of success, we would have to act before a complete government collapse, and we would need the cooperation of moderate Pakistani forces.
N/U US in Pakistan Now
Penatagon planning troop surge in Pakistan

(Global Research, 11/22/07 “US steps up plans for military intervention in Pakistan” http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=7402)
In the midst of public statements of support for “democracy” in Pakistan and the recent visit to Islamabad by the American envoy John Negroponte, Washington is quietly preparing for a stepped-up military intervention in the crisis-ridden country. According to the New York Times Monday, plans have been drawn up by the US military’s Special Operations Command for deploying Special Forces troops in Pakistan’s frontier regions for the purpose of training indigenous militias to combat forces aligned with the Taliban and Al Qaeda. Citing unnamed military officials, the newspaper reports that the proposal would “expand the presence of military trainers in Pakistan, directly finance a separate tribal paramilitary force that until now has proved largely ineffective and pay militias that agreed to fight Al Qaeda and foreign extremists.” American military officials familiar with the proposal said that it was modeled on the initiative by American occupation forces in Iraq to arm and support Sunni militias in Anbar province in a campaign against the Al Qaeda in Iraq group there. According to the Times report, skepticism that the same strategy can be adapted to the deteriorating situation in Pakistan centers on “the question of whether such partnerships can be forged without a significant American military presence in Pakistan.” The newspaper adds that “it is unclear whether enough support can be found among the tribes.” While the Pentagon admits to only about 50 US troops currently stationed in Pakistan as “advisors” to the Pakistani armed forces, that number would swell substantially under the proposed escalation. The Times cites a briefing prepared by the Special Operations Command that claims the beefed-up US forces would not be engaged in “conventional combat” in Pakistan. It quotes unnamed military officials as acknowledging, however, that they “might be involved in strikes against senior militant leaders, under specific conditions.” In other words, American Special Forces units would be used to carry out targeted assassinations and attacks on strongholds of Islamist forces.

US troops moving into Pakistan

Washington Examiner (blog) 7/21 (Chris Stirewalt, 7/21/10, " Morning Must Reads -- John Boehner, under Contract ", http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/blogs/beltway-confidential/Morning-Must-Reads----John-Boehner-under-Contract--98919909.html)
Barnes reports that U.S. troops are expanding their presence across the border into Pakistan even as American deaths soar and the Taliban finds new footholds in Afghanistan. While many believe that the heart of the Islamist threat lies inside Pakistan, not Afghanistan, new evidence that American troops are deploying inside the volatile nation of 170 million will add to anxiety on the Hill. “The U.S. troops are allowed to defend themselves and return fire if attacked. But the official emphasized the joint missions aren't supposed to be combat operations, and the Americans often participate in civilian garb. Pakistan has told the U.S. that troops need to keep a low profile. ‘Going out in the open, that has negative optics, that is something we have to work out,’ said a Pakistani official. ‘This whole exercise could be counterproductive if people see U.S. boots on the ground.’” 

US military strikes occurring in Pakistan

Socialist Worker 7/18 (7/18/10, " Obama announces Afghan escalationSpreading the war to Pakistan ", http://www.swp.ie/international/obama-announces-afghan-escalationspreading-war-pakistan/1658)
After three years of losing ground against a growing Afghan resistance, the US is continuing the troop build-up begun by George W. Bush. In February, Obama ordered the Pentagon to double the number of U.S. combat brigades with the addition of 17,000 new troops, a number that could eventually reach 30,000. President Obama has promised an extra 21,000 troops for Afghanistan on top of the 38,000 US troops already there. The US has intensified air raids into neighbouring Pakistan, with considerable civilian deaths and injuries. Opposition to the US-Nato occupation is increasing, much of it as a result of the increase in civilian casualties as the war has intensified. Kabul-based political analyst Waheed Muzjda recently told the Christian Science Monitor that "at least half the country is deeply suspicious of the new troops. The U.S. will have to wage an intense hearts-and-minds campaign to turn this situation around." Last Friday Barack Obama announced his new strategic plan for Afghanistan. Sugar coating the military escalation is talk of a major diplomatic effort, civilian officers, aid for Pakistan and more training of local forces. And in echoes from both the Vietnam war and Iraq, there is talk of detaching the civilian population from guerrillas and conciliating "moderate" elements of the Taliban. But the key element is the military escalation and further spreading the war to Pakistan, with, as key US ally Gordon Brown indicated at the weekend, US and Nato troops fighting in that count
N/U US in Pakistan Now
US Special Ops Forces active in Pakistan now, Pakistan warming to US military.

 (Julian E. Barnes, Harvard Graduate and former associate editor of US News, 7-20-10, "U.S. Forces Step Up Pakistan Presence", Wall Street Journal http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704723604575379132838698738.html)
U.S. Special Operations Forces have begun venturing out with Pakistani forces on aid projects, deepening the American role in the effort to defeat Islamist militants in Pakistani territory that has been off limits to U.S. ground troops. The expansion of U.S. cooperation is significant given Pakistan's deep aversion to allowing foreign military forces on its territory. The Special Operations teams join the aid missions only when commanders determine there is relatively little security risk, a senior U.S. military official said, in an effort to avoid direct engagement that would call attention to U.S. participation. Xinhua/Zuma Pakistani troops earlier this month in South Waziristan, where the country has tried to quell militant groups. The U.S. troops are allowed to defend themselves and return fire if attacked. But the official emphasized the joint missions aren't supposed to be combat operations, and the Americans often participate in civilian garb. Pakistan has told the U.S. that troops need to keep a low profile. "Going out in the open, that has negative optics, that is something we have to work out," said a Pakistani official. "This whole exercise could be counterproductive if people see U.S. boots on the ground." Because of Pakistan's sensitivities, the U.S. role has developed slowly. In June 2008, top U.S. military officials announced 30 American troops would begin a military training program in Pakistan, but it took four months for Pakistan to allow the program to begin. The first U.S. Special Operations Forces were restricted to military classrooms and training bases. Pakistan has gradually allowed more trainers into the country and allowed the mission's scope to expand. Today, the U.S. has about 120 trainers in the country, and the program is set to expand again with new joint missions to oversee small-scale development projects aimed at winning over tribal leaders, according to officials familiar with the plan. Such aid projects are a pillar of the U.S. counterinsurgency strategy, which the U.S. hopes to pass on to the Pakistanis through the training missions. U.S. military officials say if U.S. forces are able to help projects such as repairing infrastructure, distributing seeds and providing generators or solar panels, they can build trust with the Pakistani military, and encourage them to accept more training in the field. 
No Link: No Deployment to Pakistan

Troops won’t be deployed to Pakistan

(Lara Jakes, reporter for the Associated Press, 5-7-2009, “US troops Won't Be Sent To Pakistan: Robert Gates”, Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2009/05/07/us-troops-wont-be-sent-to_n_198759.html)

There are no plans to deploy U.S. ground troops to Pakistan, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said Thursday, despite concerns over increasing violence between Pakistani troops and Taliban militants. Speaking to about 300 Marines at Camp Leatherneck in southern Afghanistan on Thursday, Gates assured them that they wouldn't be fighting in the neighboring sovereign nation. During a 12-minute question-and-answer session in sweltering heat, Gates told a sergeant he didn't have to "worry about going to Pakistan." Pakistan's military continued fighting Taliban guerrillas in the Swat Valley on Thursday. On Wednesday, Pakistani President Asif Ali Zardari appealed to President Barack Obama for more help reversing the extension of Taliban-held territory to within 60 miles of the capital, Islamabad. Brig. Gen. John Nicholson, the top U.S. commander in southern Afghanistan, told reporters that he expects to see an increase of violence in Afghanistan between now and elections this fall. "This will be a spike, not an upward slope," he said, because as U.S.-led forces try to secure areas, insurgents are going to try to push back. More than 60,000 U.S. troops will be stationed in Afghanistan by fall, up from about 38,000 now. The Pentagon has estimated it will deploy about 68,000 troops to Afghanistan for the length of the U.S. combat mission. Nicholson said the U.S. is looking at three factors to see if its efforts in Afghanistan are working: better security over a period of time, an increase in Afghan security forces and a decrease in poppy cultivation. Gates also told the Marines that the Pentagon was working on getting troops more time at home between deployments in battle zones. 

Obama won’t send ground troops to Pakistan

(Associated Press, 3-29-2009, “Obama Rules out American Troops in Pakistan”, Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2009/03/29/obama-rules-out-us-troops_n_180456.html)

Al-Qaida terrorists are still a serious threat and retain the ability to plan attacks against the United States even though they have been inhibited over the past several years, Gates said. Both Pakistan and Afghanistan have praised the new U.S. strategy for dealing with growing violence in the region. But Obama has irked Pakistan since taking office in January by retaining a powerful but controversial weapon left over from the Bush administration's fight against terrorism: unmanned Predator drone missile strikes on Pakistan along its border with Afghanistan. Pakistan has urged Obama to halt the strikes. But Gates has signaled to Congress that the U.S. would continue to go after al-Qaida inside Pakistan, and senior Obama administration officials have called the strikes effective. Without directly referring to the strikes, Obama said: "If we have a high-value target within our sights, after consulting with Pakistan, we're going after them. But our main thrust has to be to help Pakistan defeat these extremists." Asked if he meant he would put U.S. troops on the ground in Pakistan, Obama said: "No." He noted that Pakistan is a sovereign nation and said: "We need to work with them and through them to deal with al-Qaida. But we have to hold them much more accountable." "What we wanna do is say to the Pakistani people: You are our friends, you are our allies. We are going to give you the tools to defeat al-Qaida and to root out these safe havens. But we also expect some accountability. And we expect that you understand the severity and the nature of the threat," Obama added. His strategy is built on an ambitious goal of boosting the Afghan army from 80,000 to 134,000 troops by 2011 _ and greatly increasing training by U.S. troops accompanying them _ so the Afghan military can defeat Taliban insurgents and take control of the war. 

Impact Turns
Pakistan instability good – leads to a better democracy

(Justin Raimondo, a senior fellow at the Randolph Bourne Institute, 11/22/07 “Invade Pakistan?” http://original.antiwar.com/justin/2007/11/21/invade-pakistan/)
I wrote about this last Monday, in "Wars to Watch Out For," but neglected one important potential battlefield: Pakistan. The tag team of Frederick W. Kagan and Michael O’Hanlon didn’t forget, though. Their New York Times op-ed piece has brought the War Party’s latest project to the table where all the Very Serious People gather in solemn conclave: the invasion and pacification of Pakistan in the event the regime of Gen. Pervez Musharraf collapses under the weight of protest. They state their premise at the very start: "As the government of Pakistan totters, we must face a fact: the United States simply could not stand by as a nuclear-armed Pakistan descended into the abyss." This is stated as an unassailable fact, an axiom that doesn’t need to be proved because it is self-evident. Except it isn’t. If the Musharraf regime folds under pressure, the general’s successor would not be Osama bin Laden, but Benazir Bhutto. However, the Kagan-O’Hanlon thesis does not take Bhutto or any other opposition party into account. We only hear about those sinister "sympathizers and supporters of the Afghan Taliban," not to mention "nationalists bent on seizing the disputed province of Kashmir from India. These "extremists" will – somehow – seize power and hand over nuclear weapons to al-Qaeda. As Kagan and O’Hanlon put it "The most likely possible dangers are these: a complete collapse of Pakistani government rule that allows an extreme Islamist movement to fill the vacuum; a total loss of federal control over outlying provinces, which splinter along ethnic and tribal lines; or a struggle within the Pakistani military in which the minority sympathetic to the Taliban and al-Qaeda try to establish Pakistan as a state sponsor of terrorism." In less than two paragraphs, the enemy has gone from being evil "nationalists" who want to press Pakistan’s debatable claim to the Vale of Kashmir, and an allegedly pro-Taliban faction of the intelligence services, to the horrifying specter of al-Qaeda with nukes. No mention is made of Bhutto’s Pakistan People’s Party – which is the driving force behind the anti-Musharraf demonstrations, not the Islamists. In any case, al-Qaeda is not about to take power in Islamabad. Yeah, yeah, "that’s what they said about the shah of Iran," aver Kagan and O’Hanlon, but Khomeini was not al-Qaeda, either. That’s the hallmark of the Kagan-O’Hanlon method, which is also the methodology of the neoconservatives, whose arguments they synopsize and sell to policymakers as products of the "bipartisan center": conflating wildly disparate elements and somehow always linking them all to al-Qaeda. That has been the modus operandi of the War Party from the very beginning of this increasingly ugly episode in American history. Iraq was said to be in cahoots with Osama. Then it was Iran, according to such impeccable sources as Michael Ledeen. As I’ve remarked before, they don’t even have to produce fresh war propaganda: all they have to do is substitute Pakistan or Iran where it used to say Iraq, and they have a pro-war talking point, good as new
Pakistan will stay stable – China and India check

(The Hindu 7/12/10 “Call for China-India initiative for Pakistan stability” http://www.hindu.com/2010/07/12/stories/2010071255571100.htm)
A senior member of the Chinese Foreign Ministry's Advisory Group has proposed that China and India cooperate for the stability of Pakistan in the present circumstances. The Ministry's Foreign Policy Advisory Group Member, Wu Jianmin, told TheHindu here his intention was to “present this idea to the Chinese government in due course.” He said this on the sidelines of a conference on “the role of the media in India-China relations,” organised by the Singapore-based Institute of Southeast Asian Studies and its Nalanda Sriwijaya Centre, the National University of Singapore, and the Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy. The participants included India's former Ambassador to China, C. V. Ranganathan, and author Sunanda K. Datta-Ray. On whether the idea of a China-India initiative for the stability of Pakistan would at all fly, Mr. Wu, formerly a career diplomat, said: “The rise of Asia requires peace and stability in this region. So, you can see that China's interest and the Indian interest coincide. … We [in China] do not regard Pakistan as a counterweight to India. It is not propaganda: you [only] have to put yourself in China's shoes. .... For the first time since 1840, we have a chance to modernise China. To achieve our goal, what we need is peace abroad and stability at home.”

** IRAN
Iran 1NC
Uniqueness—US considering strikes on Iran but committed troops prevent involvement

RT news, 7-13-2010, “Israel and US allegedly preparing military strike on Iran”, http://rt.com/Top_News/2010-06-28/iran-us-military-preparations.html 

Reports have surfaced in the Middle East claiming Israel and the US are making military preparations for a possible attack on Iran. It comes after Washington called for tougher measures to be taken against the country over its nuclear ambitions. The reports first appeared in Iranian media and were later picked up by more mainstream Israeli and Iranian media. According to them, Israeli helicopters have dropped large amounts of military equipment in northern Saudi Arabia, eight kilometers from Tabuk, the closest Saudi city to Israel. Later, London Times magazine published a report claiming that Saudi Arabia agreed to give Israel a narrow corridor of air space in northern Saudi Arabia. The article went on to say that the Saudis had adjusted defense missile systems to allow Israeli jets to fly overhead. According to Egyptian sources, an American fleet made its way through the Suez Canal. Eyewitnesses say the fleet had eleven frigates and an air carrier. They add there was also an Israeli frigate among the ships. All commercial traffic was suspended for some time as the fleet made its way from the Mediterranean to the Red Sea. There has been no reaction from Washington, but Saudi Arabia has vehemently denied the claims. Dr. Eldad Pardo of the Hebrew University in Jerusalem says it is not unlikely for Saudi Arabia and other Gulf states to cooperate with Israel against Iran. “Definitely, it is possible,” Pardo stated. “The question is not whether it is Israel or not. Israel has military capabilities but, all in all, it is a minor player in the Iranian game. The major players are the superpowers and the phenomenon of globalization, free trade and all that is in danger if Iran obtains nuclear weapons.” Meanwhile, Dr. Seyed Mohammad Marandi from Tehran University believes it is “highly unlikely” that the military buildup could mean the US is indeed planning to invade Iran. “The United States right now is facing a very difficult situation in Afghanistan and in Iraq,” Marandi said. “The economic situation in the US is very painful… I don’t think the Americans have the energy or the resources to wage another war. Iran is much stronger than Afghanistan and Iraq combined.” Meanwhile, Iran says it will not be holding international talks on its nuclear program before the end of August. The country’s President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said he decided not to go back to the negotiating table now so that Western countries “learn how to hold talks with other nations.” When talks resume, they should be based on the uranium enrichment deal drawn up by Iran, Brazil and Turkey in May 2010, Ahmadinejad said.

Link—Iraq withdrawal increases U.S. aggression against Iran

Richard N. Haass, President, Council on Foreign Relations, and Martin S. Indyk, Director, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, January/February 2009, Brookings, “Beyond Iraq: A new U.S. strategy for the Middle East,” http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2009/01_middle_east_indyk.aspx, RG

 For six years, U.S. policy in the Middle East has been dominated by Iraq. This need not, and should not, continue. The Obama administration will be able to gradually reduce the number of U.S. troops in Iraq, limit their combat role, and increasingly shift responsibility to Iraqi forces. The drawdown will have to be executed carefully and deliberately, however, so as not to risk undoing recent progress.

The improved situation in Iraq will allow the new administration to shift its focus to Iran, where the clock is ticking on a dangerous and destabilizing nuclear program. Obama should offer direct official engagement with the Iranian government, without preconditions, along with other incentives in an attempt to turn Tehran away from developing the capacity to rapidly produce substantial amounts of nuclear-weapons-grade fuel. At the same time, he should lay the groundwork for an international effort to impose harsher sanctions on Iran if it proves unwilling to change course.

Preventive military action against Iran by either the United States or Israel is an unattractive option, given its risks and costs. But it needs to be examined carefully as a last-ditch alternative to the dangers of living with an Iranian bomb. To increase Israel's tolerance for extended diplomatic engagement, the U.S. government should bolster Israel's deterrent capabilities by providing an enhanced anti-ballistic-missile defense capability and a nuclear guarantee.


Iran 1NC

Impact—attacking Iran causes World War III

F. William Engdahl- author of ‘A Century of War: Anglo-American Oil Politics and the New World Order,’ Pluto Press, is an Associate Editor of Global Research, January 29, 2006, “Calculating the Risk of War in Iran”, Global Research, online at http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=1841
President Bush, on the urging of Cheney, Rumsfeld and the neo-conservative hawks, decide to activate CONPLAN 8022, an air attack bombing Iran’s presumed nuclear sites, including for the first time since 1945, with deployment of nuclear weapons. No ground troops are used and it is proclaimed a swift surgical ‘success’ by the formidable Pentagon propaganda machine. Iran, prepared for such a possibility, launches a calculated counter-strike using techniques of guerrilla war or ‘asymmetrical warfare’ against US and NATO targets around the world.  The Iran response includes activating trained cells within Lebanon’s Hezbollah; it includes activating considerable Iranian assets within Iraq, potentially in de facto alliance with the Sunni resistance there targeting the 135,000 remaining US troops and civilian personnel. Iran’s asymmetrical response also includes stepping up informal ties to the powerful Hamas within Palestine to win them to a Holy War against the US-Israel ‘Great Satan.’ Alliance. Israel faces unprecedented terror and sabotage attacks from every side and from within its territory from sleeper cells of Arab Israelis. Iran activates trained sleeper terror cells in the Ras Tanura center of Saudi oil refining and shipping. The Eastern Province of Saudi Arabia around Ras Tanura contains a disenfranchised Shi’ite minority which have historically been denied the fruits of the immense Saudi oil wealth. There are some 2 million Shi’ia Muslims in Saudi Arabia. Shias do most of the manual work in the Saudi oilfields, making up 40 percent of Aramco's workforce.  Iran declares an immediate embargo of deliveries of its 4 million barrels of oil a day. It threatens to sink a large VLCC oil super-tanker in the narrows of the Strait of Hormuz, chocking off 40% of all world oil flows, if the world does not join it against the US-Israeli action. The strait has two 1 mile wide channels for marine traffic, separated by a 2 mile wide buffer zone, and is the only sea passage to the open ocean for much of OPEC oil. It is Saudi Arabia’s main export route.  Iran a vast, strategically central expanse of land, more than double the land area of France and Germany combined, with well over 70 million people, and one of the fastest population growth rates in the world, is well prepared for a new Holy War. Its mountainous terrain makes any thought of a US ground occupation inconceivable at a time the Pentagon is having problems retaining its present force to maintain the Iraq and Afghanistan occupations. World War III begins in a series of miscalculations and disruptions. The pentagon’s awesome war machine, ‘total spectrum dominance’ is powerless against the growing ‘assymetrical war’assaults around the globe. 


Uniqueness 2NC
Extend RT News—U.S. is drawing up plans for military attacks on Iran but won’t be able to carry out the strikes unless more troops become available—prefer our evidence, it’s the most recent on this question

And, U.S. is preparing to attack Iran now—but, more military flexibility is needed

Barbara Starr, pentagon correspondent for CNN, 4-18-10, “U.S. plans against Iran being updated”, CNN, http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/04/18/us.iran/index.html

The Pentagon and U.S. Central Command are updating military plans to strike Iran's nuclear sites, preparing up-to-date options for the president in the event he decides to take such action, an Obama administration official told CNN Sunday. The effort has been underway for several weeks and comes as there is growing concern across the administration's national security team that the president needs fresh options ready for his approval if he were to decide on a military strike, according to the official who is familiar with the effort. The official did not want to be identified because of the sensitive nature of the work being conducted. Meanwhile, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad continued to amp up his rhetoric against the West on Sunday, claiming that Iran is so powerful today that no country would dare attack it. "Iran's army is so mighty today that no enemy can have a foul thought of invading Iran's territory," the Iranian leader said in a speech, according to state media. The Iranian leader has had choice words for Obama and other Western leaders, especially after not receiving an invitation to the nuclear summit hosted in Washington last week. Obama has been pressing the U.N. Security Council to slap Iran with tougher sanctions for its nuclear ambitions. Iran says that its nuclear program is intended for civilian purposes. In January, Defense Secretary Robert Gates wrote a classified memo to the White House raising concerns about whether the administration had a sufficient policy in place, along with military options, for stopping Iran's progress in getting a nuclear weapon, the official confirmed. The memo was first reported Sunday in the New York Times. Gates spokesman Geoff Morrell initially declined to confirm the memo, but Gates said later Sunday in a written statement, "The New York Times sources who revealed my January memo to the National Security Advisor mischaracterized its purpose and content. "With the administration's pivot to a pressure track on Iran earlier this year, the memo identified next steps in our defense planning process where further interagency discussion and policy decisions would be needed in the months and weeks ahead," Gates said. "The memo was not intended as a 'wake up call' or received as such by the president's national security team. Rather, it presented a number of questions and proposals intended to contribute to an orderly and timely decision making process. "There should be no confusion by our allies and adversaries that the United States is properly and energetically focused on this question and prepared to act across a broad range of contingencies in support of our interests." The planning effort for potential strikes against Iran actually has been underway for some time, the official said. In December, Adm. Michael Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told his planners he didn't believe they were taking "seriously enough" the need for fresh thinking about how to attack Iran's nuclear sites if the president ordered such a strike, the official said. "He wanted to create a higher sense of urgency to create military options for the president," the official said. Mullen "wanted a more robust planning effort to provide the president with options, should he choose a military option," he said. The official strongly emphasized that the U.S. military is always updating plans in order to be ready for the president. If Obama were to order a strike against Iran, he would turn to Mullen, Gates and Gen. David Petraeus, the head of Central Command, for their advice on how to proceed. The official would not discuss how any of the updated plans might differ from previously existing military strike options. Mullen and other Pentagon officials have continuously endorsed diplomacy as the preferred option against Iran. In February Mullen publicly noted that a military strike against Iran's nuclear program would not be "decisive" and would only delay and set back Iran's efforts.


Uniqueness 2NC
And, U.S. won’t attack Iran in the squo—but, military options are still on the table

Global Times, April 20, 2010, “US attack on Iran seen unlikely, for time being,” http://world.globaltimes.cn/mid-east/2010-04/523845.html, RG

No signs of tightened defense preparations against a possible attack have been seen lately in major Iranian cities, including Tehran, a Global Times correspondent said.

Iranian officials and locals said they do not believe a war will break out, despite concerns of Israeli attacks on Iran's nuclear facilities in June among some diplomats and press in Tehran.

US Defense Secretary Robert Gates admitted Monday that he had written a memo to the White House in January that outlined the "next steps in our defense planning process" for Iran, raising concern that the US may consider a strike on Iran's nuclear sites.

The New York Times reported Sunday that Gates had warned in a secret three-page memo that the US government lacks "an effective long-range policy" for handling Iran's steady progress toward nuclear capability.
The newspaper also quoted a senior officer as saying the document was a "wake-up call." But Gates denied this, claiming that the paper's sources who revealed the existence of the memo "mischaracterized its purpose and content," according to The New York Times.

And, current sanctions only prolong eventual conflict—strikes likely in the near future

Peter Symonds, staff writer, July 5, World Socialist Website, “Harsh new US penalties against Iran,” http://www.wsws.org/articles/2010/jul2010/iran-j05.shtml, RG

The new US sanctions point to the motivations underlying Washington’s continuing threats and provocations against Iran. American banks and corporations will be largely unaffected, as Washington has effectively blockaded Iran economically for more than three decades following the overthrow the Shah in 1979. But the penalties will impact on US rivals, including close US allies such as Germany and Japan, that have substantial economic interests in Iran.

The Wall Street Journal pointed out last Thursday: “Among those that could face legal challenges and fines are Japan’s Big Three Banks—Mitsubishi UFJ Financial Group Inc., Sumitomo Mitsui Financial Group and Mizuho Financial Group Inc—as well as European firms such as Commerzbank Bank AB and Deutsche Bank AG, all of whom have businesses inside Iran.” Japan’s oil and gas producer Inpex Corp also has significant interests, including a 10 percent stake in the Azadegan oil field in southwestern Iran.

Iran not only has huge oil and gas reserves but is strategically located between the key regions of the Middle East and Central Asia. The nuclear issue is simply a convenient pretext for Washington to apply pressure in a bid to fashion a regime in Tehran that is more conducive to US ambitions for regional domination. The Obama administration’s overt support for the oppositional Green movement inside Iran, following last year’s presidential poll, had the same aim.

There is a dangerous logic to US attempts to choke off gasoline supplies to Iran. As several articles in the US press have pointed out, even if major foreign corporations pull out of the gasoline trade with Iran, Tehran will still have access to refined petroleum products—at a price—through various black markets operating in the Persian Gulf. If financial penalties fail to stop gasoline supplies and bring the Iranian economy to its knees, a clamor in the US for a military blockade is certain to intensify.

Like his predecessor Bush, President Obama has repeatedly refused to rule out military action against Iran, including air strikes against its nuclear facilities. Any attempt to enforce an economic blockade of Iran through military force—regarded internationally as an act of war—would create an explosive situation in the Persian Gulf.


Uniqueness 2NC 
And, U.S. doesn’t plan to increase troops against Iran, but it’s still possible—plan gives the needed incentive

Noah Shachtman, contributing editor at WIRED magazine and has written for the New York Times, Slate, Salon, and The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 4-18-2010, “Joint Chiefs Chair: No, No, No. Don’t attack Iran.”, WIRED magazine, http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/author/noah_shachtman/#ixzz0uKtoTmCs

We are all screwed if Iran gets a nuke. And we may be just as screwed if the United States attacks Iran to keep Tehran from getting that nuke. Okay, I’m paraphrasing a bit. But that’s the core of the message from America’s top military officer, who reiterated today his canyon-deep reservations about any military solution to the Iranian nuclear crisis. Sure, U.S. strikes might set back Tehran’s atomic weapons program — for a while. But the “unintended consequences” of a hit on Iran’s nuclear facilities could easily outweigh the benefits of that delay, Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Admiral Mike Mullen told a forum at Columbia University. “Iran getting a nuclear weapon would be incredibly destabilizing. Attacking them would also create the same kind of outcome,” Mullen said. “In an area that’s so unstable right now, we just don’t need more of that.” At Columbia, Mullen also pushed back on a New York Times report that the Obama administration essentially had no strategy for dealing with Iran if Tehran got to the threshold of building a nuke – without quite going over. “What the mainstream of that article talked about… is that we have no policy and that the implication is that we’re not working on it. I assure you, this is as complex a problem as there is in our country. And we have expended extraordinary amounts of time and effort to figure that out — to get that right,” Mullen said. “This has a focus. The focus of the President of the United States. I am his principal military adviser, and it has from the moment I have spent any time with him — even before he has sworn in,” Mullen said. But the admiral didn’t detail what strategy all that time and all that focus had generated. “It has been worked and it continues to be worked,” Mullen added. “If there was an easy answer, we would’ve picked it off the shelf.” Analysts have speculated that Iran might respond with terror strikes or naval blockades in the Persian Gulf if its nuclear facilities came under attack. Mullen declined to speculate what the results of a strike might be, except to say: they would probably be unexpected, and they would probably be bad. “From my perspective,” Mullen added, “the last option is to strike.” But simply accepting Iran as a nuclear state won’t work either, Mullen added. Again: it’s the unintended consequences. “I worry about Iran achieving a nuclear weapons capability. There are those that say, ‘C’mon Mullen, get over that. They’re gonna get it. Let’s deal with that.’ Well, dealing with it has [results] that I don’t think we’ve all thought through. I worry other countries in the region will then seek -– actually, I know they will seek — nuclear weapons as well. And the spiral headed in that direction is a very bad outcome,” Mullen said.

Uniqueness Extensions
Current US policy on Iran is centered on sanctions not troop levels

Mark Landler, diplomatic correspondent of the New York Times, 2-15-2010, “Clinton Raises U.S. Concerns of Military power in Iran”, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/16/world/middleeast/16diplo.html
The United States fears that Iran is drifting toward a military dictatorship, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton said Monday, with the Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps seizing control of large swaths of Iran’s political, military and economic establishment. Mrs. Clinton encouraged Iran’s religious and political leaders to rise up against the Revolutionary Guards, coming as close as any senior administration official has to inviting political upheaval in the country. “That is how we see it,” Mrs. Clinton said at a televised town hall-style meeting of students at a university in Doha, Qatar. “We see that the government of Iran, the supreme leader, the president, the Parliament is being supplanted and that Iran is moving toward a military dictatorship.” Her blunt comments carried particular resonance because of where they were delivered, in Qatar, a Persian Gulf emirate with close ties to Iran, and later in the day, in Saudi Arabia. But they built on the administration’s strategy of branding the Revolutionary Guards as an “entitled class” that is the principal culprit behind Iran’s nuclear proliferation and political repression. The United States is tailoring a new set of stricter United Nations sanctions aimed at the Revolutionary Guards, which Mrs. Clinton said had accelerated its marginalization of religious and political leaders since the Iranian presidential elections in June. Iran’s leading clerics and political figures must “take back the authority which they should be exercising on behalf of the people,” Mrs. Clinton said at a news conference after a nearly four-hour meeting with King Abdullah of Saudi Arabia at his desert camp outside the capital, Riyadh. It was an intense day of diplomatic barnstorming by Mrs. Clinton. In public meetings and private talks, she carried her message about the Revolutionary Guards into the heart of the Middle East, trying to win over ambivalent neighbors like Qatar, and fire up Iran’s critics, chiefly Saudi Arabia. Mrs. Clinton also said that the United States would protect its allies in the gulf from Iranian aggression, a pledge that echoed the notion of a “security umbrella” that she advanced last summer in Asia. She noted that the United States already supplied defensive weapons to several of these countries, and was prepared to bolster its military assistance if needed. Mrs. Clinton may have made some headway, given the response of the Saudi foreign minister, Prince Saud al-Faisal. He said Iran risked setting off a nuclear arms race in the region, and expressed worries that the American-led effort to impose new sanctions might not come quickly enough. “Sanctions are a long-term solution,” he said. “But we see the issue in the shorter term, maybe because we are closer to the threat. So we need an immediate resolution rather than a gradual resolution.”

No action for deploy of troops now

New York Times, David E. Sanger and Thom Shanker, 4-17-2010, “Gates Says U.S. Lacks a Policy to Thwart Iran, http://topics.nytimes.com/topics/reference/timestopics/people/s/david_e_sanger/index.html?inline=nyt-per
Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has warned in a secret three-page memorandum to top White House officials that the United States does not have an effective long-range policy for dealing with Iran’s steady progress toward nuclear capability, according to government officials familiar with the document. Several officials said the highly classified analysis, written in January to President Obama’s national security adviser, Gen. James L. Jones, came in the midst of an intensifying effort inside the Pentagon, the White House and the intelligence agencies to develop new options for Mr. Obama. They include a set of military alternatives, still under development, to be considered should diplomacy and sanctions fail to force Iran to change course. Officials familiar with the memo’s contents would describe only portions dealing with strategy and policy, and not sections that apparently dealt with secret operations against Iran, or how to deal with Persian Gulf allies. One senior official, who like others spoke on the condition of anonymity because of the sensitive nature of the memo, described the document as “a wake-up call.” But White House officials dispute that view, insisting that for 15 months they had been conducting detailed planning for many possible outcomes regarding Iran’s nuclear program. In an interview on Friday, General Jones declined to speak about the memorandum. But he said: “On Iran, we are doing what we said we were going to do. The fact that we don’t announce publicly our entire strategy for the world to see doesn’t mean we don’t have a strategy that anticipates the full range of contingencies — we do.” But in his memo, Mr. Gates wrote of a variety of concerns, including the absence of an effective strategy should Iran choose the course that many government and outside analysts consider likely: Iran could assemble all the major parts it needs for a nuclear weapon — fuel, designs and detonators — but stop just short of assembling a fully operational weapon. In that case, Iran could remain a signatory of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty while becoming what strategists call a “virtual” nuclear weapons state.
Link 2NC
Extend Hass and Indyk—a lack of troops is preventing Obama from putting military pressure on Iran—withdrawal causes the U.S. to shift its agression from Iraq and Afghanistan to Iran, leading to preventive strikes

And, Iraq withdrawal allows U.S. to pressure Iran more aggressively

Seth Hagerty, University of Minnesota, Humphrey Institute MPP Candidate, May 21, 2009, University of Minnesota Digital Conservancy, “Iraq and U.S. Military Policy Beyond 2011,” conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/50374/1/Hagerty,%20Seth.pdf, RG
Stability in Iraq also serves to frustrate Iranian foreign policy goals. Having a stable Iraq that does not require large troop commitments is at odds with Iranian objectives to tie the U.S. to a difficult security environment.  Freeing the U.S. from the costly war in Iraq will eliminate one bargaining advantage that the Iranians have enjoyed since 2003. Iran can no longer encourage Shiite militia to attack American military targets or utilize covert operations in Iraq after the Americans leave Iraq. Without the threat of Iranian misbehavior in Iraq, the Americans will have a freer hand when dealing with the Iranians on nuclear issues over the next decade for example.  

And, Obama considering Iran strikes now—withdrawal shifts his focus to military action

Politico, June 24, 2009, Flynt Leverett & Hillary Mann Leverett & Seyed Mohammad Marandi, “Will Iran be President Obama’s Iraq?,” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0609/24099_Page3.html, RG

It has long been fashionable in the United States to dismiss the prospects for serious negotiations with Tehran by arguing that the Iranian government is too divided to deliver or that the Islamic Republic is an immature, ideologically driven state that cannot think about its foreign policy in terms of national interest. 

But these characterizations have no grounding in reality. Now, an argument is emerging in the United States that the Islamic Republic is simply too depraved to be a diplomatic partner — like Saddam’s Iraq or perhaps even worse. 

Left unchallenged, the consensus forming around the aforementioned myths about Iranian politics will lead inexorably to ever greater pressure on President Obama to drop his stated interest in engaging Tehran diplomatically. We can already see this unfolding. 

Last week, Congress adopted a resolution condemning the Islamic Republic for its handling of the presidential election and subsequent protests. The Senate passed it unanimously; only one member of the House, Ron Paul (R-Texas), was prepared to vote no. 

Congress is likely to become even more determined to legislate additional sanctions against Tehran and expand both covert and overt programs aimed at destabilizing the Iranian government. Already, the neoconservative right is clamoring that “regime change” must become the explicit goal of U.S. policy toward the Islamic Republic. 

Even some foreign policy specialists who describe themselves as “realists” are jumping on this bandwagon. How long will it be before congressional Democrats join Republicans in arguing that the United States should actively encourage the Islamic Republic’s downfall? 

The call to embrace regime change as the defining objective of U.S. policy toward Iran is sadly reminiscent of the prelude to America’s deeply flawed decision to invade Iraq and overthrow Saddam Hussein’s regime — a long march that commenced in 1998, when President Bill Clinton enshrined regime change as the goal of America’s Iraq policy by signing the Iraq Liberation Act, which had passed both houses of Congress with broad bipartisan support. 

As a presidential candidate, Obama promised not only to end America’s Iraq war but to end “the mind-set that got us into that war.” The risk now is that, in the interest of political expediency, Obama will decide to appease those with this mind-set by going along with congressional efforts to isolate and “punish” the Islamic Republic. 

If Obama does this, his Iran policy will, at a minimum, suffer from dysfunctional incoherence. More ominously, lack of strategic clarity could put the United States on the road toward confrontation — perhaps even military conflict — with a more powerful Iran. 


Link 2NC
And, U.S. feels pressured to enter Iran, but current military engagements prevent

Spiegel International, Gregor Peter Schmitz and Cordula Meyer, 10-25-07, “US War on Iran: ‘Closer to Reality’”, http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,513572,00.html

Nevertheless, in Washington, Israel's strike against Syria has revived the specter of war with Iran. For the neoconservatives it could represent a glimmer of hope that the grandiose dream of a democratic Middle East has not yet been buried in the ashes of Iraq. But for realists in the corridors of the State Department and the Pentagon, military action against Iran is a nightmare they have sought to avert by asking a simple question: "What then?" The Israeli strike, or something like it, could easily mark the beginning of the "World War III," which President Bush warned against last week. With his usual apocalyptic rhetoric, he said Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad could lead the region to a new world war if his nation builds a nuclear bomb. Conditions do look ripe for disaster. Iran continues to acquire and develop the fundamental prerequisites for a nuclear weapon. The mullah regime receives support -- at least moral support, if not technology -- from a newly strengthened Russia, which these days reaches for every chance to provoke the United States. President Vladimir Putin's own (self-described) "grandiose plan" to restore Russia's armed forces includes a nuclear buildup. The war in Iraq continues to drag on without an end in sight or even an opportunity for US troops to withdraw in a way that doesn't smack of retreat. In Afghanistan, NATO troops are struggling to prevent a return of the Taliban and al-Qaida terrorists. The Palestinian conflict could still reignite on any front. 

And, more evidence—current military commitments prevent military attacks on Iran

ABC News, Jonathan Karl, 3-9-06, “What Are The U.S. Military Options Against Iran?”, http://abcnews.go.com/International/story?id=1704686&page=1
With U.S. forces tied down in Iraq and Afghanistan, U.S. officials are reluctant to even speculate about military action against Iran. The current U.S. strategy is to apply diplomatic pressure on Iran through the U.S. Security Council, which is expected to take up the Iranian issue next week. But the question is: What if diplomacy fails? "I think there is a very real probability the first choice of diplomacy is going to be shown to be a dead end," said John Pike of GlobalSecurity.org. "And then everybody is going to have to confront what your second choice is -- is it atomic ayatollahs or is it the military option?" There are significant obstacles to military action. For one, not all the targets are known. U.S. officials believe there are secret Iranian nuclear facilities that are not known by U.S. intelligence. "Our experience from Iraq, for example, showed substantial intelligence shortcomings," said Russell. "You'd have to assume we too suffer from enormous intelligence shortcoming vis a vis Iran. That would be a problem." 

AT Iraq Withdrawal Now [1/2]

[If against Iraq Aff]

Double bind—either the U.S. is withdrawing from Iraq now and their Aff is non-inherent, or Obama will keep troops in Iraq past the deadline, which gives uniqueness to our links

And, no withdrawal timetable—based on Iraqi stability conditions

The Washington Post, May 14, 2010, Ernesto Londono and Craig Whitlock, “Despite political uncertainties in Iraq, U.S. sticking with drawdown plan,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/13/AR2010051305655.html, RG
American commanders said they would contemplate asking the White House for a delay of the Sept. 1 deadline only if the political process were to collapse completely, a scenario they see as unlikely. But they say they worry that further delay in efforts to create a governing coalition could paralyze basic Iraqi institutions they have spent years trying to jump-start, including the military, police force and justice system. 

The March 7 elections produced no clear winner and have led to extensive jockeying among various parties to create a workable government. Among the parties in contention for a place in the new coalition is the movement of anti-American cleric Moqtada al-Sadr, a Shiite political faction with close ties to Iran and a large militia. U.S. officials are concerned that it could end up controlling one of the ministries that oversees the army or police. 

The Sadrists recently reached a tentative deal to band together with a faction affiliated with Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki to form the next government, though sticking points remain. 

Although Shiite militias have kept a low profile in recent months, Iraqi and U.S. officials say that could change if political fights escalate, especially if some factions feel left out of the new government. The threat posed by Sunni insurgents has been somewhat reduced in recent months, after the arrests and slayings of dozens of suspected leaders, including the deaths of the top two commanders of al-Qaeda in Iraq. But the groups retain the capacity to carry out significant attacks, as they did Monday with strikes that killed dozens across the country. 

U.S. officials said they hope to keep about 50,000 troops in Iraq until at least next spring and perhaps longer, saying they could conceivably compress the rest of the drawdown to the final four or five months of 2011. When troop levels drop to 50,000, the civilian contractor-to-soldier ratio is expected to increase as contractors take on more duties now performed by troops. The military expects it will have 75,000 contractors employed in Iraq by the end of the summer doing everything from base security to advanced weapons training.

Iraq SOFA is tenuous, Obama will scrap withdrawal.

(David Swanson, activist and author, 5-13-2010, “Obama Scraps Iraq Withdrawal”, http://www.davidswanson.org/node/2677)
But there's a broader framework for this withdrawal or lack thereof, namely (Status of Forces Agreement), unconstitutional treaty that Bush and Maliki drew up without consulting the U.S. Senate. I was reminded of this on Tuesday when Obama and Karzai talked about a forthcoming document from the two of them and repeatedly expressed their eternal devotion to a long occupation. The unconstitutional Iraq treaty (UIT) requires complete withdrawal from Iraq by the end of next year, and withdrawal from all Iraqi cities, villages, and localities by last summer. Obama's latest announcement doesn't alter the lack of compliance with the latter requirement. Nor does it guarantee noncompliance with the former. But it illustrates something else, something that some of us have been screaming since the UIT was allowed to stand, something that pretty well guarantees that the US occupation of Iraq will never end. Imagine if Congress funded, defunded, oversaw, and regulated the military and wars as required by our Constitution. Imagine if the president COULDN'T simply tell Congress that troops would be staying in Iraq longer than planned, but had to ask for the necessary funding first. Here's the lesson for this teachable moment: Persuading presidents to end wars only looks good until they change their mind. Cutting off the funding actually forces wars to end. When the US peace movement refused to challenge the UIT, it left Bush's successor and his successors free to ignore it, revise it, or replace it. Congress has been removed from the equation. If Obama decides to inform Congress that the occupation of Iraq will go on into 2012, Congress' response will be as muted as when the Director of National Intelligence informed Congress that killing Americans was now legal. And what can Congress say? It had no role in ratifying the UIT in the first place. And the peace movement is in large part on the same path with Afghanistan, working to pass a toothless, non-binding timetable for possible redeployment of troops to another nation. Congress sees itself as advisors whose role it is to persuade the president that he wants to cease the activity that most advances presidential power. And activists share that perspective. But what happens if the president becomes unpersuaded about ending both of these wars? What in the world are we supposed to do then? 
AT Iraq Withdrawal Now
Withdrawal uncertain—election conflicts have already pushed back deadlines
The Guardian, May 12, 2010, Martin Chulov, “Iraq violence set to delay US troop withdrawal,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/may/12/iraq-us-troop-withdrawal-delay, RG

The White House is likely to delay the withdrawal of the first large phase of combat troops from Iraq for at least a month after escalating bloodshed and political instability in the country.

General Ray Odierno, the US commander, had been due to give the order within 60 days of the general election held in Iraq on 7 March, when the cross-sectarian candidate Ayad Allawi edged out the incumbent leader, Nouri al-Maliki.

American officials had been prepared for delays in negotiations to form a government, but now appear to have balked after Maliki's coalition aligned itself with the theocratic Shia bloc to the exclusion of Allawi, who attracted the bulk of the minority Sunni vote. There is also concern over interference from Iraq's neighbours, Iran, Turkey and Syria.

Late tonight seven people were killed and 22 wounded when a car bomb planted outside a cafe exploded in Baghdad's Sadr City, a Shia area, police and a source at the Iraqi interior ministry said.

The latest bomb highlights how sectarian tensions are rising, as al-Qaida fighters in Iraq and affiliated Sunni extremists have mounted bombing campaigns and assassinations around the country.

The violence is seen as an attempt to intimidate all sides of the political spectrum and press home the message to the departing US forces that militancy remains a formidable foe.

Odierno has kept a low profile since announcing the deaths of al-Qaida's two leaders in Iraq, Abu Omar al-Baghdadi and Abu Ayub al-Masri, who were killed in a combined Iraqi-US raid on 18 April. The operation was hailed then as a near fatal blow against al-Qaida, but violence has intensified ever since.

All US combat forces are due to leave Iraq by 31 August, a date the Obama administration is keen to observe as the president sends greater reinforcements to fight the Taliban in Afghanistan – a campaign he has set apart from the Iraq war, by describing it as "just".

Iraqi leaders remain adamant that combat troops should leave by the deadline. But they face the problem of not having enough troops to secure the country if the rejuvenated insurgency succeeds in sparking another lethal round of sectarian conflict.

"The presence of foreign forces sent shock waves through Iraqis," said Hoshyar Zebari, the foreign minister. "And at the beginning it was a terrifying message that they didn't dare challenge. But then they got emboldened through terrorism and acts of resistance. And as the Americans are leaving, we are seeing more of it."

Zebari said Iraq's neighbours were taking full advantage of the political stalemate.

He also hinted that they may be directly backing the violence.

"They too have been emboldened, because we haven't been able to establish a viable unified government that others can respect," he said.

"In one way or another, Iran, Turkey and Syria are interfering in the formation of this government.

"There is a lingering fear [among some neighbouring states] that Iraq should not reach a level of stability. The competition over the future of Iraq is being played out mostly between Turkey and Iran. They both believe they have a vested interest here."

The withdrawal order is eagerly awaited by the 92,000 US troops still in Iraq – they mostly remain confined to their bases. This month Odierno was supposed to have ordered the pullout of 12,500, a figure that was meant to escalate every week between now and 31 August, when only 50,000 US troops are set to remain – all of them non-combat forces.


AT Link Turns
No turns—the U.S. can’t attack Iran because of troop limitations—that’s our uniqueness and link evidence—only withdrawing gives the U.S. the military resources to attack Iran

No impact—their evidence says Iran would use small attacks in Iraq—we control the vital internal-link into escalation, prefer our impacts on magnitude
And, Iran won’t intervene in Iraq—they fear backlash

Shahram Chubin, senior non-resident fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, February-March 2009, Suvival, “Iran’s Power in Context,” Vol. 51, No 1, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf, RG

In Iraq, Tehran has considerable influence. This is normal given the number and complexity of ties between the two neighbours. But even here, too much Iranian interference or overreaching risks a backlash. Favouring a particular militia in Iraq risks alienating others and creating blowback, for once they become strong, militias cannot easily be controlled. Even the vaunted region- wide ascendancy of the Shi’ites, which appears to favour Iran, in fact reveals the constraints on any putative leadership role for Tehran. Sectarian polari- sation, whether in Iraq or throughout the wider region, would limit Iran to (at most) a sectarian constituency – a minority in the region – and constitute a setback to Iran’s Arab street strategy designed to transcend the sectarian divide. Moreover, any emphasis on sectarian issues would range the Arab states defensively against Iran and bury any Iranian regional project in the Persian Gulf. Iran’s perceived arrogance and attitude of ‘blatant superior- ity’, which treats the Arab states as ‘hostages’, is widely felt and resented, hampering any Iranian leadership potential.94 In short, Iran remains a limited threat. Hyping Iran’s power and importance encourages its parasitical policy of feeding on disorder and understates its vulnerabilities.95 

And, no impact—U.S. troops in Iraq prevent Iranian aggression, empirically proven

Kenneth Katzman, Specialist in Middle East Affairs, June 4, 2009, Congressional Research Service, “Iran’s Activities and Influence in Iraq,” www.fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/RS22323.pdf, RG

Congressional Research Service 5 In addition to the U.S. and Maliki efforts against the JAM, U.S. forces arrested a total of 20 Iranians in Iraq, many of whom are alleged to be Qods Forces officers, during December 2006- October 2007; five of which were arrested in January 2007 in the Kurdish city of Irbil. In late 2007, the U.S. military released ten of them, but continue to hold ten believed of high intelligence value. On August 12, 2008, U.S.-led forces arrested nine Hezbollah members allegedly involved in funneling arms into Iraq, and on August 29, 2008, U.S. forces arrested Ali Lami on his return to Iraq for allegedly being a “senior Special Groups leader.” On March 24, 2007, with U.S. backing, the U.N. Security Council unanimously adopted Resolution 1747 (on the Iran nuclear issue), with a provision banning arms exports by Iran—a provision clearly directed at Iran’s arms supplies to Iraq’s Shiite militias and Lebanese Hezbollah. In 2007, the U.S. military built a base near the Iranian border in Wasit Province, east of Baghdad, to stop cross-border weapons shipments. In July 2008, U.S. forces and U.S. civilian border security experts established additional bases near the Iran border in Maysan Province, to close off smuggling routes.  In an effort to financially squeeze the Qods Force, on October 21, 2007, the Bush Administration designated the Qods Force (Executive Order 13224) as a provider of support to terrorist organizations. On January 9, 2008, the Treasury Department took action against suspected Iranian and pro-Iranian operatives in Iraq by designating them as a threat to stability in Iraq under a July 17, 2007 Executive Order 13438. The penalties are a freeze on their assets and a ban on transactions with them. The named entities are: Ahmad Forouzandeh, Commander of the Qods Force Ramazan Headquarters, accused of fomenting sectarian violence in Iraq and organizing training in Iran for Iraqi Shiite militiamen; Abu Mustafa al-Sheibani, the Iran-based leader of network that funnels Iranian arms to Iraqi Shiite militias; and Isma’il al-Lami (Abu Dura), a Shiite militia leader—who has broken from the JAM—alleged to have planned assassination attempts against Iraqi Sunni politicians. Also on October 21, 2007, the Administration designated the Revolutionary Guard and several affiliates, under Executive Order 13382, as proliferation concerns. The designations carry the same penalties as do those under Executive Order 13224. Neither the Guard or the Qods Force was named a Foreign Terrorist Organizations (FTOs)— recommended by the FY2008 defense authorization bill (P.L. 110-181) and a bill in the 110th Congress, H.R. 1400 (passed September 25, 2007). 


AT Link Turns
And, no impact—past conflict over oil field proves that Iraq-Iran conflicts don’t escalate

Reuters, December 20, 2009, Missy Ryan, and Mohammed Abbas, “Iran troops have made partial withdrawal – Iraq,” http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/LDE5BJ01L.htm, RG
BAGHDAD, Dec 20 (Reuters) - Iranian troops have withdrawn partly from a disputed oil area claimed by both Tehran and Baghdad, Iraqi and Iranian officials said on Sunday, possibly defusing a border feud straining the two nations' delicate ties. Iraqi government spokesman Ali al-Dabbagh said a group of Iranian troops who had taken over an oil well in a remote region along the Iran-Iraq border last week were no longer in control of the well, which Iraq considers part of its Fakka oil field.

"The Iranian flag has been lowered. The Iranian troops have pulled back 50 metres, but they have not gone back to where they were before. The Iraqi government asked for the troops to go back to where they were," Dabbagh said.

A border official in Iran said Iranian forces had returned to their original position after dismantling a barricade built by Iraqi soldiers near the disputed oil well.

"Iraqi forces had erected the now disassembled barricade next to the No. 4 oil well in Fakka," the official told Iran's state Press TV on condition of anonymity.

The border flare-up kicked off a storm of emergency meetings and weekend phone calls, with Baghdad calling for an immediate withdrawal of foreign troops even as it sought to contain damage to its charged relationship with neighbouring Iran.

Global oil prices climbed on Friday following initial media reports that Iranian troops had commandeered an Iraqi oil well.

The news was all the more worrisome as Iraq prepared to sign giant contracts with leading global oil firms, a milestone in its efforts to turn around its oil sector and secure foreign cash despite ongoing violence and other obstacles to investment.

Analysts PFC Energy said the incident could have a lasting impact on dealings with foreign firms, especially those related to fields located on or near Iraq's border with Iran.

"Whether by coincidence or design, Tehran's incursion will raise the risks associated with these investments and ... border dispute resolution are likely to be a feature of the (firms') future negotiations," it said in an analysis note from Dec. 18.

Conflict with fellow Shi'ite Muslim majority Iran, a sometime rival that shares deep historic and religious ties with Iraq, is an especially sensitive issue for Iraqi officials several months before parliamentary elections on March 7.

As the Iraqi government moves firmly out of the postwar U.S. shadow, even Iraqi officials friendly with Tehran cannot afford to be seen as bowing to any foreign powers, especially Iran.

AT—Troops Won’t Be Redeployed [1/1]

Prefer the specificity and timeliness of our evidence—our cards are in the context of redeployment and aggression towards Iran—their generic cards about U.S. foreign policy don’t apply

And, withdrawal won’t cause U.S. to leave Middle East—troops needed to check conflict, only a risk they’ll be used against Iran

Lawrence Korb, senior fellow, Center for American Progress, former assistant secretary of defense, Fall 2009, Middle East Policy, “U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq: What are the Regional Implications?,” Washington, Vol. 16, Iss. 3, pg. 1, 27 pgs, http://marshallarmyrotc.org/documents/JamesFDobbinsetalUSWithdrawalfromIraq--WhatAretheRegionalImplicationsMiddleEastPolicyFal_001.pdf, RG

The United States is not leaving the region. Jim Dobbins said we're not going to have 150,000 ground troops in Iraq, but we are still going to have forces and bases in Kuwait. In the Cold War, we were sensitive about putting American forces in the Middle East, so the Saudis built bases to conform to our specifications. In the First Gulf War, when we went in, it was just like going to an American base. We had forces in Kuwait; we will also remain in the Persian Gulf with the carrier battle group and the Marine Corps expeditionary force there. Whatever happens in Iraq, if they should be invaded by a foreign country, we would be able to apply power. If conflict were to spill over into the region, we will be there to play a role. 
And, the U.S. is focused on Iran—withdrawn troops will be deployed there

Steven N. Simon, analyst and political commentator, February 2007, “The Case for U.S. Military Disengagement from Iraq,” Council on Foreign Relations, www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/IraqCSR23.pdf, RG
The ongoing war has empowered and advanced the interests of the chief U.S. rival in the region, Iran. At this stage, the best way to regulate Iran’s attempts to exploit its advantages is to negotiate with Tehran either bilaterally or in a multilateral framework while protecting Americans in Iraq against Iranian attack. By siphoning resources and political attention away from Afghanistan, a continuing military commitment to Iraq may lead to two U.S. losses in southwest Asia. The Iraq war constrains the U.S. military, making it very difficult if not impossible to handle another significant contingency involving ground forces. It also damages the U.S. military, making it difficult for Washington to credibly employ coercive policies against others in the near to medium term even once the United States has disengaged from Iraq. Furthermore, the military commitment in Iraq impedes the U.S. ability to address other important international contingencies, in part because of the limitations of the U.S. military but also because of the preoccupation with Iraq at the highest decision-making levels. In short, U.S. interests in the Middle East and Persian Gulf region can be more effectively advanced if the United States disengages from Iraq. Indeed, the sooner Washington grasps this nettle, the sooner it can begin to repair the damage that has been done to America’s international position. Staying longer means more damage and a later start on repair. 

[Cross-apply/read more link evidence here]

AT Wouldn’t Attack
New pressures make Iran strike possible—midterm elections, tensions

Jim Lobe, staff writer, July 13, 2010, Asia Times, “Hawks sharpen claws for Iran strike,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LG13Ak01.html, RG
By the following week, the November mid-term election campaign will be in full swing, and Republican candidates are expected to make the charge that Democrats and President Barack Obama are "soft on Iran" their top foreign policy issue. In any event, veterans of the Bush administration's pre-Iraq invasion propaganda offensive are clearly mobilizing their arguments for a similar effort on Iran, even suggesting that the timetable between campaign launch and possible military action - a mere six months in Iraq's case - could be appropriate. 

"By the first quarter of 2011, we will know whether sanctions are proving effective," wrote Bush's former national security adviser Stephen Hadley and Israeli Brigadier General Michael Herzog in a paper published this month by the Washington Institute for Near Policy (WINEP), a think-tank closely tied to the American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC). 

"The administration should begin to plan now for a course of action should sanctions be deemed ineffective by the first or second quarter of next year. The military option must be kept on the table both as a means of strengthening diplomacy and as a worst-case scenario," they asserted. 

While Hadley and Herzog argued that the administration should begin planning military options now - presumably to be ready for possible action as early as next spring - others are calling for more urgent and demonstrative preparations. 

''We cannot afford to wait indefinitely to determine the effectiveness of diplomacy and sanctions," wrote Charles Robb, a former Democratic senator, and Air Force General Charles Wald (retired) in a column published in Friday's Washington Post, in which they warned that Tehran "could achieve nuclear weapons capability before the end of this year, posing a strategically untenable threat to the United States". 

"If diplomatic and economic pressures do not compel Iran to terminate its nuclear program, the US military has the capability and is prepared to launch an effective, targeted strike on Tehran's nuclear and military facilities," they wrote. 

Iran attacks possible—diplomatic options failing

Joe Klein, Time Magazine staff writer, July 15, 2010, Time, “An Attack on Iran: Back on the Table,” http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,2003921,00.html?artId=2003921?contType=article?chn=us, RG

Gates is sounding more belligerent these days. "I don't think we're prepared to even talk about containing a nuclear Iran," he told Fox News on June 20. "We do not accept the idea of Iran having nuclear weapons." In fact, Gates was reflecting a new reality in the military and intelligence communities. Diplomacy and economic pressure remain the preferred means to force Iran to negotiate a nuclear deal, but there isn't much hope that's going to happen. "Will [sanctions] deter them from their ambitions with regards to nuclear capability?" CIA Director Leon Panetta told ABC News on June 27. "Probably not." So the military option is very much back on the table. 

What has changed? "I started to rethink this last November," a recently retired U.S. official with extensive knowledge of the issue told me. "We offered the Iranians a really generous deal, which their negotiators accepted," he went on, referring to the offer to exchange Iran's 1.2 tons of low-enriched uranium (3.5% pure) for higher-enriched (20%) uranium for medical research and use. "When the leadership shot that down, I began to think, Well, we made the good-faith effort to engage. What do we do now?" (See pictures of terror in Tehran.)
Other intelligence sources say that the U.S. Army's Central Command, which is in charge of organizing military operations in the Middle East, has made some real progress in planning targeted air strikes — aided, in large part, by the vastly improved human-intelligence operations in the region. "There really wasn't a military option a year ago," an Israeli military source told me. "But they've gotten serious about the planning, and the option is real now." Israel has been brought into the planning process, I'm told, because U.S. officials are frightened by the possibility that the right-wing Netanyahu government might go rogue and try to whack the Iranians on its own. (Comment on this story.)
One other factor has brought the military option to a low boil: Iran's Sunni neighbors really want the U.S. to do it. When United Arab Emirates Ambassador Yousef al-Otaiba said on July 6 that he favored a military strike against Iran despite the economic and military consequences to his country, he was reflecting an increasingly adamant attitude in the region. Senior American officials who travel to the Gulf frequently say the Saudis, in particular, raise the issue with surprising ardor. Everyone from the Turks to the Egyptians to the Jordanians are threatening to go nuclear if Iran does. That is seen as a real problem in the most volatile region in the world: What happens, for example, if Saudi Arabia gets a bomb, and the deathless monarchy there is overthrown by Islamist radicals? 

AT No Redeployment

1. U.S.-Iran tensions rising—Iran doesn’t fear the US

Robert Haddick, managing editor of Small Wars Journal, June 18, 2010, Foreign Policy, “This week at war: what Iran learned from Saddam,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/06/18/this_week_at_war_what_iran_learned_from_saddam, RG
On June 9 the U.N. Security Council approved Resolution 1929 which imposes further sanctions on Iran for its lack of cooperation with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). U.S. officials hope that the resolution, combined with follow-on sanctions imposed by the European Union and others, will encourage Iran to fully cooperate with the inspections or return to negotiations. Failing that, the White House hopes that the new sanctions -- which target Iran's nuclear program, its ballistic missile effort, and its conventional military forces -- will disrupt and delay the country's nuclear and conventional military potential. 

In remarks he made the same day, President Barack Obama agreed with the vast majority of analysts who hold out little hope that Iran's leadership will reverse course any time soon. That leaves the hope that sanctions will materially degrade Iran's nuclear and military programs. They might, but how will the international community know how much? From 1991 to 2003, Saddam Hussein's Iraq tormented U.S. policymakers with inspection-dodging and intelligence uncertainty. It looks like a new generation of U.S. officials is about to experience similar taunting from Iran. 
Iranian leaders have no doubt closely studied how Iraq resisted the Security Council's attempts to rein in its military potential after the 1991 war. In the early years of the Clinton administration, Iraq was in technical compliance with the post-war inspection requirements, but this cooperation was grudging, increasingly belligerent, and was eventually terminated. Iran's cooperation with the IAEA is already incomplete and in the wake of Resolution 1929, Tehran has threatened to reduce it further. Through a combination of humanitarian appeals, back-channel deal-making, and bribery, Iraq was able to wear down and divide the international consensus that existed after the 1991 war. Iran has similarly found friends in Turkey and Brazil and is likely to find more in the developing world (some of whom might have their own nuclear ambitions) in the period ahead. 

The goal of a sanctions strategy is to avoid either a regional arms race or the necessity of a military response. We will know that sanctions have worked if the Iranian government returns to negotiations, settles the nuclear issue, and opens itself fully to IAEA inspections, but very few observers expect such an outcome. What will remain are the sanctions, which in turn will lead to Iranian resistance, inspections-dodging, an intelligence black hole, and ominous strategic uncertainty. In the case of Iraq, these factors led to war in 2003. Needless to say, this is not an experience U.S. policymakers will be anxious to repeat. Iran's leaders are aware of this understandable hesitancy and thus have little reason to fear suffering Saddam's fate. 
2. Extend that withdrawing from the topic countries enables the US to focus on the threat of Iran. That’s Hass and Indyk ‘09
3.  Even if the U.S. is taking a more peaceful approach in the middle east these efforts have failed so far in Iran. The U.S. will still see Iran as a threat, and once there are available troops he will attack
AT No Redeployment

4. Iran attacks possible—diplomatic options failing and Obama is being pressured to attack

Joe Klein, Time Magazine staff writer, July 15, 2010, Time, “An Attack on Iran: Back on the Table,” http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,2003921,00.html?artId=2003921?contType=article?chn=us, RG

Gates is sounding more belligerent these days. "I don't think we're prepared to even talk about containing a nuclear Iran," he told Fox News on June 20. "We do not accept the idea of Iran having nuclear weapons." In fact, Gates was reflecting a new reality in the military and intelligence communities. Diplomacy and economic pressure remain the preferred means to force Iran to negotiate a nuclear deal, but there isn't much hope that's going to happen. "Will [sanctions] deter them from their ambitions with regards to nuclear capability?" CIA Director Leon Panetta told ABC News on June 27. "Probably not." So the military option is very much back on the table. 

What has changed? "I started to rethink this last November," a recently retired U.S. official with extensive knowledge of the issue told me. "We offered the Iranians a really generous deal, which their negotiators accepted," he went on, referring to the offer to exchange Iran's 1.2 tons of low-enriched uranium (3.5% pure) for higher-enriched (20%) uranium for medical research and use. "When the leadership shot that down, I began to think, Well, we made the good-faith effort to engage. What do we do now?" (See pictures of terror in Tehran.)
Other intelligence sources say that the U.S. Army's Central Command, which is in charge of organizing military operations in the Middle East, has made some real progress in planning targeted air strikes — aided, in large part, by the vastly improved human-intelligence operations in the region. "There really wasn't a military option a year ago," an Israeli military source told me. "But they've gotten serious about the planning, and the option is real now." Israel has been brought into the planning process, I'm told, because U.S. officials are frightened by the possibility that the right-wing Netanyahu government might go rogue and try to whack the Iranians on its own. (Comment on this story.)
One other factor has brought the military option to a low boil: Iran's Sunni neighbors really want the U.S. to do it. When United Arab Emirates Ambassador Yousef al-Otaiba said on July 6 that he favored a military strike against Iran despite the economic and military consequences to his country, he was reflecting an increasingly adamant attitude in the region. Senior American officials who travel to the Gulf frequently say the Saudis, in particular, raise the issue with surprising ardor. Everyone from the Turks to the Egyptians to the Jordanians are threatening to go nuclear if Iran does. That is seen as a real problem in the most volatile region in the world: What happens, for example, if Saudi Arabia gets a bomb, and the deathless monarchy there is overthrown by Islamist radicals? 

AT: No Redeployment
Specific author attacks

( ). Their Kreps ’09 evidence goes negative. In the un-underlined section of the card it says that even if the U.S. policy on the surface looks less interventionalist it is actually in line with Bush policy. 
( ). Afghanistan proves the U.S. is still interventionalist. In the status quo Obama is increasing troops there, which is in line with his overall military strategy
( ). Their Miller ’10 evidence assumes that all military action in the middle-east is based on promoting democracy. A war with Iran will be based on preventing nuclearization not promoting democracy
( ). Their Kupchan ’10 card favors the negative. It says that the US should take troops out of countries where there isn’t a threat to countries where there are threats. 
( ). Their Dobbins ’09 evidence only indicates that no other country will be okay with the US stationing there. However, an attack on Iran doesn’t involve their consent
AT Sanctions Solve

1. These are the 4th set of sanctions – no reason these succeed where others have failed.
2. There’s only a chance that sanctions solve. There is always a risk that they will fail, and the US will consequently have to invade
3. Incremental sanctions fail—Iran adjusts easily

Michael Singh, blogger and staff writer, February 28, 2010, Foreign Policy, “Incremental sanctions make a nuclear Iran more likely,” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/28/incremental_sanctions_make_a_nuclear_iran_more_likely, RG

In its most recent report, the IAEA acknowledged what many observers have asserted for years -- that Iran is developing a nuclear weapon. Whether this is the result of new evidence, or merely the willingness of the agency’s new director-general to heed the existing evidence, is beside the point. The findings will provide new impetus for a sanctions push that has been extensively foreshadowed over the last several months by leaders in the United States and Europe. 

For the next tranche of sanctions to be successful, thought must be given not only to which measures are chosen, but how they are chosen. The instinct of policymakers in Europe and Washington is often to act incrementally; stronger sanctions are proposed, only to be diluted in U.N. negotiations aimed at unanimity. The measures that are ultimately adopted are usually just one step beyond the previous set. 

This incremental approach is counterproductive. The sanctions’ predictability and long lead time allows Tehran to prepare for them in advance. For example, Iran is currently expanding its oil refining capacity and reducing consumption subsidies in anticipation of the sort of gasoline sanctions moving through Congress, and could be a net gasoline exporter by 2013. Incrementalism inures the Iranian regime to sanctions altogether, stripping of credibility any threats of tougher action in the future. The result is to rob sanctions of their deterrent effect and make extreme outcomes -- a nuclear-armed Iran, or war with Iran -- more rather than less likely. 

4. Sanctions fail—lack of international commitment, watered down restrictions

Kori Schake, staff writer, June 9, 2010, Foreign Policy, “The U.N.’s new sanctions on Iran? Not so tough,” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/09/the_uns_sanctions_on_iran_not_so_tough, RG

The U.N. Security Council today passed resolution 1929 attaching further sanctions to Iran for pursuance of nuclear programs condemned by the International Atomic Energy Agency. The Obama administration is doing its best to put a good face on a major disappointment: After sixteen months' effort, they have succeeded in delivering less international support than did the Bush administration for a problem everyone agrees is growing rapidly worse. Sanctions have been the centerpiece of the Obama administration's approach. Secretary Clinton proclaimed last summer we would coalesce the international community around "crippling sanctions." President Obama more recently reaffirmed that sanctions would be "significant." Yet the sanctions outlined in Resolution 1929 are so modest that even the White House sounded sheepish in its announcement of the resolution's passage: The resolution reaffirms the international community's willingness to resolve international concerns over Iran's nuclear program through negotiations, while laying out the steps that Iran must take to restore international confidence in its nuclear program, thereby allowing for the suspension or termination of these sanctions. The Resolution does show the handiwork of Stuart Levy's superb team at the Department of Treasury: the Iranian Central Bank is mentioned, companies linked to the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps are cited, and the lead scientist in the Iranian nuclear program is listed by name. But even though the number of entities ostensibly affected is twice that previously listed in U.N. resolutions, Tehran should be celebrating all it achieved. Russia's vote was bought by exempting Russian firms from the restrictions. President Putin has announced the Bushehr reactor will come on line with Russia's continued assistance this summer. Russian Parliamentarian Mikhail Margelov, Head of the Federation Council's Foreign Affairs Committee even said the deal will permit deployment of S-300 missile systems to Iran, which the Untied States has worked for years to prevent. All this in addition to canceling NATO missile defense deployments and going silent on the strangulation of freedoms within Russia. Turkey and Brazil voted against the resolution, Lebanon abstained. A treaty ally of the United States whose territory borders on Iran, and which President Obama visited to showcase his new approach to the so-called muslim world could not be persuaded by the Obama Administration to cast its vote with us. And the Administration seems to have no strategy for what to do next. Sanctions aren't a strategy, they're a tool for achieving the strategic objective of preventing Iran becoming a nuclear weapons state. We're over-reliant on sanctions to deliver that weighty objective and need to be thinking much more creatively about how to impose costs on the Iranian government -- internationally and domestically -- for their choices. 

AT: Sanctions Solve

Extensions

Sanctions fail—goals are too extreme

The Daily Star, June 15, 2010, Sebastien Malo, staff writer, “Sanctions will fail to stop Iran atomic drive – analysts,” http://www.dailystar.com.lb/article.asp?edition_id=10&categ_id=2&article_id=115970#axzz0uQe1csPt, RG

But Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad did not mince his words when dismissing the measures and their potential repercussion on the government he heads. The sanctions, in his view, were nothing more than “worthless paper,” Ahmadinejad said.

Sanctions experts would not go that far. But their research does, however, show that in the case of Iran, as well as in others, policymakers may indeed have been overstating the capacity of sanctions to steer a country’s policy in one direction or another. Evidence to the contrary is in fact abundant.

Gary Hufbauer, a sanctions expert at the Peterson Institute for Economics in Washington DC, is adamant the new set of sanctions against Iran is unlikely to reach its policy goal.

“At the present level of sanctions, my view is that they will not succeed,” he said.

Hufbauer, along with two colleagues, has led some of the most thorough research on the effectiveness of economic sanctions since their widespread emergence as instruments of foreign policy in the post-Cold War era. 

After reviewing some 200 sets of unilateral and multilateral sanctions, the researchers concluded that sanctions fail to achieve their policy objective in over two-thirds of cases.

In Iran, said Hufbauer, sanctions will most probably follow this failing trend since the case counts none of the features that his research identified as characteristic of cases where the measure is successful.

“Our research shows that sanctions are successful more often when the goal is a modest one,” said Hufbauer. “For example, releasing a few political prisoners, or restoring a property whose expropriation caused no grief to some internal group in a country.”

“The kind of case we talk about in Iran is at the other end of the spectrum. We are trying to impair the military potential of the adversary,” he said.

The Iranian government’s “autocratic” features, as well as the weakness of the sanctions also lower the chances the measures will succeed in convincing Iran to downgrade its nuclear program, said Hufbauer.

Sanctions fail—Iran has adapted, become mostly self-reliant

Matthew Sugrue, M.A. in history, focus on the Indian Subcontinent and Middle East, from Dalhousie University, January 7, 2010, The Huffington Post, “Do sanctions work? Iran, proliferation and U.S. policy,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/matthew-sugrue/do-sanctions-work-iran-pr_b_415397.html, RG

*BBES – Broad-based economic sanctions

In 1997, Jahangir Amuzegar pointed out that American sanctions against Iran have "created a siege mentality," and the government's supporters are more resolute than ever before to become wholly reliant upon domestic resources (Amuzegar, 1997, p. 34). A decade later, Amuzegar's observation remains an accurate representation of the Iranian political, religious and military leaderships thought process. The Islamic Republic has adapted to the sanctions imposed on it by Europe and the United States. Iran is not yet entirely self-reliant for needed goods and services, and it will never truly be completely independent; however, the more the government is able to provide for its needs domestically BBES will have less positive effects. Thus far, it appears that the various governments in favor of continued sanctions against Iran have fallen victim to the naïve theory of sanctions. Instead of continuing the same BBES regime the best method of gaining Iranian compliance with demands regarding its nuclear program would be continued diplomacy; however, the best of the worst options would be selective sanctions.

AT: Sanctions solve

Extensions

Current sanctions lead to strikes
Victor Kotsev, freelance journalist and political analyst with expertise in the Middle East, 4-23-2010, “US warms to strike on Iran”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LD23Ak02.html
"With sufficient foreign assistance, Iran could probably develop and test an intercontinental ballistic missile [ICBM] capable of reaching the United States by 2015," claimed a Pentagon report that was declassified on Monday. The almost simultaneous timing of two key recent revelations - this and Israeli accusations that Syria had transferred Scud missiles to Hezbollah in Lebanon - has contributed to a fresh escalation of tensions in the Middle East and to speculation that the stage is being set for a military show-down. The war of words has become particularly harsh, and threats are now being exchanged openly between the United States and Iran: the first salvo since President Barack Obama's inauguration, and a troubling development. "We are not taking any options off the table as we pursue the pressure and engagement tracks," the Pentagon's press secretary, Geoff Morrell, said this week. "The president always has at his disposal a full array of options, including use of the military ... It is clearly not our preferred course of action but it has never been, nor is it now, off the table." Days ago it was revealed that the US military was actively preparing for war against Iran. “The Pentagon and US Central Command are updating military plans to strike Iran's nuclear sites, preparing up-to-date options for the president in the event he decides to take such action," CNN reported on Monday. The Iranians, meanwhile, have embarked on a show of force of their own. “Iranian armed forces on Sunday displayed three generations of modern home-made ballistic missiles in military parades marking the country' Army Day," Fars News reported. Last week, the agency quoted the chief of staff of the Iranian armed forces, Major General Hassan Firouzabadi, as saying, "As I have already announced, if the US attacks Iran, none of its soldiers [in the region] will go back home alive." What is particularly worrisome is that a US (or Israeli) military strike against Iran in the near future would, in a sense, fit in with Obama's goals and public relations image up to now. Firstly, there are growing indications that, after the Democratic nomination, the presidency, and the healthcare bill, the Middle East has become the next major quest for the US president. For example, this is also reflected in the US administration's massive pressure on Israel to make further concessions to renew the stalled negotiations. "At the heart of this disagreement [between Obama and Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu] lies a dramatic change in the way Washington perceives its own stake in the game," the former US ambassador to Israel, Martin Indyk, wrote on Monday in an op-ed for the New York Times. "It actually began three years ago when secretary of state Condoleezza Rice declared in a speech in Jerusalem that US 'strategic interests' were at stake in resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict - a judgment reiterated by Obama last week when he said resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict is a 'vital national security interest' for the United States." Moreover, Obama has acquired a reputation for slow, methodical escalation of rhetoric, followed by daring and decisive action. He tends to give his most powerful opponents ample room to debate and negotiate, and to show maximum reserve in an attempt to secure a claim to the moral high ground: a brilliant public relations strategy, if nothing else. In the case of Iran, he has gone so far as to delay vital support to the Iranian opposition in the post-election demonstrations last summer and to openly pressure Israel not to attack. He kept a lid on all talk about a possible military scenario coming from anywhere important in his administration for close to a year, and has been reluctant to discuss such an option himself to date. Critics have accused him of being too soft, but the harshness of his administration's rhetoric toward Iran has been growing since late last year, when a first few cautious officials started talking about the possibility of military strikes on Iran's nuclear program. Escalation has been slow but consistent, in a way similarly to the progression of the domestic healthcare debate that ended in a dramatic victory for Obama. On Saturday, the New York Times reported on parts of a secret memo by US Defense Secretary Robert Gates, accusing the administration of lacking a clear policy to thwart the Iranian nuclear program [1]. Apparently, still-classified portions of the memo called for an adequate preparation for military strikes. Coming from Gates, a Republican who stayed on as defense secretary after the George W Bush administration was dissolved due to his long-standing opposition to war against Iran, this development is significant. Analysts see the conflict between the US and Iran as complex and far-reaching. "Until 2003, regional stability - such as it was - was based on the Iran-Iraq balance of power," writes prominent think-tank Stratfor. In the wake of the Iraq war, "The United States was forced into two missions. The first was stabilizing Iraq. The second was providing the force for countering Iran." There are serious doubts whether the rhetoric itself has not gone so far that reconciling now would have to be a failure for one side or the other. "There is a legitimate concern that if sanctions are considered a political necessity now, will military action be regarded as a political necessity in 2011, once the sanctions have been deemed a failure?" said Trita Parsi, president of the National Iranian American Council, this month. [2] Last month, I pointed out that key US regional allies such as Israel, Saudi Arabia and Egypt had reportedly been pushing for US military action. [3] "There are countries [in the Gulf] that would like to see a strike [on Iran], us or perhaps Israel, even," said US Central Command chief General David Petraeus to CNN in March. ] 
Brink: Tensions High
1. Tensions are high and the U.S. is preparing for attack now, but there aren’t enough troops to follow through in the Status Quo. That’s RT News ’10.
2. Withdrawing from Iraq enables the US to follow through on the attack. The aff is uniquely key to triggering the impact That’s Haass and Indyk ‘09
3. U.S.-Iran tensions rising—Iran ignores sanctions, doesn’t fear U.S.

Robert Haddick, managing editor of Small Wars Journal, June 18, 2010, Foreign Policy, “This week at war: what Iran learned from Saddam,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/06/18/this_week_at_war_what_iran_learned_from_saddam, RG
On June 9 the U.N. Security Council approved Resolution 1929 which imposes further sanctions on Iran for its lack of cooperation with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). U.S. officials hope that the resolution, combined with follow-on sanctions imposed by the European Union and others, will encourage Iran to fully cooperate with the inspections or return to negotiations. Failing that, the White House hopes that the new sanctions -- which target Iran's nuclear program, its ballistic missile effort, and its conventional military forces -- will disrupt and delay the country's nuclear and conventional military potential. 

In remarks he made the same day, President Barack Obama agreed with the vast majority of analysts who hold out little hope that Iran's leadership will reverse course any time soon. That leaves the hope that sanctions will materially degrade Iran's nuclear and military programs. They might, but how will the international community know how much? From 1991 to 2003, Saddam Hussein's Iraq tormented U.S. policymakers with inspection-dodging and intelligence uncertainty. It looks like a new generation of U.S. officials is about to experience similar taunting from Iran. 
Iranian leaders have no doubt closely studied how Iraq resisted the Security Council's attempts to rein in its military potential after the 1991 war. In the early years of the Clinton administration, Iraq was in technical compliance with the post-war inspection requirements, but this cooperation was grudging, increasingly belligerent, and was eventually terminated. Iran's cooperation with the IAEA is already incomplete and in the wake of Resolution 1929, Tehran has threatened to reduce it further. Through a combination of humanitarian appeals, back-channel deal-making, and bribery, Iraq was able to wear down and divide the international consensus that existed after the 1991 war. Iran has similarly found friends in Turkey and Brazil and is likely to find more in the developing world (some of whom might have their own nuclear ambitions) in the period ahead. 

The goal of a sanctions strategy is to avoid either a regional arms race or the necessity of a military response. We will know that sanctions have worked if the Iranian government returns to negotiations, settles the nuclear issue, and opens itself fully to IAEA inspections, but very few observers expect such an outcome. What will remain are the sanctions, which in turn will lead to Iranian resistance, inspections-dodging, an intelligence black hole, and ominous strategic uncertainty. In the case of Iraq, these factors led to war in 2003. Needless to say, this is not an experience U.S. policymakers will be anxious to repeat. Iran's leaders are aware of this understandable hesitancy and thus have little reason to fear suffering Saddam's fate. 
US-Iran Tensions High Extensions

US-Iranian conflict runs deep
American Iranian Council, Doctor Brent Lollis, political science professor at Albright College, 3-19-07, “US and Iran in Conflict, http://american-iranian.org/publications/articles/2007/03/us_and_iran_in_conflict.html
The nature of the conflict between the U.S. and Iran is not one of recent origin. In order to understand this conflict, it is critical that recent developments in the U.S.-Iranian relationship not be taken as fundamental. The contemporary U.S. argument against Iran is based upon two propositions: (i.) that the Iranian nuclear enrichment program is merely cover for a clandestine military nuclear weapons program; and (ii.) that the Iranian government is clandestinely supporting terrorists and insurgents in Iraq thereby killing U.S. soldiers and harming U.S. interests. The actual source of the U.S.-Iranian conflict does not rest within these two propositions; in fact, it exists within an historical relationship dating back at least to the 1953 U.S. supported coup against the democratically elected Dr. Mohammad Mossadegh.

US-Iran tensions are on the rise. Multiple reasons prove
Gao Zugui, deputy director of the Institute of Security and Strategy under China Institutes of Contemporary International Relations, 4-10-08, “US-Iran conflict likely to deepen”, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/opinion/2008-04/10/content_6605526.htm
Iran has begun installing 6,000 new centrifuges at its uranium enrichment plant, President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said on Tuesday, defying the West which fears Teheran is trying to build nuclear bombs. As the Bush administration draws closer to the end of its tenure in office, the prospect of a US military strike against Iran is increasing, partly caused by the serious misjudgment of each other's strategies. The Bush administration, which calibrated its rhetoric about military strikes against Iran in recent months, is getting more agitated about the Iran issue. The administration considered Iran would be the biggest beneficiary of its toppling of the Saddam government in Iraq and had expected it to behave. However, contrary to its expectations, Iran, Washington alleges, has tried every means to enhance its influence in Iraq, therefore becoming the biggest obstacle to improving the security situation of that country. And the US is increasingly concerned about Iran's role in the Israel-Palestine conflict, Lebanon, Afghanistan and even in the Muslim world where Iran is seen as the leader of the Shi'ites. Such developments, undoubtedly, has set the stage for conflict between the two countries. And their misreading of each other's strategies may further escalate the conflict, possibly leading to war. Senior Iranian officials and strategists divide the world into two camps, a "dominating" group led by the US, and the other the "dominated" block comprised of developing countries. The dominating group, the US in particular, is in decline while the "dominated" block is emerging such as Iran and Venezuela, giving the latter an increasing relative advantage. The US, trapped in the Iraq quagmire and unlikely to pull out in short term, is in its weakest state, Iranian experts and strategists believe. Meanwhile, Britain, France and other world powers have their own vested interests in Iran, meaning that they would not fully support US sanctions against the country. And they even think that US needs Iran's cooperation in issues such as reconstruction in Afghanistan and Iraq. And Iran, taking advantage of the rift between the world powers and its cooperation with International Atomic Energy Agency, is protracting the issue to gain time to research nuclear technology. It is also improving relations with Arab countries and enhancing ties with India and Venezuela to expand its regional and international influence, creating a favorable external environment to counter the US. Under such circumstances, the US, the Iranian strategists say, cannot impose effective sanctions against Iran and therefore a US military strike is definitely out of the question.

US-Iran Tensions High Extensions

U.S. won’t attack Iran now—but, tensions are rising

Global Times, April 20, 2010, “US attack on Iran seen unlikely, for time being,” http://world.globaltimes.cn/mid-east/2010-04/523845.html, RG

No signs of tightened defense preparations against a possible attack have been seen lately in major Iranian cities, including Tehran, a Global Times correspondent said.

Iranian officials and locals said they do not believe a war will break out, despite concerns of Israeli attacks on Iran's nuclear facilities in June among some diplomats and press in Tehran.

US Defense Secretary Robert Gates admitted Monday that he had written a memo to the White House in January that outlined the "next steps in our defense planning process" for Iran, raising concern that the US may consider a strike on Iran's nuclear sites.

The New York Times reported Sunday that Gates had warned in a secret three-page memo that the US government lacks "an effective long-range policy" for handling Iran's steady progress toward nuclear capability.
The newspaper also quoted a senior officer as saying the document was a "wake-up call." But Gates denied this, claiming that the paper's sources who revealed the existence of the memo "mischaracterized its purpose and content," according to The New York Times.
AT Israel will attack now

Israel wont attack- responsible

Dan Williams, Journalist, January 31, 2010, “Israel "responsible" on Iran, Obama adviser says” Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE60U1AL20100131
Jones said the United States and Israel are in close coordination over how to handle Iran. "We have very good dialogue with Israel, continual dialogue," he told The Jerusalem Post. "We're working very closely with them."  Asked whether Washington was concerned about Israel trying to take on its arch-foe alone, Jones said: "Our Israeli partners are very responsible."  Michael Oren, Israel's envoy to the United States, said last month the military option "was not a subject of discussion."
Israel won’t attack Iran now—U.S. action key

World Tribune, July 9, 2010, “Obama expects ‘no surprises’: Israel won’t strike Iran without U.S. permission,” http://www.worldtribune.com/worldtribune/WTARC/2010/ss_israel0634_07_09.asp, RG

Obama said he was confident that Israel would not attack Iran without U.S. permission.  In a July 8 interview on Israeli television, Obama did not disclose whether he discussed a proposed Israeli attack on Teheran during his meeting with Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu the previous day.  The president was interviewed by Israel's Channel 2 after the 90-minute session with the prime minister, which marked the first time Obama met the Israeli media since he entered office.  The president, who has pursued a reconciliation policy with Teheran, said the strategic relationship between Israel and the United States would not allow for a unilateral Israeli strike, Middle East Newsline reported.  "I think the relationship between Israel and the U.S. is sufficiently strong that neither of us try to surprise each other," Obama said.  In 2010, the Obama administration, including Vice President Joseph Biden, warned Israel not to attack Iran. Netanyahu, who has urged the international community to intensify sanctions, has repeatedly assured that Israel was not planning an imminent strike on Iran.  

Israel wont attack Iran- vulnerable to retaliation

David Isenberg-Washington-D.C. based analyst and writer on military, foreign policy, national and international security issues and the author of Shadow Force: Private Security Contractors in Iraq. December 4, 2007, Cato institute, originally published in United Press International, “U.S. Military & Iran -- Part 1” online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=8841/
But in reality, it is highly unlikely that Israel would attack Iran.  To carry off a successful attack, Israel would have several important challenges with which to contend. The same would apply to any U.S. action, but its military has far more resources than Israel to meet them.  First is the issue of distance from target. Israel does not have any airplanes that can fly to Iranian targets and return without refueling. That would be true even if its F15I fighter aircraft doubled its 800-or-so-kilometer range with auxiliary tanks.  Second, it is doubtful that even bunker-buster bombs would completely destroy hardened installations like the ones housing Iran's nuclear program, even if they could be delivered.  Third, intelligence is lacking. Israel's intelligence establishment would have to be certain that they knew the location of every significant nuclear development installation in Iran. Mossad, Aman (Israel's military intelligence agency), the CIA and the U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency are not certain that all the important targets have been located.  Fourth, Israel is vulnerable to counterattack. Hezbollah demonstrated in the war last year that it has an effective rocket threat against Israel. Iran also has long-range missiles and has threatened that it would use them in the event of an Israeli or American attack. Without much better defenses the potential loses from such an attack would be unacceptable. 
Isreal wont attack- American approval
Sheera Frenkel- writer for The Times, April 18, 2009, written in Jerusalem, “Israel stands ready to bomb Iran's nuclear sites”, The Times, online at http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/middle_east/article6115903.ece
He added that it was unlikely that Israel would carry out the attack without receiving at least tacit approval from America, which has struck a more reconciliatory tone in dealing with Iran under its new administration. An Israeli attack on Iran would entail flying over Jordanian and Iraqi airspace, where US forces have a strong presence. Ephraim Kam, the deputy director of the Institute for National Security Studies, said it was unlikely that the Americans would approve an attack. “The American defence establishment is unsure that the operation will be successful. And the results of the operation would only delay Iran's programme by two to four years,” he said. A visit by President Obama to Israel in June is expected to coincide with the national elections in Iran — timing that would allow the US Administration to re-evaluate diplomatic resolutions with Iran before hearing the Israeli position.  
AT Israel will attack now
Israeli threats are only for deterrence

Sheera Frenkel- writer for The Times, April 18, 2009, written in Jerusalem, “Israel stands ready to bomb Iran's nuclear sites”, The Times, online at http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/middle_east/article6115903.ece
Ephraim Kam, the deputy director of the Institute for National Security Studies, said it was unlikely that the Americans would approve an attack. “The American defence establishment is unsure that the operation will be successful. And the results of the operation would only delay Iran's programme by two to four years,” he said. A visit by President Obama to Israel in June is expected to coincide with the national elections in Iran — timing that would allow the US Administration to re-evaluate diplomatic resolutions with Iran before hearing the Israeli position. “Many of the leaks or statements made by Israeli leaders and military commanders are meant for deterrence. The message is that if [the international community] is unable to solve the problem they need to take into account that we will solve it our way,” Mr Kam said. 

Russia Impact Module
Attacking Iran provokes Russia and China

Abid Ullah Jan- author of The Musharraf Factor, February 20, 2006, Mathaba News, “Why America will reap in Iran what it doesn’t expect” online at http://www.mathaba.net/news/?x=528456
This time around, the United States is in for a big trouble. It is attacking Iran, not for the reason that it has, or it is planning to have nuclear weapons, but only because it has assumed that Iran is years away from producing nuclear weapons.  Many analysts believe that an attack on Iran will turn into a World War because the Iranian government has a long-range strategy for "asymmetrical" warfare that will disrupt the flow of oil and challenge American interests around the world. Certainly, if one is facing an implacable enemy that is committed to "regime change" there is no reason to hold back on doing what is necessary to defeat that adversary. However, the main reason for escalation of the conflict will be exactly the assumption on the part of the United States, Israel and Britain that Iran cannot respond with nuclear weapons.  At a time when nuclear material—including red mercury and different forms of Uranium—were flowing in the streets of Pakistan, a high ranking Pakistani official, working in the Iranian consulate, told this writer that Iran is obtaining smuggled nuclear material from its field commanders in Afghanistan. It was well before the nuclear testing by India and Pakistan took place. Keeping this fact in mind, it is simply naïve to assume that the United States or Israel will launch an un-provoked war of aggression on Iran, and Iran will remain a sitting duck and not retaliate with what it must have refined and retooled since mid-nineties.[3]   Even if we assume that the Iranian government purchased nuclear material without any intention of putting it to use, it is highly unlikely that it will still let this material gather dust while it is being openly and seriously threatened by the United States and Israel. If scientists in Germany and the United States could work to develop nuclear weapons from scratch during the World War II, how long will it take a nation pushed against the wall and with all the ingredients available to put something workable together and retaliate with a bang?  So, the practical chances of Iran’s retaliation with a nuclear weapon in the face of a war of aggression imposed on it are far more than the theoretical assumptions that Iranian Intelligence will plan covert operations which will be carried out in the event of an unprovoked attack on their facilities.  It is true that a nuclear response from Iran would mean a definite suicide when looked in perspective of the nuclear power of the United States and Iran. But it also doesn’t make any sense that the United States would keep bombing Iran, the way it has planned, into the Stone Age, yet despite being able to respond, Iran will simply turn the other cheek. This chain of inevitable reactions will in fact lead a wider conflagration that the warlords in Washington and Tel Aviv have not even imagined.  Emboldened by their adventures in Afghanistan and Iraq, and deluded by the IAEA conclusion that Iraq has no nuclear weapons, the warlords are set to go into a war that will definitely lead to massive bloodshed in the Middle East and the downfall of the United States as we see it. Despite Bush and company’s claims that the world is not the same after 9/11, the world remained more or less the same after 9/11. However, their world will surely turn upside down with their miscalculation of going into a third war of aggression in five years.  The Russian and Chinese stakes in this issue cannot be ignored altogether. Attacking Iran would prove too much for Russia and China. Russia has  snubbed Washington by announcing it would go ahead and honor a $700 million contract to arm Iran with surface-to-air missiles, slated to guard Iran's nuclear facilities. And after being burned when the US-led Coalition Provisional Authority invalidated Hussein-era oil deals, China has snapped up strategic energy contracts across the world, including in Latin America, Canada and Iran. It can be assumed that both China and Russia will not sit idly by and watch Iran being annihilated by the United States.   If Iran is attacked with lethal force, it will retaliate with the utmost force available at its disposal; that much is certain. Remembering my discussion 9 year ago with a well informed source who was working for the Iranian government, I am pretty sure that the utmost force in the hands of Iran definitely includes nuclear weapons. One of the signs for that is the confidence with which the Iranian government responds to US threats. 
Russia Impact Module
Russian involvement causes extinction

Ira Helfand, M.D. and John O. Pastore, M.D. are past presidents of Physicians for Social Responsibility, March 31, 2009 “U.S.-Russia nuclear war still a threat” http://www.projo.com/opinion/contributors/content/CT_pastoreline_03-31-09_EODSCAO_v15.bbdf23.html)
Since the end of the Cold War, many have acted as though the danger of nuclear war has ended. It has not. There remain in the world more than 20,000 nuclear weapons. Alarmingly, more than 2,000 of these weapons in the U.S. and Russian arsenals remain on ready-alert status, commonly known as hair-trigger alert. They can be fired within five minutes and reach targets in the other country 30 minutes later.  Just one of these weapons can destroy a city. A war involving a substantial number would cause devastation on a scale unprecedented in human history. A study conducted by Physicians for Social Responsibility in 2002 showed that if only 500 of the Russian weapons on high alert exploded over our cities, 100 million Americans would die in the first 30 minutes.  An attack of this magnitude also would destroy the entire economic, communications and transportation infrastructure on which we all depend. Those who survived the initial attack would inhabit a nightmare landscape with huge swaths of the country blanketed with radioactive fallout and epidemic diseases rampant. They would have no food, no fuel, no electricity, no medicine, and certainly no organized health care. In the following months it is likely the vast majority of the U.S. population would die.  Recent studies by the eminent climatologists Toon and Robock have shown that such a war would have a huge and immediate impact on climate world wide. If all of the warheads in the U.S. and Russian strategic arsenals were drawn into the conflict, the firestorms they caused would loft 180 million tons of soot and debris into the upper atmosphere — blotting out the sun. Temperatures across the globe would fall an average of 18 degrees Fahrenheit to levels not seen on earth since the depth of the last ice age, 18,000 years ago. Agriculture would stop, eco-systems would collapse, and many species, including perhaps our own, would become extinct.  It is common to discuss nuclear war as a low-probabillity event. But is this true? We know of five occcasions during the last 30 years when either the U.S. or Russia believed it was under attack and prepared a counter-attack. The most recent of these near misses occurred after the end of the Cold War on Jan. 25, 1995, when the Russians mistook a U.S. weather rocket launched from Norway for a possible attack.
Terrorism Impact Module
Iran attack causes terrorism

Scott D. Sagan- Professor of Political Science and Director, Center for International Security and Cooperation, Stanford University, September/October 2006, Foreign Affairs, “How to Keep the Bomb From Iran”, EBSCO

IF IRAN must not be allowed to go nuclear, what then can be done to stop it? A U.S. military strike on Iran today should be avoided for the same prudent reasons that led Eisenhower and Kennedy to choose diplomacy and arms control over preventive war in their dealings with the Soviet Union and China. Even if U.S. intelligence services were confident that they had identified all major nuclear-related sites in Iran (they are not) and the Pentagon could hit all the targets, the United States would expose itself (especially its bases in the Middle East and U.S troops in Afghanistan and Iraq), and its allies, to the possibility of severe retaliation. When asked about possible U.S. air strikes in August 2004, Iranian Defense Minister Ali Shamkhani said, "You may be surprised to know that the U.S. military presence near us is not power for the United States because this power may under certain circumstances become a hostage in our hands. … The United States is not the only power present in the region. We are also present from Khost to Kandahar in Afghanistan and we are present in the Gulf and can be present in Iraq." Iran might also support attacks by terrorist groups in Europe or the United States. Bush administration officials have sought to give some teeth to the threat of a military attack by hinting that Israel might strike on Washington's behalf. The Pentagon notified Congress in April 2005 of its intention to sell conventional GBU-28 "bunker-buster" bombs to Israel, and President George W. Bush reasserted Washington's commitment to "support Israel if her security is threatened." But an Israeli air strike on Iran's nuclear facilities would do no more good than a U.S. one: it could not destroy all the facilities and thus would leave Tehran to resume its uranium-enrichment program at surviving sites and would give Iran strong incentives to retaliate against U.S. forces in the Middle East. Muslim sentiment throughout the world would be all the more inflamed,  encouraging terrorist responses against the West.  

Terrorism risks extinction

Yonah Alexander-Prof and Director of Inter-University for Terrorism Studies, Washington Times, August 28, 2003, accessed vialexis
Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns. Two myths in particular must be debunked immediately if an effective counterterrorism "best practices" strategy can be developed [e.g., strengthening international cooperation]. The first illusion is that terrorism can be greatly reduced, if not eliminated completely, provided the root causes of conflicts - political, social and economic - are addressed. The conventional illusion is that terrorism must be justified by oppressed people seeking to achieve their goals and consequently the argument advanced by "freedom fighters" anywhere, "give me liberty and I will give you death," should be tolerated if not glorified. This traditional rationalization of "sacred" violence often conceals that the real purpose of terrorist groups is to gain political power through the barrel of the gun, in violation of fundamental human rights of the noncombatant segment of societies. For instance, Palestinians religious movements [e.g., Hamas, Islamic Jihad] and secular entities [such as Fatah's Tanzim and Aqsa Martyr Brigades]] wish not only to resolve national grievances [such as Jewish settlements, right of return, Jerusalem] but primarily to destroy the Jewish state. Similarly, Osama bin Laden's international network not only opposes the presence of American military in the Arabian Peninsula and Iraq, but its stated objective is to "unite all Muslims and establish a government that follows the rule of the Caliphs." The second myth is that strong action against terrorist infrastructure [leaders, recruitment, funding, propaganda, training, weapons, operational command and control] will only increase terrorism. The argument here is that law-enforcement efforts and military retaliation inevitably will fuel more brutal acts of violent revenge. Clearly, if this perception continues to prevail, particularly in democratic societies, there is the danger it will paralyze governments and thereby encourage further terrorist attacks. In sum, past experience provides useful lessons for a realistic future strategy. The prudent application of force has been demonstrated to be an effective tool for short- and long-term deterrence of terrorism. For example, Israel's targeted killing of Mohammed Sider, the Hebron commander of the Islamic Jihad, defused a "ticking bomb." The assassination of Ismail Abu Shanab - a top Hamas leader in the Gaza Strip who was directly responsible for several suicide bombings including the latest bus attack in Jerusalem - disrupted potential terrorist operations. Similarly, the U.S. military operation in Iraq eliminated Saddam Hussein's regime as a state sponsor of terror. Thus, it behooves those countries victimized by terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated by Winston Churchill to the House of Commons on May 13, 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror, victory however long and hard the road may be: For without victory, there is no survival."
Russian Relations Impact Module
Iran attacks hurts Russian Relations

DIMITRI K. SIMES - President of the Nixon Center and Publisher of The National Interest. July 17, 2009, “ An Uncertain Rest” Foreign Affairs, online at: http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65203/dimitri-k-simes/an-uncertain-reset?page=show


The United States' priorities with respect to Russia are Afghanistan, Iran, and North Korea. Regarding Iran, neither Washington nor Moscow wants to see the clerical regime develop nuclear weapons. However, Iran is a major Russian trading partner and -- unlike Turkey, a U.S. ally -- offered no encouragement to separatist movements in the North Caucasus or support for pipelines that bypass Russia. Some in the Russian government fear that a Western rapprochement with Iran could disadvantage Moscow if Iranian gas were to become available for export to Europe. Although Russian officials strongly oppose any military strike against Iran's nuclear installations, they privately acknowledge that such an attack could benefit Russia by increasing energy prices and creating a global backlash against the United States.
Us Russia relations key to stop war terror and prolif

The Nixon Center Commission on America’s National Interests and Russia – September 2003, “ADVANCING AMERICAN INTERESTS AND THE U.S.-RUSSIAN RELATIONSHIP Interim Report” online at http://www.nixoncenter.org/PUBLICATIONS/MONOGRAPHS/FR.HTM#_ftnref1 
The proper starting point in thinking about American national interests and Russia—or any other country—is the candid question: why does Russia matter?  How can Russia affect vital American interests and how much should the United States care about Russia?  Where does it rank in the hierarchy of American national interests?   As the Report of the Commission on American National Interests (2000) concluded, Russia ranks among the few countries whose actions powerfully affect American vital interests.  Why? First, Russia is a very large country linking several strategically important regions.  By virtue of its size and location, Russia is a key player in Europe as well as the Middle East and Central, South and East Asia.  Accordingly, Moscow can substantially contribute to, or detract from, U.S. efforts to deal with such urgent challenges as North Korea and Iran, as well as important longer term problems like Iraq and Afghanistan.  In addition, Russia shares the world’s longest land border with China, an emerging great power that can have a major impact on both U.S. and Russian interests.  The bottom line is that notwithstanding its significant loss of power after the end of the Cold War, Moscow’s geopolitical weight still exceeds that of London or Paris. Second, as a result of its Soviet legacy, Russia has relationships with and information about countries that remain comparatively inaccessible to the American government, in the Middle East, Central Asia and elsewhere.  Russian intelligence and/or leverage in these areas could significantly aid the United States in its efforts to deal with current, emerging and still unforeseen strategic challenges, including in the war on terrorism. Third, today and for the foreseeable future Russia’s nuclear arsenal will be capable of inflicting vast damage on the United States.  Fortunately, the likelihood of such scenarios has declined dramatically since the Cold War.  But today and as far as any eye can see the U.S. will have an enduring vital interest in these weapons not being used against America or our allies. Fourth, reliable Russian stewardship and control of the largest arsenal of nuclear warheads and stockpile of nuclear materials from which nuclear weapons could be made is essential in combating the threat of “loose nukes.”  The United States has a vital interest in effective Russian programs to prevent weapons being stolen by criminals, sold to terrorists and used to kill Americans. Fifth, Russian stockpiles, technologies and knowledge for creating biological and chemical weapons make cooperation with Moscow very important to U.S. efforts to prevent proliferation of these weapons.  Working with Russia may similarly help to prevent states hostile to the United States from obtaining sophisticated conventional weapons systems, such as missiles and submarines. Sixth, as the world’s largest producer and exporter of hydrocarbons (oil and gas), Russia offers America an opportunity to diversify and increase supplies of non-OPEC, non-Mid-Eastern energy. Seventh, as a veto-wielding permanent member of the United Nations Security Council, Russia can substantially ease, or complicate, American attempts to work through the UN and other international institutions to advance other vital and extremely important U.S. interests.  In a world in which many are already concerned about the use of U.S. power, this can have a real impact on America’s success at providing global leadership.  More broadly, a close U.S.-Russian relationship can limit other states’ behavior by effectively eliminating Moscow as a potential source of political support. 

Oil Impact Module

Iran attack causes massive oil shortages

F. William Engdahl- author of ‘A Century of War: Anglo-American Oil Politics and the New World Order,’ Pluto Press, is an Associate Editor of Global Research, January 29, 2006, “Calculating the Risk of War in Iran”, Global Research, online at http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=1841
The Iran response includes activating trained cells within Lebanon’s Hezbollah; it includes activating considerable Iranian assets within Iraq, potentially in de facto alliance with the Sunni resistance there targeting the 135,000 remaining US troops and civilian personnel. Iran’s asymmetrical response also includes stepping up informal ties to the powerful Hamas within Palestine to win them to a Holy War against the US-Israel ‘Great Satan.’ Alliance. Israel faces unprecedented terror and sabotage attacks from every side and from within its territory from sleeper cells of Arab Israelis. Iran activates trained sleeper terror cells in the Ras Tanura center of Saudi oil refining and shipping. The Eastern Province of Saudi Arabia around Ras Tanura contains a disenfranchised Shi’ite minority which have historically been denied the fruits of the immense Saudi oil wealth. There are some 2 million Shi’ia Muslims in Saudi Arabia. Shias do most of the manual work in the Saudi oilfields, making up 40 percent of Aramco's workforce. Iran declares an immediate embargo of deliveries of its 4 million barrels of oil a day. It threatens to sink a large VLCC oil super-tanker in the narrows of the Strait of Hormuz, chocking off 40% of all world oil flows, if the world does not join it against the US-Israeli action. The strait has two 1 mile wide channels for marine traffic, separated by a 2 mile wide buffer zone, and is the only sea passage to the open ocean for much of OPEC oil. It is Saudi Arabia’s main export route. 

High oil prices collapse world economy

The Record 6/19/08 ("Salvation comes in a fuel cell," http://news.therecord.com/Opinions/article/370032)
Meanwhile, the cost of oil that continues to surge like a tidal wave presents the greatest threat of all to the world's economy. There were gasps when the price of a barrel of oil hit $140 this week; the experts say it could reach $250 within 18 months. It is unpleasant if necessary to imagine how much this could raise the price of virtually everything we buy and shock the global economy into depression.
Financial crises leads to global war
Walter Russel Mead- Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations and the author of God and Gold: Britain, America and the Making of the Modern World, February 4, 2009, The New Republic, “Only Makes You Stronger: Why the recession bolstered America” online at http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/2169866/posts
So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies.  As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises.  Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born?  The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 

Bioterror Module

Iran strikes cause Syria to retaliate with bioweapons

Jerome Corsi- writer for Wordnet daily, citing Jill Bellamy-Dekker, director of the Public Health Preparedness program for the European Homeland Security Association under the French High Committee for Civil Defense, March 5, 2007, “Syria ready with bio-terror if U.S. hits Iran” http://www.worldnetdaily.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=54542

An American biodefense analyst living in Europe says if the U.S. invades Iran to halt its nuclear ambitions, Syria is ready to respond with weapons of mass destruction – specifically biological weapons.  "Syria is positioned to launch a biological attack on Israel or Europe should the U.S. attack Iran," Jill Bellamy-Dekker told WND. "The Syrians are embedding their biological weapons program into their commercial pharmaceuticals business and their veterinary vaccine-research facilities. The intelligence service oversees Syria's 'bio-farm' program and the Ministry of Defense is well interfaced into the effort."  Bellamy-Decker currently directs the Public Health Preparedness program for the European Homeland Security Association under the French High Committee for Civil Defense.  She anticipates a variation of smallpox is the biological agent Syria would utilize. 
Bio warfare outweighs nuclear war

Clifford Singer- professor of nuclear engineering and director of Program in Arms Control, Disarmament, and International Security at University of Illinois at Urbana- Champaign, 2001, “Will Mankind Survive the Millennium?”, online at http://acdis.illinois.edu/assets/docs/312/articles/WillMankindSurvivetheMillennium.pdf
The epidemiological lethal results of well over a hundred atmospheric nuclear tests are barely statistically detectable except in immediate fallout plumes. The increase in radiation exposure far from the combatants in even a full scale nuclear exchange at the height of the Cold War would have been modest compared to the variations in natural background radiation doses that have readily been adapted to by a number of human populations. Nor is there any reason to believe that global warming or other insults to our physical environment resulting from currently used technologies will challenge the survival of mankind as a whole beyond what it has already handily survived through the past fifty thousand years. There are, however, two technologies currently under development that may pose a more serious threat to human survival. The first and most immediate is biological warfare combined with genetic engineering. Smallpox is the most fearsome of natural biological warfare agents in existence. By the end of the next decade, global immunity to smallpox will likely be at a low unprecedented since the emergence of this disease in the distant past, while the opportunity for it to spread rapidly across the globe will be at an all time high. In the absence of other complications such as nuclear war near the peak of an epidemic, developed countries may respond with quarantine and vaccination to limit the damage. Otherwise mortality there may match the rate of 30 percent or more expected in unprepared developing countries. With respect to genetic engineering using currently available knowledge and technology, the simple expedient of spreading an ample mixture of coat protein variants could render a vaccination response largely ineffective, but this would otherwise not be expected to substantially increase overall mortality rates. With development of new biological technology, however, there is a possibility that a variety of infectious agents may be engineered for combinations of greater than natural virulence and mortality, rather than just to overwhelm currently available antibiotics or vaccines. There is no a priori known upper limit to the power of this type of technology base, and thus the survival of a globally connected human family may be in question when and if this is achieved. 
AT No Iran Retaliation

Iran would respond to attack by retaliation against US Allies, cutting off world oil supplies, and guerrilla warfare- That’s Engdahl
Attacking Iran fuels terror

Scott D. Sagan- Professor of Political Science and Director, Center for International Security and Cooperation, Stanford University, September/October 2006, Foreign Affairs, “How to Keep the Bomb From Iran”, EBSCO

IF IRAN must not be allowed to go nuclear, what then can be done to stop it? A U.S. military strike on Iran today should be avoided for the same prudent reasons that led Eisenhower and Kennedy to choose diplomacy and arms control over preventive war in their dealings with the Soviet Union and China. Even if U.S. intelligence services were confident that they had identified all major nuclear-related sites in Iran (they are not) and the Pentagon could hit all the targets, the United States would expose itself (especially its bases in the Middle East and U.S troops in Afghanistan and Iraq), and its allies, to the possibility of severe retaliation. When asked about possible U.S. air strikes in August 2004, Iranian Defense Minister Ali Shamkhani said, "You may be surprised to know that the U.S. military presence near us is not power for the United States because this power may under certain circumstances become a hostage in our hands. … The United States is not the only power present in the region. We are also present from Khost to Kandahar in Afghanistan and we are present in the Gulf and can be present in Iraq." Iran might also support attacks by terrorist groups in Europe or the United States. Bush administration officials have sought to give some teeth to the threat of a military attack by hinting that Israel might strike on Washington's behalf. The Pentagon notified Congress in April 2005 of its intention to sell conventional GBU-28 "bunker-buster" bombs to Israel, and President George W. Bush reasserted Washington's commitment to "support Israel if her security is threatened." But an Israeli air strike on Iran's nuclear facilities would do no more good than a U.S. one: it could not destroy all the facilities and thus would leave Tehran to resume its uranium-enrichment program at surviving sites and would give Iran strong incentives to retaliate against U.S. forces in the Middle East. Muslim sentiment throughout the world would be all the more inflamed,  encouraging terrorist responses against the West.  

Iran is ready for war

Michel Chossudovsky- author of the international bestseller America’s "War on Terrorism"  Global Research, 2005. He is Professor of Economics at the University of Ottawa and Director of the Center for Research on Globalization, May 14, 2008, “Planned US Israeli Attack on Iran: Will there be a War against Iran?”, Global Research, online at http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=8861
First, Iran has an advanced air defense system, using both Iranian and Russian technology. Moreover, it has, according to Western military experts, perfected its ballistic missile capabilities to the extent that it is capable of inflicting significant damage on US and allied military installations in Iraq, the Persian Gulf and Israel.   Over the last few years, Iran has been actively preparing for a US sponsored attack. Moreover, resulting from the surge in oil revenues, the Tehran government has enhanced capabilities to finance its military preparedness. In this regard, Iran is in a very different situation to that of Iraq prior to the 2003 invasion, targeted by Anglo-American air attacks under the "No Fly Zone" coupled with more than ten years of deadly economic sanctions.       US military planners are fully aware of the possibility of escalation. If extensive air attacks were to be launched, Iranian conventional forces would immediately cross the border into Iraq and attack US military installations. This is a factor which has contributed to "putting the war on hold".   Instead of extensive bombings which would result in retaliation. Washington may decide as a first step in a broader military campaign to launch limited air attacks, on the presumption that Iran would not retaliate.  According to Philip Giraldi, the attack would "be as 'pinpoint' and limited as possible, intended to target only al-Qods and avoid civilian casualties." Before launching a "limited attack", the US would attempt to ensure, through threat and secret negotiations, that retaliation would not occur. 

Impact Extensions

Iran strikes cause oil shocks, terrorism, prolif, and global nuclear war

Heather Wokusch-author of The Progressives' Handbook: Get the Facts and Make a Difference Now series, former jazz singer, February 20, 2006, “WWIII or Bust: Implications of a US Attack on Iran”, online at http://dissidentvoice.org/Feb06/Wokusch20.htm
But what if the US does go ahead and launch an assault in the coming months? The Pentagon has already identified 450 strategic targets, some of which are underground and would require the use of nuclear weapons to destroy. What happens then?   You can bet that Iran would retaliate. Tehran promised a "crushing response" to any US or Israeli attack, and while the country -- ironically -- doesn't possess nuclear weapons to scare off attackers, it does have other options. Iran boasts ground forces estimated at 800,000 personnel, as well as long-range missiles that could hit Israel and possibly even Europe. In addition, much of the world's oil supply is transported through the Strait of Hormuz, a narrow stretch of ocean which Iran borders to the north. In 1997, Iran's deputy foreign minister warned that the country might close off that shipping route if ever threatened, and it wouldn't be difficult. Just a few missiles or gunboats could bring down vessels and block the Strait, thereby threatening the global oil supply and shooting energy prices into the stratosphere.   An attack on Iran would also inflame tensions in the Middle East, especially provoking the Shiite Muslim populations. Considering that Shiites largely run the governments of Iran and Iraq and are a potent force in Saudi Arabia, that doesn't bode well for calm in the region. It would incite the Lebanese Hezbollah, an ally of Iran's, potentially sparking increased global terrorism. A Shiite rebellion in Iraq would further endanger US troops and push the country deeper into civil war.   Attacking Iran could also tip the scales towards a new geopolitical balance, one in which the US finds itself shut out by Russia, China, Iran, Muslim countries and the many others Bush has managed to piss off during his period in office. Just last month, Russia snubbed Washington by announcing it would go ahead and honor a $700 million contract to arm Iran with surface-to-air missiles, slated to guard Iran's nuclear facilities. And after being burned when the US-led Coalition Provisional Authority invalidated Hussein-era oil deals, China has snapped up strategic energy contracts across the world, including in Latin America, Canada and Iran. It can be assumed that China will not sit idly by and watch Tehran fall to the Americans.   Russia and China have developed strong ties recently, both with each other and with Iran. Each possesses nuclear weapons, and arguably more threatening to the US, each holds large reserves of US dollars which can be dumped in favor of euros. Bush crosses them at his nation's peril.   Yet another danger is that an attack on Iran could set off a global arms race -- if the US flaunts the non-proliferation treaty and goes nuclear, there would be little incentive for other countries to abide by global disarmament agreements either. Besides, the Bush administration's message to its enemies has been very clear: if you possess WMD you're safe, and if you don't, you're fair game. Iraq had no nuclear weapons and was invaded, Iran doesn't as well and risks attack, yet that other "Axis of Evil" country, North Korea, reportedly does have nuclear weapons and is left alone. It’s also hard to justify striking Iran over its allegedly developing a secret nuclear weapons program, when India and Pakistan (and presumably Israel) did the same thing and remain on good terms with Washington.   The most horrific impact of a US assault on Iran, of course, would be the potentially catastrophic number of casualties. The Oxford Research Group predicted that up to 10,000 people would die if the US bombed Iran's nuclear sites, and that an attack on the Bushehr nuclear reactor could send a radioactive cloud over the Gulf. If the US uses nuclear weapons, such as earth-penetrating "bunker buster" bombs, radioactive fallout would become even more disastrous.   Given what's at stake, few allies, apart from Israel, can be expected to support a US attack on Iran. While Jacques Chirac has blustered about using his nukes defensively, it's doubtful that France would join an unprovoked assault, and even loyal allies, such as the UK, prefer going through the UN Security Council.  

US would win easily

Nasir Khan, Ph.D., taught history at the University of Oslo and is the author of Perceptions of Islam in the Christendoms: A Historical Survey (2006), April 23, 2007, History News Network, “Is the US Going to Attack Iran?”, online at http://hnn.us/articles/37820.html
Iran is within an hour’s flying time from some American base or aircraft carrier. In case of war, America, most probably America and Israel together, will have no difficulty in destroying Iranian army, its military bases and the economic infrastructure of Iran.  American military domination of the Middle East is maintained by a vast network of military bases throughout the region. The US military in case of war has the capacity to crush Iran by round-the-clock bombing using cruise missiles and hundreds of warplanes. Batteries of Patriot anti-missile systems are at present being installed in the Gulf states to protect vital US military assets. 

Impact Extensions

No nuclear Iran in the squo—but, U.S. attack causes Iran to aggressively nuclearize
Steve Clemons, July 23, 2010, The Progressive Realist, “Stop Hyperventilating: Obama Will Not choose War with Iran,” http://progressiverealist.org/blogpost/stop-hyperventilating-obama-will-not-choose-war-iran, RG
I could add perhaps another dozen or so likely nightmare outcomes and downsides for the US and allies if Iran were attacked -- the most serious of which is that such an attack would at most delay Iran's capacity to acquire a nuclear warhead, which today is still questionable, and turn it into a certainty. In other words, Iran may be pursuing a latent nuclear option, basically like Japan, in which it has the capacity to produce warheads but elects to stay on the edge of that capacity. Bombing Iran could assure in the future that it acquires these weapons -- and in such a case, Iran's security paranoia, used to justify so much of its erratic behavior and posture, is validated. 

So, even after bombing Iran, we end up with a nuclear armed, pissed-off Iran. While I think great states, including Iran, operate mostly through carefully considered strategic calculus, such is not always the case -- and Iran's chances of emotion-led behavior or vengefulness, or accidents, increase. 

This is the worst box to end up in any theoretic assessment of outcomes with Iran.

Nuclear Iran causes Terrorism and War

Louis Rene Beres- Professor of Political Science and International Law at Purdue University, April 7, 2010, “A Nuclear Iran and the Futility of Sanctions”, FrontpageMag, online at http://frontpagemag.com/2010/04/07/a-nuclear-iran-and-the-futility-of-sanctions/
From the standpoint of the United States, a nuclear Iran would pose an unprecedented risk of mass-destruction terrorism. For much smaller Israel, of course, the security risk would be existential. Legal issues are linked here to various strategic considerations. Supported by international law, specifically by the incontestable right of anticipatory self-defense, Prime Minister Netanyahu understands that any preemptive destruction of Iran’s nuclear infrastructures would involve enormous operational and political difficulties. True, Israel has deployed elements of the “Arrow” system of ballistic missile defense, but even the Arrow could not achieve a sufficiently high probability of intercept to protect civilian populations. Further, now that Obama has backed away from America’s previously-planned missile shield deployment in Poland and the Czech Republic, Israel has no good reason to place its security hopes in any combined systems of active defense. Even a single incoming nuclear missile that would manage to penetrate Arrow defenses could kill very large numbers of Israelis. Iran, moreover, could decide to share its developing nuclear assets with assorted terror groups, sworn enemies of Israel that would launch using automobiles and ships rather than missiles. These very same groups might seek “soft” targets in selected American or European cities – schools, universities, hospitals, hotels, sports stadiums, subways, etc. While Obama and the “international community” still fiddles, Iran is plainly augmenting its incendiary intent toward Israel with a corresponding military capacity. Left to violate non-proliferation treaty (NPT) rules with impunity, Iran’s leaders might ultimately be undeterred by any threats of an Israeli and/or American retaliation. Such a possible failure of nuclear deterrence could be the result of a presumed lack of threat credibility, or even of a genuine Iranian disregard for expected harms. In the worst-case scenario, Iran, animated by certain Shiite visions of inevitable conflict, could become the individual suicide bomber writ large. Such a dire prospect is improbable, but it is not unimaginable. Iran’s illegal nuclearization has already started a perilous domino effect, especially among certain Sunni Arab states in the region. Not long ago, both Saudi Arabia and Egypt revealed possible plans to develop their own respective nuclear capabilities. But strategic stability in a proliferating Middle East could never resemble US-USSR deterrence during the Cold War. Here, the critical assumption of rationality, which always makes national survival the very highest decisional preference, simply might not hold. If, somehow, Iran does become fully nuclear, Israel will have to promptly reassess its core policy of nuclear ambiguity, and also certain related questions of targeting. These urgent issues were discussed candidly in my own “Project Daniel” final report, first delivered by hand to then-Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon on January 16, 2003. Israel’s security from mass-destruction attacks will depend in part upon its intended targets in Iran, and on the precise extent to which these targets have been expressly identified. For Israel’s survival, it is not enough to merely have The Bomb. Rather, the adequacy of Israel’s nuclear deterrence and preemption policies will depend largely upon: (1) The presumed destructiveness of these nuclear weapons. And (2) On where these weapons are thought to be targeted. Obama’s “Road Map” notwithstanding, a nuclear war in the Middle East is not out of the question. Soon, Israel will need to choose prudently between “assured destruction” strategies, and “nuclear war-fighting” strategies. Assured destruction strategies are sometimes called “counter-value” strategies or “mutual assured destruction” (MAD). Drawn from the Cold War, these are strategies of deterrence in which a country primarily targets its strategic weapons on the other side’s civilian populations, and/or on its supporting civilian infrastructures. 

Impact Extensions
Even success motivates Iran to go Nuclear

Ray Takeyh-Senior Fellow, Council on Foreign Relations, March/April 2007, Foreign Affairs, “Time for Détente With Iran.” Ebsco

WHEN DISCUSSING Iran, President George W. Bush commonly insists that "all options are on the table"--a not-so-subtle reminder that Washington might use force against Tehran if all else fails. This threat overlooks the fact that the United States has no realistic military option against Iran. To protect its nuclear facilities from possible U.S. strikes, Iran has dispersed them throughout the country and placed them deep underground. Any U.S. attack would thus have to overcome both intelligence-related challenges (how to find the sites) and thorny logistical ones (how to hit them). (As the Iraq debacle has shown, U.S. intelligence is not always as reliable as it should be.) And even a successful military attack would not end the mullahs' nuclear ambitions; it would only motivate them to rebuild the destroyed facilities, and to do so with even less regard for Iran's treaty obligations.
Iran is allied with Russia and China- alliances must be weakened before attack

Michel Chossudovsky- author of the international bestseller America’s "War on Terrorism"  Global Research, 2005. He is Professor of Economics at the University of Ottawa and Director of the Center for Research on Globalization, May 14, 2008, “Planned US Israeli Attack on Iran: Will there be a War against Iran?”, Global Research, online at http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=8861
The structure of military alliances is crucial. America's allies are Israel and NATO.   Iran's allies are China and Russia and the member States of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO).     Both China and Russia have far-reaching bilateral military cooperation agreements with Iran. Since 2005, Iran has an observer member status in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO). In turn, the SCO has ties to the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), an overlapping military cooperation agreement between Russia, Armenia, Belarus, Uzbekistan,  Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz Republic, Tajikistan.   In October 2007, the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) and the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) signed a Memorandum of Understanding, laying the foundations for military cooperation between the two organizations. This SCO-CSTO agreement, barely mentioned by the Western media, involves the creation of a full-fledged military alliance between China, Russia and the member states of SCO/CSTO. It is worth noting that the SCTO and the SCO held joint military exercises in 2006, which coincided with those conducted by Iran. (For further details see Michel Chossudovsky, Russia and Central Asian Allies Conduct War Games in Response to US Threats, Global Research, August 2006)   In the context of US war plans directed against Iran, the US is also intent upon weakening Iran's allies, namely Russia and China. In the case of China, Washington is seaking to disrupt Beijing's bilateral ties with Tehran as well as Iran's rapprochement with the SCO, which has its headquarters in Beijing.    In this regard,  a military operation directed against Iran can only succeed if the structure of military alliances which link Iran to China and Russia is significantly weakened.   There are indicaitons that this Eurasian military alliance underlying the SCO has in fact been strengthened. While currently Iran has observer status, the Tehran government has indicated its desire to become a full member of the SCO.  Moreover, in the course of the last year, Iran has strengthened its bilateral ties in the field of energy and oil and gas pipelines with India as well as Pakistan. The positioning of India on the side of Iran in the oil and energy field is another factor which weakens Washington's influence in the region.    "What Tehran is seaking is "nothing less than a blueprint for a new correlation of nations in Eurasia, whose collaboration in developing continental infrastucture--nuclear energy, gas and oil pipelines, and transportation--should establish the economic, and therefore political, basis for true independence" (see Muriel Mirak Weissbach, May 2008)  History points to the importance of competing military alliances.  In the present context, the US and its NATO partners are seaking to undermine the formation of a cohesive Eurasian SCO-CSTO military alliance, which could effectively challenge and contain US-NATO military expansionism in Eurasia, combining the military capabilities not only of Russia and China, but also those of several former Soviet republics including Belarus, Armenia, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan Uzbekistan and the Kyrgyz Republic. 

Impact Extensions

Iran attack causes terrorism

John Mueller, Professor of Political Science, Ohio State University, September/October 2006, Foreign Affairs, “Is There Still a Terrorist Threat?”, EBSCO

Those attacks demonstrated, of course, that al Qaeda--or at least 19 of its members--still possessed some fight. And none of this is to deny that more terrorist attacks on the United States are still possible. Nor is it to suggest that al Qaeda is anything other than a murderous movement. Moreover, after the ill-considered U.S. venture in Iraq is over, freelance jihadists trained there may seek to continue their operations elsewhere--although they are more likely to focus on places such as Chechnya than on the United States. A unilateral American military attack against Iran could cause that country to retaliate, probably with very wide support within the Muslim world, by aiding antiAmerican insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq and inflicting damage on Israel and on American interests worldwide.

Iran would retaliate with WMDs

F. William Engdahl- author of ‘A Century of War: Anglo-American Oil Politics and the New World Order,’ Pluto Press, is an Associate Editor of Global Research, January 29, 2006, “Calculating the Risk of War in Iran”, Global Research, online at http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=1841
Since that time, relations between Washington and Teheran have become less than cordial. Iran has been preparing for what it sees as an inevitable war with the United States. Brig. Gen. Mohammad-Ali Jaafari, commander of the Revolutionary Guards' army, told the official IRNA news agency on October 9 2005, ‘As the likely enemy is far more advanced technologically than we are, we have been using what is called 'asymmetric warfare' methods. We have gone through the necessary exercises and our forces are now well prepared for this.’ This presumably includes terrorist attacks and the use of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery, ballistic missiles.
Iran will be messier than Iraq

James Carafano- Deputy Director, The Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies and Director, Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, April 14, 2006, “If it comes to force in Iran”, the Heritage Foundation, online at http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2006/04/If-it-comes-to-force-in-Iran
Messier than Iraq  Option 1: Surgical attacks. The least unattractive option, it would be hard to pull off. Israel's quick-strike destruction of Iraq's Osirak nuclear facility 25 years ago cannot be replicated in Iran. The mullahs have dispersed, hardened and hidden nuclear installations and facilities throughout the country. Putting them out of commission would require a sustained and widespread campaign of air and missile strikes. Some locations would likely require American boots on the ground. Not an impossible task, but not quick and easy--or clean. 
Option 2: Invasion. An even messier option, this would look something like the invasion of Iraq, only tougher. Ultimately, Iran's military would be defeated. But U.S. military forces would be strained severely--a situation that would continue throughout an unpredictable and costly occupation. With unfinished business in Iraq and other critical commitments--such as Afghanistan, defending South Korea, watching the Taiwan Strait, and supporting homeland security--this option hinges on America's willingness to commit to real and sustained increases in defense spending in the years ahead. 
Impact Extensions

Iran strikes lead to invasion, spills over into regional instability

Max Bergmann, Deputy Policy Director at the National Security Network, Jan 24, 2010, ThinkProgress.org, “Bombing Iran would only lead to calls for US invasion,” http://wonkroom.thinkprogress.org/2010/01/24/bombing-iran-would-only-lead-to-calls-for-us-invasion/, RG
However, in launching an attack on Iran’s nuclear program there will be no way to tell if that attack has been successful, since we will have almost no idea if the buried nuclear facilities have been damaged. Furthermore, we won’t know if there are other facilities that we’ve missed, since we don’t know where all the facilities are. This is the known unknown problem, as Rumsfeld would say. There is a distinct possibility that in any attack we will not hit all the relevant nuclear targets – precisely because they are buried in a vast series of covert tunnels.

While the right often concedes these points, the nevertheless argue that an attack will at least “set Iran back” in its efforts to develop a nuclear program. While an attack might “set Iran back,” the problem though is that there is probably no way of knowing how much they are set back, if it all. In other words, even if an attack is completely successful in hitting and destroying Iran’s nuclear program – we won’t know it.

The day after any attack on Iran, there will be immediate calls for more military action, as Iran still might have a fully capable and operational nuclear program. The only way to be sure that Iran isn’t developing a nuclear program, it will be argued, is to launch an invasion that results in the change of regime. 

AT Nuclear Iran Inevitable

1. Their Parasiliti ‘9 card doesn’t claim that a nuclear Iran is inevitable, only that current US and UN efforts haven’t been effective. There are numerous other obstacles to going nuclear outside of the international realm

2. Iran’s political turmoil makes going nuclear not inevitable

Gulf News, 7-22-10, “Iran’s political turmoil make nuclear progress unlikely”, http://gulfnews.com/news/region/iran/iran-s-political-turmoil-makes-nuclear-progress-unlikely-1.537311 
Iran's political crisis is likely to prevent it from making any swift move to ratchet up its nuclear programme, analysts and officials say, potentially giving President Barack Obama and Western allies more time to grapple with the issue. Beirut: Iran's political crisis is likely to prevent it from making any swift move to ratchet up its nuclear programme, analysts and officials say, potentially giving President Barack Obama and Western allies more time to grapple with the issue. Yet the ongoing chaos over the disputed re-election of hardline President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad further confuses the question of who calls the shots in Tehran, the Iranian capital, and what a deal with the Islamic Republic might mean. The Obama administration, concerned that Iran is seeking to amass the materials needed to manufacture nuclear weapons, set an informal deadline of September for the Iranian leadership to respond positively to an offer to discuss the matter rather than risk new economic sanctions. "The infighting in Tehran has sent up a smoke screen that further confuses the picture from the outside, and the picture was plenty opaque to begin with," said a US official in Washington who is involved in formulating nuclear policy and spoke on condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the issue. Tehran has long insisted its nuclear research programme is meant solely to provide electricity for its growing population. But most Western arms-control experts believe Iran is at least trying to achieve the ability to quickly manufacture a nuclear bomb. And Iran continues to defy United Nations Security Council resolutions demanding it stop producing enriched uranium that could be turned into fissile material for a bomb. The International Atomic Energy Agency is set to take up its latest quarterly status report on Iran's nuclear programme on Wednesday. In recent weeks, Iran granted IAEA inspectors access to a heavy-water reactor and parts of its enrichment facility. The move suggests an effort by Tehran to ease pressure on its most likely supporters at the Security Council, Russia and China, ahead of any new talks on sanctions. While Iranian scientists have continued to enrich low-grade uranium during the nation's political crisis, news agencies have reported that Tehran has not taken steps to increase its processing capacity during the last quarter - although experts say that may have more to do with technical quirks than political decisions. For now, most Iran watchers say Tehran not only will be unable to respond to the Obama administration's offer of talks, but also is in too much political disarray to make the major decisions necessary to build a nuclear weapon. 
3. Even if a nuclear Iran is inevitable we win on timeframe and probability. Iran is more likely to develop nucs faster and use them if they are under attack
AT Nuclear Iran Inevitable

Researcher reports that Iran wont revive its nuclear arms program

Irish Times, Michael Jansen, 7-21-2010, ‘Scientist told CIA Iran had no nuclear weapons scheme”, http://www.irishtimes.com/newspaper/world/2010/0721/1224275145595.html
IRANIAN RESEARCHER Shahram Amiri told the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) that Tehran has no nuclear weapons programme, reconfirming the 2007 findings of US intelligence agencies that reported work on the arms programme had not been revived after being shut down in 2003.

Nuclear Iran is not inevitable

Gil Hoffman, chief political correspondent and analyst for The Jerusalem Post AND Associated Press, 4/12/2010, “Gates: Nuclear iran not inevitable”, http://www.jpost.com/IranianThreat/News/Article.aspx?id=172883
The United States has not abandoned efforts to prevent the nuclearization of Iran or shifted to a policy of containment, Defense Secretary Robert Gates said on Sunday, on the eve of a two-day summit in Washington on the nuclear issue. Asked on NBC’s Meet the Press program whether a nuclear Iran was inevitable, Gates said: “We have not drawn that conclusion at all and in fact, we are doing everything we can to try and keep Iran from developing nuclear weapons.” The leaders of 47 countries, sans Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu, will be hosted by President Barack Obama at the summit to discuss how to secure nuclear materials such as separated plutonium and highly enriched uranium.

AT Iran Attack Stops Nuclearization
Attack hardens Iran nuclear desires- success only delays

James M. Lindsay- Senior Vice President, Director of Studies, and Maurice R. Greenberg Chair at the Council on Foreign Relations  and Ray Takeyh- Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and the author of Guardians of the Revolution: Iran and the World in the Age of the Ayatollah, March/April 2010, “After Iran Gets the Bomb”, Foreign Affairs, online at: http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66032/james-m-lindsay-and-ray-takeyh/after-iran-gets-the-bomb
The Islamic Republic of Iran is determined to become the world's tenth nuclear power. It is defying its international obligations and resisting concerted diplomatic pressure to stop it from enriching uranium. It has flouted several UN Security Council resolutions directing it to suspend enrichment and has refused to fully explain its nuclear activities to the International Atomic Energy Agency. Even a successful military strike against Iran's nuclear facilities would delay Iran's program by only a few years, and it would almost certainly harden Tehran's determination to go nuclear. The ongoing political unrest in Iran could topple the regime, leading to fundamental changes in Tehran's foreign policy and ending its pursuit of nuclear weapons. But that is an outcome that cannot be assumed. If Iran's nuclear program continues to progress at its current rate, Tehran could have the nuclear material needed to build a bomb before U.S. President Barack Obama's current term in office expires.  

Nuclear Iran Impact Boosters
Nuclear Iran would be aggressive—history proves

Barry Rubin, staff writer, May 9, 2010, Jerusalem Post, “The Region: All things not considered,” http://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Columnists/Article.aspx?id=175119, RG

Would the Iranian government hand nuclear weapons to a terrorist group or fire off nuclear-tipped missiles itself? It is easy for many experts and “experts” to answer no. The reason would be that historically, Iran has proven itself cautious and knows it would be punished for doing so. I might add that the Islamic regime has not been adventurous or crazy in its actual policy (as opposed to its words) over the last 30 years.
But as far as that response goes, it misses some very key points that might get a huge number of people killed.
First, Iran has not been adventurous or crazy in the manner that Saddam Hussein’s Iraq was in 1979 and 1990; that is, Iran has not sent its military forces across the border to invade another country. Instead, Teheran has used subversion as its technique, backing and helping groups undermine other countries with terrorist attacks, with a long-term strategy of building a popular base to seize state power.
Thus to say that Iran has not attacked a neighbor with conventional military forces is quite true, yet this may not tell us how Iran will behave regarding terrorist groups. Moreover, a nuclear-armed Iran may feel a little more confident than the pre-nuclear version.
Nuclear Iran causes terrorism—err on the side of caution, their “experts” ignore key factors

Barry Rubin, staff writer, May 9, 2010, Jerusalem Post, “The Region: All things not considered,” http://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Columnists/Article.aspx?id=175119, RG

Having said that, I would correct the original response: Iran will probably not give nuclear weapons to terrorist groups.
“Probably” means that the odds are higher – let’s say far higher – than 50 percent that it won’t do so. The problem here is that even if there is a 10% or 20% chance of that happening, that’s not the kind of risk one wants to take.
BUT THERE are other, more likely, scenarios that are never discussed but are quite important. Here are two:
• “Private Donations”: I don’t think the Iranian government would ever give Hizbullah, Iraqi Shi’ite groups or Hamas nuclear weapons. That is, I don’t think there will be a top-level meeting where such a decision would be made officially. I do think that the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps, which will be responsible for both the weapons and for liaison with terrorist groups, or other officials, might give them nuclear weapons. Iran is not a disciplined bureaucracy and the security of these arms – especially if some hot factional dispute breaks out or the regime is in danger of falling – is not going to be so tight.
The chance of an Iranian Dr. Strangelove pushing a button, a mad ideologist rather than a mad scientist, is higher than that for the weapons held by the US, USSR/Russia, Britain, France or Israel over many decades.
I have never seen someone from the complacent, conventional wisdom, containment-is-no-problem mainstream deal with any of the above issues.
• “The Defensive Umbrella for Aggression”: If groups like Hizbullah or others get their members to believe they have access to nuclear weapons, either through a transfer or a clear Iranian guarantee to use such weapons in their cause, wars could be set off by their over-confident calculations. Iran’s main purpose in getting nuclear weapons is probably not to fire them but to use them to protect its indirect aggression, encourage appeasement and persuade millions of Muslims to join pro-Teheran revolutionary Islamist groups.


Nuclear Iran impact helpers

Nuclear Iran wouldn’t be deterred—empirically proven that U.S. threats are taken lightly

Barry Rubin, staff writer, May 9, 2010, Jerusalem Post, “The Region: All things not considered,” http://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Columnists/Article.aspx?id=175119, RG

A RELATED scenario is while US promises might make Arabs feel a bit more secure, in practice that factor is meaningless. They would still be afraid to do anything Iran doesn’t like, not only because they didn’t have full trust in the Obama administration but also because by the time the US kept its pledge and retaliated they would all be dead.
Consider also this true story told by Haim Saban, the Power Rangers multimillionaire and donor to Democratic campaigns. In considering who he would support, during the 2008 campaign Saban met separately with Hillary Clinton and Barack Obama. He asked each of them the same question: “If Iran nukes Israel, what would be your reaction?” Clinton answered: “We will obliterate them.” 
Obama’s response? “We will take appropriate action.”
Since Obama’s reaction was off-the-record and before the election, it cannot be attributed to presidential caution. Saban interpreted it as something along the lines of (my words, not his): I’ll think about it. This reflects a state of mind and way of thinking.
That anecdote should be far more frightening to most Arab countries than it is to Israel, which has its own ability to respond to any such threat.
Look at the overall situation of a post-nuclear Iran this way: If a boxer knows he can punch his opponent, without fearing a counter-punch, the boxer doesn’t have to pull out a gun, he can knock him out by conventional means.
Of course, to extend the analogy, the boxer might miscalculate, get hit back hard and then pull out the gun.
And once again: I have never seen someone from the complacent, conventional wisdom, containment-is-no-problem mainstream deal with any of the above issues.

** IRAN AFF

2AC Block 
1. Non-unique—U.S. and allied troops surrounding Iran now, Iraq and Afghanistan presence not key

Christian A. Dehaemer, editor of Energy & Capital, June 25, 2010, Energy & Capital, “U.S. Military Surrounds Iran,” http://www.energyandcapital.com/articles/us-millitary-surrounds-iran/1192, RG

There are a number of Arab media reports that have said that Saudi Arabia has permitted Israel Air Force choppers to land in its country. The reports go on to claim that Saudi leaders have offered the IAF a logistical base in the northwest that would act as a stage for an aerial assault against Iran... This is further backed by a report in the Times of London from two weeks ago; the story said the Saudi Royal Family has agreed to allow IAF jets in the country's airspace. Yet both the IDF and Saudi officials have denied these reports. Here is a must-read on the change in the balance of power in the region due to a Turkey-Iran alliance. Israel is the enemy The Saudis do not officially recognize the State of Israel. They officially regard the country as an enemy. That said, Riyadh isn't happy about the possibility of an Iranian nuclear bomb. The Saudis opened an air corridor and leaked the story to show Iran that there are more options than economic sanctions. U.S. makes nice with Azerbaijan The Iranian press has reported a large amount of U.S. ground forces amassing in neighboring Azerbaijan. The independent Azerbaijani news site Trend confirmed these reports: Iran's Revolutionary Guards Brigadier General Mehdi Moini said Tuesday that his forces are mobilized “due to the presence of American and Israeli forces on the western border.” The Guards reportedly have called in tanks and anti-aircraft units to the area in what amounts to a war alert. Two weeks ago, according to Radio Free Europe, President Obama promised Azerbaijani President Aliyev that it would make its dispute with Armenia a top priority. Fleet Week in the Persian Gulf Earlier in the week, the Pentagon confirmed that an unusually large fleet of U.S. warships had indeed passed through Egypt's Suez Canal en route to the Persian Gulf. At least one Israeli warship reportedly joined the American armada. There are also Israeli nuclear armed submarines.

2. No chance of U.S. attacking Iran—Obama and Israel fear economic, political consequences

Henri J. Barkley, visiting scholar in the Carnegie Middle East Program and professor at Lehigh University, and Uri Dadush, senior associate and director in Carnegie’s International Economics Program, January 27, 2010, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “Why No U.S. President Will Bomb Iran,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=24783, RG

The Obama administration’s deadline for Iran to enter discussions on the nuclear issue has passed. As the White House and its allies weigh new policy options, Washington is still running with the old line that “all options are on the table.” Not really. Amid a global recession and double-digit unemployment, bombing Iran’s nuclear installations is out of the question. Any attack on Iran would drive oil prices up dramatically from already high levels, and risk sending the fragile global economy back into financial crisis. If oil reached $150 per barrel, as it did in the summer of 2008, the cost of heating bills would soar, and the price of gasoline in the United States could once again climb above $4 a gallon. The effect on consumer spending—on which the recovery depends—would be severe. Based on average national oil consumption and prices in 2009, an oil spike lasting six months would equate to a tax of over $3,000 for a family of four. An attack on Iran would provide the embattled regime in Tehran an occasion to rally its population and lash out in every way it can. Though the Iranians would be unable to close the Straits of Hormuz, or even do great damage to the U.S. fleet or the Saudi oil apparatus, insurance rates for shipping would skyrocket. The sense of uncertainty about future supply would roil markets and also push oil prices through the roof. As a result, the greatest beneficiaries of an attack on Iran would be oil producers, including irresponsible ones like Hugo Chavez, and ironically the Iranian mullahs themselves, who would use the extra income to tighten their grip on power. The Iranians would likely also encourage their allies in Lebanon and Palestine, Hezbollah and Hamas, to attack Israel and kick off a wave of terrorism against American interests around the globe. All of this will contribute to an atmosphere of chaos and insecurity. If President Obama were to set the Iranian nuclear program back at the expense of a relapse into recession, the cost to him politically, not to mention to the American and the global economies, would be unfathomable. As policy makers run out of fiscal and monetary ammunition to deal with yet another shock, it would be doubtful that America could escape a double-dip recession. The world would once again blame the United States for reckless behavior, and American voters would not likely back Obama for a second term. There have been five major episodes of oil price hikes since 1970, and each one coincided with a major global recession or sharp economic slowdown. The current economic recovery still depends critically on a massive dose of government stimulus. Consumers are still shaken by 10 percent unemployment, and business confidence is still being slowly and painfully rebuilt. 
[CONTINUES – NO TEXT REMOVED]
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[CONTINUED – NO TEXT REMOVED] 

In developed countries, an oil price hike would probably smother the incipient recovery in its cradle. But its impact expressed as a share of GDP would be even greater on the oil-importing emerging markets, like China and India, which account for the lion’s share of world demand growth, and on the poorest developing countries in Africa, all of whose energy intensity has risen rapidly in recent years. A new shock would also compound worries of inflationary pressures, and cause another tumble in stock markets, destroying even more wealth. In short, the world can’t afford it. If these challenges are daunting for the United States, imagine what they would be like for Israel. Even if the Israelis could mount a successful operation against Iran’s nuclear program—which is open to debate—they cannot afford to bear the tremendous political cost of triggering a worldwide recession. This may explain why the Israelis, who are most threatened by the Iranian nuclear program, have been so publicly strident about it; they want other powers to deal with it. Paradoxically, by removing the military option on Iran, the economic crisis provides a valuable window in which to build an international consensus on how to respond to the country’s obstreperous leadership, and perhaps apply more effective targeted sanctions against it. Despite Washington’s saber rattling, the threat of reverting back into recession makes one thing clear: when it comes to Iran, all options are not on the table.
3. No risk of Iran strikes—any discussion is just political posturing that isn’t taken seriously

Steve Clemons, July 23, 2010, The Progressive Realist, “Stop Hyperventilating: Obama Will Not choose War with Iran,” http://progressiverealist.org/blogpost/stop-hyperventilating-obama-will-not-choose-war-iran, RG
While there are individuals in the Obama administration who are flirting with the possibility of military action against Iran, they are fewer in number than existed in the Bush administration. They are surrounded by a greater number of realists who are working hard to find a way to reinvent America's global leverage and power -- and who realize that a war with Iran ends that possibility and possibly spells an end to America presuming to be the globally predominant power it has been. There are also political opportunists in the Obama administration -- who after a horrible year of relations between the President and Israeli Prime Minister -- want to spin the deep tensions over Israel-Palestine away long enough to get through the next set of 2010 elections. There are many who worry too much that Obama's recent highly scripted, positive, buddy-buddy encounter with Benjamin Netanyahu means that the United States is acquiescing to Israel's view of Iran, of settlements, and of the world. This would be a misread of the situation. Come December 2010, my hunch is that all of those who have recently placed faith in a White House posture of Israel uber alles will be as disappointed in the Obama White House as many other interest groups have been who thought that Obama would deliver on their single issue. In this case, Obama will stick to script and offer a similar line as Ariel Sharon once offered after being criticized by his supporters on Israel's unilateral withdrawal from Gaza: "One has to weigh many different options in determining our nation's security needs Things look different when sitting behind the Prime Minister's desk." This will be true for Barack Obama as well -- who knows that there is no winning outcome for the US and its allies if he chooses a military course with Iran, even if some of his team seem to enjoy flirting with that option.

4. Double bind- Either a. the military is prepared for combat with Iran and will attack in the status quo OR b. The U.S. will never attack Iran, and the preparation is only for show.  In either scenario the affirmative doesn’t trigger any impacts.
2AC Block

5. Turn: Maintaining presence in Iraq increases tensions with Iran, and the most likely scenario for combat
Associated Press, 7/ 13/10, “Odierno: Iran Threat To US Troops In Iraq On Rise”, CBS News, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/07/13/ap/middleeast/main6673407.shtml
BAGHDAD (AP) - The U.S. military is beefing up security around its bases in Iraq in anticipation of Iranian-backed militants looking to score propaganda points by attacking American soldiers leaving the country, the U.S. commander said Tuesday. Gen. Ray Odierno said the Iranian threat to U.S. forces has increased as Tehran looks to boost its political and economic influence in Iraq in the face of a decreasing U.S. military presence. "There's a very consistent threat from Iranian surrogates operating in Iraq," and security has been stepped up at some U.S. bases, Odierno told reporters in Baghdad. He added that joint operations with Iraqi forces against suspected Iranian-sponsored insurgents have also been increased, while the scheduled withdrawal proceeds apace. Though no attacks have yet occurred, said Odierno, there was credible intelligence some Iranian-backed groups were planning strikes on U.S. forces. Odierno said militants were hoping to make propaganda out of attacks on withdrawing U.S. troops to make it seem as though they were being driven out. "For years, these groups have been talking about attacking U.S. forces to force them to leave," Odierno said. The U.S. has been wary of Iran's growing influence in Iraq and the two countries remain at odds over Tehran's nuclear program. Since the U.S.-led invasion in 2003 toppled Saddam Hussein's regime, the Islamic republic has capitalized on centuries-old religious and cultural ties to secure greater leverage in Iraq, becoming its biggest trading partner and an important consultant to the Shiite-led governments. The U.S. has long argued that Iran is sponsoring Shiite insurgents attacking American troops operating in the country, a charge Iran denies. While connections between certain groups of Shiite militants in Iraq and the government in Tehran were "always very convoluted," Odierno said that at least some have ties to the powerful Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps, a heavily armed paramilitary force tasked with protecting the clerical regime. "Whether they are connected to the Iranian government, we can argue about that," Odierno said. "But they are clearly connected to the IRGC."

6. We control their impact. The impact evidence comes from air strikes not combat. There’s no link. Decreasing troops in Iraq wont help in air strikes. But maintaining presence in Iran intensifies tensions and brings troops into any potential conflict
7. Sanctions solve US Iranian tensions. The US wont attack

New York Times, Neil MacFarquhar, 6-9-2010, “U.N. Approves New Sanctions to Deter Iran”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/10/world/middleeast/10sanctions.html
UNITED NATIONS — The United Nations Security Council leveled its fourth round of sanctions against Iran’s nuclear program on Wednesday, but the measures did little to overcome widespread doubts that they — or even the additional steps pledged by American and European officials — would accomplish the Council’s longstanding goal: halting Iran’s production of nuclear fuel. Susan E. Rice, the United States ambassador to the United Nations, conferred with other officials at the United Nations on Wednesday before the vote to impose sanctions on Iran. She called the sanctions “meaningful and credible.” The new resolution, hailed by President Obama as delivering “the toughest sanctions ever faced by the Iranian government,” took months to negotiate and major concessions by American officials, but still failed to carry the symbolic weight of a unanimous decision. Twelve of the 15 nations on the Council voted for the measure, while Turkey and Brazil voted against it and Lebanon abstained. The United States and Europe acknowledged before negotiations started that they would not get the tough sanctions they were hoping for, promising to enact harsher measures on their own once they had the imprimatur of the United Nations. Congress is expected to pass a package of unilateral sanctions against Iran, and European leaders will begin discussing possible measures at a summit meeting next week. “We would want to have a tough translation of the resolution,” said Gérard Araud, the French envoy to the United Nations. But Iran has defied repeated demands from the Security Council to stop enriching nuclear fuel, and immediately vowed to disregard the new sanctions as well. Despite earlier resolutions, Iran has built new, sometimes secret, centrifuge plants needed to enrich uranium — and has enriched it to higher levels of purity. The main thrust of the sanctions is against military purchases, trade and financial transactions carried out by the Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps, which controls the nuclear program and has taken a more central role in running the country and the economy. 
[CONTINUED]
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Though Iran insists that its efforts are strictly for peaceful purposes, its actions have raised suspicions in the West. On Wednesday, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton warned that Iran’s leaders were actively weighing whether to develop a nuclear weapon. “Whether or not there should be a move toward a breakout capacity or toward weapons, there is a lot of debate within the leadership,” Mrs. Clinton said, without providing evidence. Diplomats from Brazil and Turkey, which negotiated a deal with Iran last month to send some of its low-enriched uranium abroad in exchange for access to fuel for a medical reactor, criticized the sanctions as derailing a fresh chance for diplomacy. “We do not see sanctions as an effective instrument in this case,” said Maria Luiza Ribeiro Viotti, Brazil’s representative to the United Nations. The five permanent members of the Security Council issued a separate statement emphasizing that diplomacy remained an important option, and Mr. Obama, in a lengthy statement at the White House, left the door open to negotiations. “This day was not inevitable,” he said. “We made clear from the beginning of my administration that the United States was prepared to pursue diplomatic solutions,” arguing that the Iranian leadership had refused to engage. Iran’s president, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, offered few indications of being swayed by the current resolution, saying during a visit to Tajikistan that sanctions are “annoying flies, like a used tissue.” Iran’s envoy to the United Nations, Mohammad Khazaee, also enumerated a long list of grievances over what he called outside interference in Iranian affairs, vowing before the Security Council that Iran would “never bow.” In addition to concentrating on activity by the Revolutionary Guards, the sanctions tighten measures previously taken against 40 individuals, putting them under a travel ban and asset freeze, but the resolution adds just one name to the list — Javad Rahiqi, 56, the head of the Isfahan Nuclear Technology Center. The sanctions require countries to inspect ships or planes headed to or from Iran if they suspect banned cargo is aboard, but there is no authorization to board ships by force at sea. Iran has also proved itself adept at obscuring its ownership of cargo vessels. Another aspect of the sanctions bars all countries from allowing Iran to invest in their nuclear enrichment plants, uranium mines and other nuclear-related technology, and sets up a new committee to monitor enforcement. The United States had sought broader measures against Iran’s banks, insurance industry and other trade, but China and Russia were adamant that the sanctions not affect Iran’s day-to-day economy. Washington and Beijing were wrangling down to the last day over which banks to include on the list, diplomats said, and in the end only one appeared on the list of 40 new companies to be blacklisted. The Chinese ambassador, Li Baodong, said his country’s conditions on the sanctions were that they not harm the world economic recovery and not affect the Iranian people or normal trade. “With time, we got a resolution that we felt was very meaningful and credible and significant,” said Susan E. Rice, the United States ambassador to the United Nations. “But had we wanted a low-ball, low-impact resolution, we could have had that in a very short period of time.” In the end, both Iran’s energy sector and its central bank were mentioned with somewhat tortured wording in the opening paragraphs. But administration officials said that buried in the resolution were specific phrases — they called them "hooks” — that would provide a legal basis for European and other nations to impose tougher, broader sanctions than many Security Council members were willing to adopt. The new sanctions also ban selling Iran heavy weapons, specifically battle tanks, armored combat vehicles, large caliber artillery systems, combat aircraft, attack helicopters, warships, missiles and missile systems. “Nobody is suggesting that these sanctions are not going to have an impact,” said Ray Takeyh, an Iran expert at the Council on Foreign Relations. “The question is whether they will put sufficient pressure on Iran to come back to the negotiating table in a more earnest and a more compromising mood.” Mr. Takeyh questioned whether measures like the weapons ban could have the unintended consequence of driving Iran toward developing a nuclear weapon because it could not get other arms. On the economic front, studies by the United States government have cast doubt on the efficacy of sanctions, and the World Trade Organization’s Web site indicates that major buyers of Iranian exports include Japan, the European Union, China and India. “Not too shabby for an alleged pariah state,” said Steven E. Miller, the director of the International Security Program at Harvard University’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs. “It does sort of raise the question of who exactly we are persuading with our relentless campaign to isolate Iran.” Restricting a few dozen additional companies “would seem like a thin reed on which to base a policy,” Mr. Miller added. “I think that by default we end up with sanctions because we don’t know what else to do.” 

N/U: In Iran Now
Non-unique—U.S. sending in troops, ships to deter Iran now

The Guardian, January 31, 2010, “US raises stakes on Iran by sending in ships and missiles,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jan/31/iran-nuclear-us-missiles-gulf, RG

Tension between the US and Iran heightened dramatically today with the disclosure that Barack Obama is deploying a missile shield to protect American allies in the Gulf from attack by Tehran.

The US is dispatching Patriot defensive missiles to four countries – Qatar, United Arab Emirates, Bahrain and Kuwait – and keeping two ships in the Gulf capable of shooting down Iranian missiles. Washington is also helping Saudi Arabia develop a force to protect its oil installations.

American officials said the move is aimed at deterring an attack by Iran and reassuring Gulf states fearful that Tehran might react to sanctions by striking at US allies in the region. Washington is also seeking to discourage Israel from a strike against Iran by demonstrating that the US is prepared to contain any threat.

The deployment comes after Obama's attempts to emphasise diplomacy over confrontation in dealing with Iran – a contrast to the Bush administration's approach – have failed to persuade Tehran to open its nuclear installations to international controls. The White House is now trying to engineer agreement for sanctions focused on Iran's Revolutionary Guard, believed to be in charge of the atomic programme.

Washington has not formally announced the deployment of the Patriots and other anti-missile systems, but by leaking it to American newspapers the administration is evidently seeking to alert Tehran to a hardening of its position.
N/U: Iraq Withdrawal Now

Withdrawal now—military backs deadline

Peter Baker, staff writer, and Rod Nordland, staff writer, April 27, 2010, New York Times, “Obama sticks to a deadline in Iraq,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/28/world/middleeast/28iraq.html?_r=1&ref=todayspaper, RG)

Two former officials who worked on Iraq policy in the Obama administration said that after it became clear how late the elections would be, Gen. Ray Odierno, the commander in Iraq, wanted to keep 3,000 to 5,000 combat troops in northern Iraq after the Aug. 31 deadline. But the officials, who spoke on condition of anonymity because of the delicacy of the matter, said it was clear that the White House did not want any combat units to remain. 

Maj. Gen. Stephen R. Lanza, a spokesman for General Odierno, said no formal request to the White House was ever made. “Nor,” he added, “has the president ever denied him the tools needed to complete our mission.” 

General Odierno, as well as his commander, Gen. David H. Petraeus, and the ambassador, Christopher J. Hill, have all said in recent days that they are satisfied with the current timetable. 

“I feel very comfortable with our plan,” General Odierno said on “Fox News Sunday” last week, “and unless something unforeseen and disastrous happens, I fully expect us to be at 50,000 by the first of September.” 

General Petraeus, in an interview, said the remaining force “is still a substantial number” that should be capable of handling the situation. “The whole process of drawing down and getting to the change in the mission is on track,” he said, “and what we’re seeing in the wake of elections has included efforts by Al Qaeda in Iraq once again to ignite sectarian violence, but we have not seen any success in that regard.” 
The US is prepared for battle in the status quo – makes non-unique
Rob Edwards, writer for the heraldscotland, 3-13-10, “Final Destination Iran?”, http://www.heraldscotland.com/news/world-news/final-destination-iran-1.1013151
Hundreds of powerful US “bunker-buster” bombs are being shipped from California to the British island of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean in preparation for a possible attack on Iran. The Sunday Herald can reveal that the US government signed a contract in January to transport 10 ammunition containers to the island. According to a cargo manifest from the US navy, this included 387 “Blu” bombs used for blasting hardened or underground structures. Experts say that they are being put in place for an assault on Iran’s controversial nuclear facilities. There has long been speculation that the US military is preparing for such an attack, should diplomacy fail to persuade Iran not to make nuclear weapons. Although Diego Garcia is part of the British Indian Ocean Territory, it is used by the US as a military base under an agreement made in 1971. The agreement led to 2,000 native islanders being forcibly evicted to the Seychelles and Mauritius. The Sunday Herald reported in 2007 that stealth bomber hangers on the island were being equipped to take bunker-buster bombs. Although the story was not confirmed at the time, the new evidence suggests that it was accurate. Contract details for the shipment to Diego Garcia were posted on an international tenders’ website by the US navy. A shipping company based in Florida, Superior Maritime Services, will be paid $699,500 to carry many thousands of military items from Concord, California, to Diego Garcia. Crucially, the cargo includes 195 smart, guided, Blu-110 bombs and 192 massive 2000lb Blu-117 bombs. “They are gearing up totally for the destruction of Iran,” said Dan Plesch, director of the Centre for International Studies and Diplomacy at the University of London, co-author of a recent study on US preparations for an attack on Iran. “US bombers are ready today to destroy 10,000 targets in Iran in a few hours,” he added. The preparations were being made by the US military, but it would be up to President Obama to make the final decision. He may decide that it would be better for the US to act instead of Israel, Plesch argued. “The US is not publicising the scale of these preparations to deter Iran, tending to make confrontation more likely,” he added. “The US ... is using its forces as part of an overall strategy of shaping Iran’s actions.” According to Ian Davis, director of the new independent thinktank, Nato Watch, the shipment to Diego Garcia is a major concern. “We would urge the US to clarify its intentions for these weapons, and the Foreign Office to clarify its attitude to the use of Diego Garcia for an attack on Iran,” he said. For Alan Mackinnon, chair of Scottish CND, the revelation was “extremely worrying”. He stated: “It is clear that the US government continues to beat the drums of war over Iran, most recently in the statements of Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton. “It is depressingly similar to the rhetoric we heard prior to the war in Iraq in 2003.” The British Ministry of Defence has said in the past that the US government would need permission to use Diego Garcia for offensive action. It has already been used for strikes against Iraq during the 1991 and 2003 Gulf wars. About 50 British military staff are stationed on the island, with more than 3,200 US personnel. Part of the Chagos Archipelago, it lies about 1,000 miles from the southern coasts of India and Sri Lanka, well placed for missions to Iran. The US Department of Defence did not respond to a request for a comment.

Iraq for invading Kuwait. The price per barrel of oil went from $21 to $28 on August 6... to $46 by mid-October.
No Link – No Strikes
No Iran strikes—too difficult for military to coordinate

Steve Clemons, July 23, 2010, The Progressive Realist, “Stop Hyperventilating: Obama Will Not choose War with Iran,” http://progressiverealist.org/blogpost/stop-hyperventilating-obama-will-not-choose-war-iran, RG
On top of this, despite the confidence, even eagerness, of the US Air Force to bomb Iran's nuclear program capacity, the other military services are not so sanguine and fear that the logistics demands for such a military action and its followup would undermine other major operations. In other words, adding another major obligation to America's military roster could literally break the back of the US military, erode morale, and result in eventual, massive shifts in American domestic support for the US military machine which had become increasingly costly and less able to generate the security deliverables expected.

And thus, the likelihood -- despite whatever Iran may or may not do as it pursues various nuclear options -- is that the Department of Defense itself will find itself tied in knots during any new strategic review or decision to take overt military action against Iran.
No chance of Iran strikes—military threats are just meant to pressure Iran

Global Times, April 20, 2010, “US attack on Iran seen unlikely, for time being,” http://world.globaltimes.cn/mid-east/2010-04/523845.html, RG

Leading Chinese military strategists Monday ruled out the possibility of an imminent US military attack on Iran.

The analysts contacted by the Global Times, however, would not dismiss other options, including warfare, that Washington may choose if international sanctions fail.
Zhang Zhaozhong, a military strategy at the PLA University of National Defense, said, "We cannot simply judge that the US will wage a war just because the country is renewing its plan on military preparation."

"The US military is prepared for war at any time, and the government will continue updating its military strategy toward Iran throughout the year, as Iran's nuclear power is developing, " Zhang said.

"The US keeps using a two-pronged strategy, with the military issuing warnings while the White House takes charge of saying soft words to comfort Iran when necessary," Zhang added.

Wang Feng, a researcher at the Institute of West Asia and Africa at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS), and Ni Feng, an expert on US foreign policy at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, agreed that "the US would not wage a war against Iran in the short term."

Ni said the US is more concerned with imposing sanctions on Iran through the UN Security Council, and "it is a trick for the US to use a military strike as a way of exerting long-term pressure on Iran."
U.S. won’t attack Iran—despite influx of new supporters, most prefer a diplomatic solution

Marc Lynch, associate professor of political science and international affairs at George Washington University, July 19, 2010, Foreign Policy, “Why put an attack on Iran back on the table?,” http://lynch.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/19/is_an_attack_on_iran_really_back_on_the_table?obref=obnetwork, RG

I suspect that the real reason for the new flood of commentary calling for attacks on Iran is simply that hawks hope to pocket their winnings from the long argument over sanctions, such as they are, and now push to the next stage in the confrontation they've long demanded. Hopefully, this pressure will not gain immediate traction. Congress can proudly demonstrate their sanctions-passingness, so the artificial Washington timeline should recede for a while. The Pentagon is now working closely with Israel, it's said, in order to reassure them and prevent their making a unilateral strike, which should hopefully push back another artificial clock. That should buy some time for the administration's strategy to unfold, for better or for worse. An attack on Iran would still be a disaster, unnecessary and counterproductive, and the White House knows that, and it's exceedingly unlikely that it will happen anytime soon. But the real risk is that the public discourse about an attack on Iran normalizes the idea and makes it seem plausible, if not inevitable, and that the administration talks itself into a political corner. That shouldn't be allowed to happen.
No Link – No Strikes

U.S. won’t attack Iran—lack effective strategy, won’t risk backlash

Kori Schake, staff writer, April 26, 2010, Foreign Policy, “Obama’s Iran policy is all bark and no bite,” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/26/obamas_iran_policy_is_all_bark_and_no_bite?obref=obinsite, RG

And yet it is patently clear that destroying the Iranian nuclear program is not on the table for the Obama administration. All the hubbub has the feel of an orchestrated attempt to look like Washington is doing something when Washington is doing nothing -- they are covering their retreat into a policy of containing a nuclear-armed Iran. I hope I'm wrong, but it would appear the Obama administration wants very much to look like the pincers of their strategy are closing in on Iran precisely because they have taken military force off the table, can't get the "crippling sanctions" Secretary Clinton trumpeted, and just held a summit meeting on nuclear proliferation that said nothing about Iran or North Korea's nuclear programs. 

They are hoping against all evidence that this Iranian government will have a Damascene Conversion. Secretary Clinton told the Financial Times, "what we believe is that if the international community will unify and make this statement, maybe then we would get the Iranians' attention in a way that would lead to the kind of good-faith negotiations that President Obama called for 15 months ago." That's their strategy. 
Secretary Gates's memo asked for direction on what comes next, since "the United States does not have an effective long-range policy for dealing with Iran's steady progress toward nuclear capability." He sent it in January and hasn't gotten an answer, which tells us they aren't willing to look those hard choices in the face. They're hoping that if they don't have an answer to the questions, the questions won't get asked. That's terrible strategy.

No Iran strikes—too difficult for military to coordinate

Steve Clemons, July 23, 2010, The Progressive Realist, “Stop Hyperventilating: Obama Will Not choose War with Iran,” http://progressiverealist.org/blogpost/stop-hyperventilating-obama-will-not-choose-war-iran, RG
On top of this, despite the confidence, even eagerness, of the US Air Force to bomb Iran's nuclear program capacity, the other military services are not so sanguine and fear that the logistics demands for such a military action and its followup would undermine other major operations. In other words, adding another major obligation to America's military roster could literally break the back of the US military, erode morale, and result in eventual, massive shifts in American domestic support for the US military machine which had become increasingly costly and less able to generate the security deliverables expected.

And thus, the likelihood -- despite whatever Iran may or may not do as it pursues various nuclear options -- is that the Department of Defense itself will find itself tied in knots during any new strategic review or decision to take overt military action against Iran.

No Link - No Shift to Iran

Withdrawal from Iraq or Afghanistan won’t cause troop shift—U.S. distances itself from the Middle East

James F. Dobbins, Director, International Security and Defense Policy Center, RAND Corporation, former assistant secretary of state and special envoy to Afghanistan, Fall 2009, Middle East Policy, “U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq: What are the Regional Implications?,” Washington, Vol. 16, Iss. 3, pg. 1, 27 pgs, http://marshallarmyrotc.org/documents/JamesFDobbinsetalUSWithdrawalfromIraq--WhatAretheRegionalImplicationsMiddleEastPolicyFal_001.pdf, RG
There is some thought that we might withdraw from Iraq but go somewhere else in the region. As a practical matter, there is nobody else who is going to accept a large number of American troops. So we're not going to put 100,000 troops or anything close to that anywhere else in the region. We will continue to maintain a major offshore presence, and perhaps some headquarters and refueling and other capabilities in the region. But this is a withdrawal not just from Iraq. It is a withdrawal from the Middle East in terms of large- scale ground-combat forces, so we do need to think about what that means for the geopolitics of the region as a whole. This is an opportunity to engage those countries in a multilateral dialogue in which they talk to each other more candidly than they have to date about what things can look like. 
Grand Strategy has changed- US becoming less interventionist

Sarah Kreps-assistant professor in the Department of Government at Cornell University and an affiliate of the Einaudi Center for International Studies’ Foreign Policy Initiative, August 27, 2009, “American Grand Strategy after Iraq”, Orbis Volume 53, Issue 4, 2009, Pages 629-645, Science Direct

Discussing grand strategy during an ongoing war is almost a fool's errand. Iraq has always been a moving target, with 2006 producing “never again” mantras and the relative security of early 2009 relegating Iraq to a lower priority interest. Iraq could again slip into civil war and reignite debates about how to pursue U.S. interests. Recognizing these analytical limitations, this article has focused less on specific events in Iraq but more generally at how the Iraq experience changed or coincided with shifts in American power, its bureaucratic instruments, and its public attitudes. Taken together, these levels constitute the “means” available for the pursuit of a state's interest (its “ends”) and shape the menu of grand strategic options available to a state. An analysis along these levels goes some way to explaining why the “change election” has ushered in more of the same. That the Iraq War challenged the well-equipped American military suggested that the U.S. comparative advantage in military spending might not be all that helpful in achieving American interests. The concomitant “rise of the rest,” specifically China, showed that the United States might soon have peer competitors. Economic uncertainty provided yet an additional reminder of American vulnerability and the increasing scarcity of resources. Meanwhile, the part of the American bureaucracy most explicitly oriented towards grand strategy, the military, has been mired in debates about light versus heavy and conventional versus COIN. Arguments based on the current needs in Iraq and Afghanistan seem temporarily to have won the day, which has also made any sharp turns in U.S. military posture abroad less tenable. For its part, the experiences in Iraq combined with events at home have made the American public less zealous about an assertive grand strategy. It is collectively wary of an assertive international presence and weary of the cost of policing the international system alone. Because of the timing and severity of these developments, it is not surprising that the course correction to U.S. grand strategy predated the 2008 election. The strategy that took the United States into Iraq was one of primacy, in which “only the preponderance of U.S. power ensures peace” and international institutions alone were insufficient in advancing U.S. interests. But as the Iraq experience showed, preventive war is costly and working outside multilateral institutions too inefficient.60 Out of necessity rather than ideology, then, the United States changed course during the Bush administration's second term. It reached out to allies and relied on diplomacy in trying to resolve the Iran nuclear issue, engaged in multilateral talks with North Korea, established a more cooperative rapport with China, relaxed its antithetical position to the International Criminal Court, dropped any talk about offensive use of force, and shifted its emphasis in the prosecution of the war on terror, including changing its treatment of detainees and announcing its intent to close the facility at Guantanamo.61 As a codification of that shift, the 2006 National Security Strategy, revised from the far more grandiose 2002 NSS, more clearly emphasized friends and allies, elevated diplomacy, backed away from the need for “unparalleled military strength,”62 and downplayed preventive or preemptive force. 
[CONTINUED]

No Link - No Shift to Iran

[CONTINUED]

With these shifts, the new strategy, according to one observer, was a proclamation that “the Bush Revolution is officially over. We’re seeing a return to a foreign policy that is much more akin to the foreign policies pursued by the administration's predecessors than by this administration in its first term . . . In some notable ways, the new strategy document represents a return to the foreign policy of Bill Clinton.”63 This strategy combined an appreciation for balance of power realism and discriminate intervention with the focus on multilateral institutions of liberal internationalism. That shift not only brought the Bush Administration grand strategy more in line with that of his predecessor, but also more in line with the underlying and more enduring principles reflected in American power, the bureaucracy, and public attitudes. That strategy is consistent with the current setting for several reasons. First, its emphasis on multilateral institutions offers a way to share the burden of international commitments and addresses real and perceived declines in U.S. power. Second, it does not seek to challenge rising peer state competitors, which would require conventional rather than the counterinsurgency capabilities that the military has honed in recent years. Third, it calls for a less assertive international presence, implicitly attends to concerns about the U.S. image abroad, and privileges diplomacy over force without withdrawing international military presence altogether. As this analysis shows, it would be neither desirable nor necessarily possible for the Obama administration to start anew on American grand strategy. Course corrections were already made to accommodate a less favorable distribution of power, a strained military geared towards counterinsurgency, and a public disapproving of an ambitious grand strategy. Several years later, having implemented a more sustainable grand strategy, there is little strategic impetus for change. There is no need to reach for the reset button on American grand strategy. 

Grand Strategy changes mean US will stay out of Middle East

Benjamin Miller-Professor of International Relations at the University of Haifa. He is the President of the Israeli Association for International Studies, January 2010, “Explaining Changes in U.S. Grand Strategy: 9/11, the Rise of Offensive Liberalism, and the War in Iraq”, Security Studies, Volume 19, Issue 1 January 2010 , pages 26 – 65, Informaworld

 This article has argued that there are four major theoretically informed approaches to security distinguished by various combinations of objectives (affecting the rival's capabilities or ideology) and means (resort or non-resort to force and multilateral vs. unilateral behavior). While segments of all these approaches are usually present in U.S. strategic thinking, their relative influence varies over time and depends on various combinations of systemic factors related to the balance of power (the global distribution of capabilities) and the balance of threat. The proposed model was tested in two recent periods: the 1991-2001 decade, and the post-9/11 period. The rise of U.S. hegemony after the end of the Cold War led to the dominance of liberal approaches over realist ones, because the decline in international constraints with the disappearance of the Soviet power enabled the United States to promote its ideological preferences. So long as the international environment continued to be benign, as in the 1990s, the dominant liberal strategy of the United States (implemented by the George H. W. Bush and the Clinton administrations) was a defensive one. The 9/11 attacks gave an impetus to the emergence of an offensive liberal strategy, manifested by the new Bush Doctrine and its implementation in the war against Iraq. The three key components of the strategy include hegemonic unilateralism, the preventive use of force, and regime change or democratization, including by the use of force.  What can the proposed model suggest with regard to the future of offensive liberalism as a dominant U.S. grand strategy? The fall of offensive liberalism might come about as the result of a change in one of the key systemic independent variables presented here. While the U.S. power preponderance is unlikely to change in the short term, a more likely development is a decline in the degree of threat against the U.S. homeland. As we move further away from the traumatic memories of 9/11 (to the extent that no major new terrorist attack takes place against the United States, and the terrorist network seems to be in eclipse), the U.S. threat perception is likely to decline accordingly. There has already emerged a growing disassociation between the security threat to the United States (posed by al Qaeda) and the U.S. struggle to stabilize Iraq. Thus the offensive liberal Bush administration found itself vulnerable to allegations by the U.S. public that it entangled the United States in an unnecessary war that is irrelevant to the main security threat posed to the United States by global terrorism. In the absence of major new terrorist attacks, it is highly unlikely that the United States will engage in further military adventures to promote democracy in other Middle Eastern countries, as the neoconservatives originally envisioned.114 Indeed, the recent election of Obama for president was partly the result of the U.S. disillusionment with the Iraq War and of the decline in the perception of external threat. 

No Link - No Shift to Iran

US shifting from power to partnership

Charles A. Kupchan- Whitney Shepardson Senior Fellow and  Peter L. Trubowitz, Associate Professor of Government, University of Texas at Austin and Senior Fellow, Robert S. Strauss Center for International Security and Law, Summer 2010, “The Illusion of Liberal Internationalism’s Revival”, Vol. 35, No. 1 (Summer 2010) International Security , online at: http://www.cfr.org/publication/22602/illusion_of_liberal_internationalisms_revival.html
First, the arrival of the Obama administration produced a marked shift in strategic emphasis in line with our expectations. Whereas Bush’s Republican administration pursued a foreign policy that decidedly favored power over partnership, Obama and the Democrats have decidedly favored partnership over power. Second, try as he might to reach across the aisle, Obama has been frustrated in his attempt to restore bipartisan consensus; Congress remains deeply divided over matters of statecraft. Third, opinion surveys reveal striking gaps between Republican and Democratic voters on foreign policy. The George W. Bush administration emphasized the assertive use of U.S. power and the maintenance of order through U.S. primacy, giving short shrift to cooperative multilateralism. It shunned the Kyoto Protocol, avoided treatybased arms control with Russia, opposed the nuclear Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), rejected U.S. participation in the International Criminal Court (ICC), and appointed an ambassador to the United Nations—John Bolton— who was dismissive of the global body. In contrast, the Obama administration has emphasized the centrality of international cooperation and acknowledged the emergence of a more level global playing field, meanwhile seeking to rein in the country’s military commitments. 25 Obama has sought an international agreement to limit greenhouse gas emissions; he signed a new START treaty with Russia; he issued a Nuclear Posture Review that narrows the conditions under which the United States might use nuclear weapons, committed his administration to push for Senate ratification of the CTBT, and outlined a vision of a world free of nuclear weapons; and he approved U.S. participation as an observer in meetings at the ICC. Obama supports transforming the Group of Eight (G-8) into the G-20 and told the United Nations General Assembly last September, “The United States stands ready to begin a new chapter of international cooperation.” 26 Another sign of the switch from power to partnership is Obama’s approach to adversaries. Whereas the Bush administration shunned engagement with belligerent regimes, Obama has reached out to Burma, Cuba, Iran, North Korea, Russia, and Syria. Coercion is still an option in dealing with these countries, but U.S. policy is now predicated on the assumption that engagement is the preferred course. 27 To be sure, Obama is a wartime president and has substantially expanded the size of the U.S. operation in Afghanistan. Nonetheless, he is committed to the steady withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq. When he unfurled his new strategy for Afghanistan, which included dispatching an additional 30,000 U.S. troops, he made clear that the mission would be of limited duration, announcing that the coalition would begin handing over operations to Afghan forces during the summer of 2011. Moreover, he spoke plainly about the limits of U.S. power and the importance of keeping the U.S. effort proportional to the interests at stake. As he noted in his speech at West Point, “I refuse to set goals that go beyond our responsibility, our means, or our interests. And I must weigh all of the challenges that our nation faces. . . . That’s why our troop commitment in Afghanistan cannot be open-ended—because the nation that I’m most interested in building is our own.” 28 
Link Turns

Turn – US involvement in Iraq increases likelihood of Iran invasion

Jeremy Lott, author of “The Warm Bucket Brigade: The Story of the American Vice Presidency, 6-25-09, “Will U.S. boots march on iran?”, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0609/24154.html
The whole situation is a mess. Domestic protesters are not packing it in. Iranian authorities, both nominally secular and religious, are getting nervous and desperate. Iranians inside and outside the country are demanding a number of changes, from making Mousavi president to stripping the mullahs of some of their powers to bringing back the late shah’s son, Reza Pahlavi. Will U.S. forces get dragged into this conflict? President Barack Obama clearly does not want to go there, but here are five reasons why that could — and, unfortunately, might — change. 1. Americans hate the mullahs: Americans are often foggy on many historical facts, but something about the Iran hostage crisis has stuck. Polls have shown that Americans are, at the very least, not all that hostile to bombing Iran. When George W. Bush included Iran in his “axis of evil,” it was a cheer line. 2. We’re already in the neighborhood: The deployment of troops into Iran would be made much easier because the U.S. has all those troops parked right next door in Iraq. 3. Chaos: If the situation in Iran deteriorates further, people will flee the country, and calls for humanitarian intervention will arise. Conflict could spill over into Iraq, which would cause U.S. troops to push back. 4. Wag the great Satan: Iran’s supreme leader warned against outside interference for a rhetorical reason. He wants to paint the conflict in terms of proud Iranians versus the rest of the world instead of the people’s will versus a corrupt mullahocracy. He might provoke an international confrontation to rally the country, reasoning that Obama wouldn’t dare react. 5. Did I mention that Americans really hate the mullahs? Obama wants dialogue with Iran, but that will be hard if there’s no undisputed ruler to talk to. His patience is finite, and domestic pressures will matter. The U.S. president can shrug off calls for intervention by neoconservatives, but he will worry that the drumbeat will take a toll on his credibility. Already, the sting of the charge that he’s “soft on Iran” has forced him to use harsher language to condemn abuses of Iranian protesters. Remember, the most convincing authority is a reluctant one. In that sense, you couldn’t have genetically engineered a person better equipped to make the case for sending U.S. forces into Iran than Barack Obama. 

Turn: Staying in Iraq poses the most serious threats to troops in regards to Iran

WSJ, Ben Lando, 7/14/10, “Iran Backed Militias seen as threat to bases in Iraq”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704518904575364861130956190.html
Iranian-supported militias targeting American bases now pose a more serious threat to U.S. forces than al Qaeda as they seek to exert influence over Iraq's uncertain political makeup, the top American general in Iraq said Tuesday. Army Gen. Ray Odierno also said the U.S. troop drawdown is on schedule. The Iranian-backed groups continue to pose a threat to U.S. troops, Gen. Odierno said, adding that the danger of rocket-assisted mortar attacks against U.S. bases by the groups had increased in the past few weeks. "There's a very consistent threat from Iranian surrogates operating in Iraq," Gen. Odierno said. U.S. forces have increased security at some of its bases in response. These groups are also seeking to influence Iraqi politics, still mired in a months-long stalemate over the formation of a new government. Top political parties, including current Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki's, have strong ties to Iran. "This is another attempt by Iran and others to attempt to influence the U.S. role here," he said.

Impact Non-Unique

Current sanctions lead to strikes
Victor Kotsev, freelance journalist and political analyst with expertise in the Middle East, 4-23-2010, “US warms to strike on Iran”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LD23Ak02.html
"With sufficient foreign assistance, Iran could probably develop and test an intercontinental ballistic missile [ICBM] capable of reaching the United States by 2015," claimed a Pentagon report that was declassified on Monday. The almost simultaneous timing of two key recent revelations - this and Israeli accusations that Syria had transferred Scud missiles to Hezbollah in Lebanon - has contributed to a fresh escalation of tensions in the Middle East and to speculation that the stage is being set for a military show-down. The war of words has become particularly harsh, and threats are now being exchanged openly between the United States and Iran: the first salvo since President Barack Obama's inauguration, and a troubling development. "We are not taking any options off the table as we pursue the pressure and engagement tracks," the Pentagon's press secretary, Geoff Morrell, said this week. "The president always has at his disposal a full array of options, including use of the military ... It is clearly not our preferred course of action but it has never been, nor is it now, off the table." Days ago it was revealed that the US military was actively preparing for war against Iran. “The Pentagon and US Central Command are updating military plans to strike Iran's nuclear sites, preparing up-to-date options for the president in the event he decides to take such action," CNN reported on Monday. The Iranians, meanwhile, have embarked on a show of force of their own. “Iranian armed forces on Sunday displayed three generations of modern home-made ballistic missiles in military parades marking the country' Army Day," Fars News reported. Last week, the agency quoted the chief of staff of the Iranian armed forces, Major General Hassan Firouzabadi, as saying, "As I have already announced, if the US attacks Iran, none of its soldiers [in the region] will go back home alive." What is particularly worrisome is that a US (or Israeli) military strike against Iran in the near future would, in a sense, fit in with Obama's goals and public relations image up to now. Firstly, there are growing indications that, after the Democratic nomination, the presidency, and the healthcare bill, the Middle East has become the next major quest for the US president. For example, this is also reflected in the US administration's massive pressure on Israel to make further concessions to renew the stalled negotiations. "At the heart of this disagreement [between Obama and Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu] lies a dramatic change in the way Washington perceives its own stake in the game," the former US ambassador to Israel, Martin Indyk, wrote on Monday in an op-ed for the New York Times. "It actually began three years ago when secretary of state Condoleezza Rice declared in a speech in Jerusalem that US 'strategic interests' were at stake in resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict - a judgment reiterated by Obama last week when he said resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict is a 'vital national security interest' for the United States." Moreover, Obama has acquired a reputation for slow, methodical escalation of rhetoric, followed by daring and decisive action. He tends to give his most powerful opponents ample room to debate and negotiate, and to show maximum reserve in an attempt to secure a claim to the moral high ground: a brilliant public relations strategy, if nothing else. In the case of Iran, he has gone so far as to delay vital support to the Iranian opposition in the post-election demonstrations last summer and to openly pressure Israel not to attack. He kept a lid on all talk about a possible military scenario coming from anywhere important in his administration for close to a year, and has been reluctant to discuss such an option himself to date. Critics have accused him of being too soft, but the harshness of his administration's rhetoric toward Iran has been growing since late last year, when a first few cautious officials started talking about the possibility of military strikes on Iran's nuclear program. Escalation has been slow but consistent, in a way similarly to the progression of the domestic healthcare debate that ended in a dramatic victory for Obama. On Saturday, the New York Times reported on parts of a secret memo by US Defense Secretary Robert Gates, accusing the administration of lacking a clear policy to thwart the Iranian nuclear program [1]. Apparently, still-classified portions of the memo called for an adequate preparation for military strikes. Coming from Gates, a Republican who stayed on as defense secretary after the George W Bush administration was dissolved due to his long-standing opposition to war against Iran, this development is significant. Analysts see the conflict between the US and Iran as complex and far-reaching. "Until 2003, regional stability - such as it was - was based on the Iran-Iraq balance of power," writes prominent think-tank Stratfor. In the wake of the Iraq war, "The United States was forced into two missions. The first was stabilizing Iraq. The second was providing the force for countering Iran." There are serious doubts whether the rhetoric itself has not gone so far that reconciling now would have to be a failure for one side or the other. "There is a legitimate concern that if sanctions are considered a political necessity now, will military action be regarded as a political necessity in 2011, once the sanctions have been deemed a failure?" said Trita Parsi, president of the National Iranian American Council, this month. [2] Last month, I pointed out that key US regional allies such as Israel, Saudi Arabia and Egypt had reportedly been pushing for US military action. [3] "There are countries [in the Gulf] that would like to see a strike [on Iran], us or perhaps Israel, even," said US Central Command chief General David Petraeus to CNN in March. ] 

No Impact to Nuclear Iran
No impact to nuclear Iran—deterrence prevents terrorism and proliferation

Christopher Layne, Robert M. Gates Chair in National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M, 2009, Review of International Studies, “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived,” RG
As an oﬀshore balancer, rather than confronting Iran militarily over its nuclear programme and its regional ambitions, the US would follow a two-tracked strategy of deterrence and diplomacy. Diplomatically, the US should try to negotiate an arrangement with Iran that exchanges meaningful security guarantees, diplomatic recognition, and normal economic relations for a veriﬁable cessation of Tehran’s nuclear weapons programme. Given the deep mutual distrust between Washington and Tehran, and domestic political constraints in both the US and Iran, it is an open question whether such a deal can be struck. If it cannot, however, rather than attacking Iran’s nuclear facilities – or tacitly facilitating an Israeli attack on them – the US should be prepared to live with a nuclear armed Iran just as it did with China in the 1960s, when China was seen as far more dangerous a rogue state than Iran is today.23 

Of course, hard-line US neoconservatives reject this approach and argue that a nuclear-armed Iran would have three bad consequences: there could be a nuclear arms race in the Middle East; Iran might supply nuclear weapons to terrorists; and Tehran could use its nuclear weapons to blackmail other states in the region, or to engage in aggression. Each of these scenarios, however, is improbable.24 A nuclear Iran will not touch oﬀ a proliferation snowball in the Middle East. Israel, of course, already is a nuclear power. The other three states that might be tempted to go for a nuclear weapons capability are Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey. However, each of these states would be under strong pressure not to do so, and Saudi Arabia lacks the industrial and engineering capabilities to develop nuclear weapons indigenously. Notwithstanding the Bush administration’s hyperbolic rhetoric, Iran is not going to give nuclear weapons to terrorists. This is not to deny Tehran’s close links to groups like Hezbollah and Hamas. However, there are good reasons that states – even those that have ties to terrorists – draw the line at giving them nuclear weapons (or other WMD): if the terrorists were to use these weapons against the US or its allies, the weapons could be traced back to the donor state, which would be at risk of annihilation by an American retaliatory strike.25 Iran’s leaders have too much at stake to run this risk. Even if one believes the administration’s claims that rogue state leaders are indiﬀerent to the fate of their populations, they do care very much about the survival of their regimes, which means that they can be deterred. 

For the same reason, Iran’s possession of nuclear weapons will not invest Tehran with options to attack, or intimidate its neighbours. Israel’s security with respect to Iran is guaranteed by its own formidable nuclear deterrent capabilities. By the same token, just as it did in Europe during the Cold War, the US can extend its own deterrence umbrella to protect its clients in the region – Saudi Arabia, the Gulf states, and Turkey. American security guarantees not only will dissuade Iran from acting recklessly, but also restrain proliferation by negating the incentives for states like Saudi Arabia and Turkey to acquire their own nuclear weapons. Given the overwhelming US advantage in both nuclear and conventional military capabilities, Iran is not going to risk national suicide by challenging America’s security commitments in the region. In short, while a nuclear-armed Iran hardly is desirable, neither is it ‘intolerable’, because it could be contained and deterred successfully by the US. 

No Impact to Nuclear Iran

No impact to nuclear Iran—no prolif

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

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

No impact to nuclear Iran—no 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 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. 

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. 

No Impact to Iran Threat

No impact—Iran’s influence and power are declining

Marc Lynch, associate professor of political science and international affairs at George Washington University, July 19, 2010, Foreign Policy, “Why put an attack on Iran back on the table?,” http://lynch.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/19/is_an_attack_on_iran_really_back_on_the_table?obref=obnetwork, RG

Why is the argument weaker? Mainly because Iran is weaker. If you set aside the hype, it is pretty obvious that for all of the flaws in President Obama's strategy, Iran today is considerably weaker than it was when he took office. Go back to 2005-07, when the Bush administration was supposedly taking the Iranian threat seriously, with a regional diplomacy focused upon polarizing the region against Iran. In that period, Iranian "soft power" throughout the region rose rapidly, as it seized the mantle of the leader of the "resistance" camp which the U.S. eagerly granted it. Hezbollah and Hamas, viewed in Washington at least as Iranian proxies, were riding high both in their own arenas and in the broader Arab public arena. Iranian allies were in the driver's seat in Iraq. Arab leaders certainly feared and hated this rising Iranian power, whispering darkly to Bush officials about how badly they wanted the U.S. to confront it and flooding their state-backed media with anti-Iranian propaganda. But this did not translate to the popular level and did little to reverse Iran's strategic gains. The Bush administration's polarization strategy was very good to Iran.
Compare that to today, 18 months into the Obama administration. While I've been critical of parts of the administration's approach to Iran, overall Tehran has become considerably weaker in the Middle East under Obama's watch. Much of the air has gone out of Iran's claim to head a broad "resistance" camp, with Obama's Cairo outreach temporarily shifting the regional debate and then with Turkey emerging as a much more attractive leader of that trend. The botched Iranian election badly harmed Tehran's image among those Arabs who prioritize democratic reforms, and has produced a flood of highly critical scrutiny of Iran across the Arab media. Arab leaders continue to be suspicious and hostile towards Iran. The steady U.S. moves to draw down in Iraq have reduced the salience of that long-bleeding wound. Hezbollah has been ground down by the contentious quicksand of Lebanese politics, and while still strong has lost some of the broad appeal it captured after the 2006 war. Public opinion surveys and Arab media commentary alike now reveal little sympathy for the Iranian regime, compared to previous years. And while the sanctions are unlikely to change Iran's behavior (even if there is intriguing evidence that highly targeted sanctions are fueling intra-regime infighting), they do signal significant Iranian failures to game the UN process or to generate international support. In short, while Iran may continue to doggedly pursue its nuclear program (as far as we know), this has not translated into steadily increasing popular appeal or regional power. Quite the contrary.
No Impact

No impact, Iran is weakening—internal turmoil

Arang Keshavarzian, associate professor of Middle Eastern and Islamic Studies at New York University and a member of the editorial committee of Middle East Report, July 19, 2010, Foreign Policy, “Ahmadinejad the Weak,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/07/19/ahmadinejad_the_weak?page=full, RG

The macroeconomic data on Iran is not encouraging. Though the government has proudly touted that inflation has gone down to single digits, this is probably a product of economic recession and the cooling of the housing market rather than a sign of fiscal health and economic stability. The economic sanctions passed by the United States and Europe will also soon take their toll. Ordinary Iranians will probably pay higher prices at the cash register, but the sanctions will have implications for the commercial networks that import, export, and distribute consumer and other goods. Sanctions will bolster the position of shadowy transnational networks and middlemen, as well as the role of politically powerful actors, such as members of the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corp, who are best equipped to skirt these regulations. Iranians are also bracing themselves for the impending radical reform of the subsidy system, which will replace broad price controls on basic goods with cash payments. 

The combination of high unemployment, political turmoil, and continued threats of a military attack will soon lead to a drop in consumer spending and a cut in bazaari profits. Already, there's reportedly been an epidemic in Iran of bounced checks. The bazaaris' stance during this year's tax negotiations was no doubt informed by the ominous economic horizon. 

More generally, the clash between bazaaris and government agencies also reflects the public's deep and longstanding lack of trust in state institutions -- a situation that predated, though was no doubt exacerbated by, the disputed 2009 election and its aftermath. Two years ago, when the bazaars of Tehran, Isfahan, Tabriz and other cities banded together for a similar protest, the issue was a proposed Value Added Tax that would have required businesses to open up their accounting ledgers to government tax collectors. The bazaaris refused, largely out of fear of what else the government might do with the information. According to recent reports in Iranian newspapers, this year's protests were also motivated by the state auditor's insistence on having more control over bazaar receipts. 

The new strikes and the government's reaction underscore just how badly the government's authority has eroded and how dependent it is on coercion when seeking the public's compliance. What Iran's recent protests have in common is their challenge to the regime's sincerity. In the summer and fall of 2009, the government's intent to conduct a fair election was at issue; this summer, the bazaaris were questioning the government's good faith in establishing a basic quid pro quo of taxation in return for public goods and social services. The bazaaris' hesitancy to accept the settlement between the government and the Guild Council suggests that many traders do not identify with their own state-recognized "representatives"; perhaps their recognition by the state is enough already to discredit them. 

Finally, the inability of the government to extract taxes from the bazaaris is a symptom and symbol of President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad's own lack of authority among the greater public. It is yet another example of the president having to backtrack from an openly stated policy to increase the government's tax receipts. Ahmadinejad wanted revenue to establish a more efficient bureaucracy that, among other things, can better manage the economy. But Iranians who don't feel bound to their hard-line president by a social contract have refused to back his reforms of the state. 

Forced to compromise on the tax rate, the president has projected personal weakness, which may inspire future protests. Indeed, however demonized he is by the West, at home Ahmadinejad is seen as eminently vulnerable. Over the last year his government has faced open challenges from all sides: from ordinary citizens who have marched in street rallies, and conservative parliamentarians and newspaper pundits who openly rebuke his policies and question his commitment to the constitution. Meanwhile, workers have engaged in isolated, but regular protests against work conditions and lack of pay, and industrialists last week complained that their factories have not been receiving enough electricity. 
The bazaar protests did not exhibit coordination with major civil organizations, nor did they rely on the kind of solidarity across socioeconomic groups that could truly threaten the regime. Yet, in a situation as politically fluid and economically brittle as Iran's, minor events can embolden groups and undermine the most confident of rulers. These latest bazaari protests have not yet earned their place alongside the major Iranian protests of the 20th century, but they are pregnant with potential. Indeed, Tehran's jewelers, textile sellers, and carpet merchants may ultimately have more to say in determining Iran's future than the country's nuclear scientists.
Nuclear Iran Inevitable

Nuclear Iran inevitable

Andrew Parasiliti-Executive Director International Institute for Strategic Studies, October 2009, Published in Survival, “Iran: Diplomacy and Deterrence”, Informaworld

The Obama administration is not ready to concede an Iranian nuclear weapon. But absent diplomatic progress, the United States may have to accept Iran as a threshold or 'virtual' nuclear power. Neither sanctions nor deterrence is likely to prevent Iran from developing a nuclear-weapons capability, although deterrence might prevent the country from detonating a nuclear device or formally declaring its nuclear status. Washington has so far not threatened the use of force in Iran and is wary of the potentially negative consequences for US interests and allies of a military option that is not even certain to eliminate Iran's nuclear-weapons capability. A diplomatic breakthrough, however slim the perceived possibilities, is still the best option to halt Iran's nuclear-weapons ambitions. Disillusion with diplomacy   As of summer 2009, the Obama administration was threatening to close the window on diplomacy with Iran. US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said on 6 August 2009 that 'we are under no illusions; we were under no illusions before their elections that we can get the kind of engagement we are seeking … We're not going to keep the window open forever.'1 The United States was expected to take stock of the situation with Iran at the G8 meeting accompanying the UN General Assembly session in late September 2009, around the time this journal will appear. Absent an Iranian response to an open invitation to resume multilateral talks, Washington was expected to make the case that despite its best efforts Iran had shown itself uninterested in diplomacy, meaning the time had come to consider alternative steps, such as sanctions.  The administration's frustration is understandable. Since coming to office, President Barack Obama has offered to 'extend a hand' and engage in direct talks with Iran, dropping a previous US condition that Iran should first suspend all uranium-enrichment activity, as called for by five UN Security Council resolutions. In May 2009, President Obama sent a letter to Iranian Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei offering a framework for talks on regional security and Iran's nuclear programme.2  The disputed outcome of the Iranian presidential elections increased the administration's pessimism about the prospects for negotiations with Iran. Since 12 June, Obama has balanced his commitment to diplomacy with expressions of US sympathy and support for those Iranians who protested the election results and who have suffered imprisonment, beatings, torture, show trials, and a crackdown on media and free expression.  Obama's diplomatic initiatives have taken place in the context of failed multilateral diplomacy over Iran's nuclear programme and a welldocumented record of Iranian refusals to cooperate fully with the efforts of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to verify the peaceful nature of its nuclear programmes, and to implement the IAEA Additional Protocol. Iran has also refused to take up formal proposals from the P5+1 (the United States, United Kingdom, Russia, China, France and Germany, as well as the European Union), which have included discussions with Iran about regional security; normalisation of political, economic, trade and energy relations; assistance with Iran's civil nuclear programme; and other incentives. Iran, in return, would suspend enrichment and reprocessing activities and cooperate fully with the IAEA. A more recent suggestion of a 'double freeze' would require Iran to freeze enrichment at current levels, rather than completely suspend enrichment as called for in UN Security Council resolutions, in return for a freeze on imposition of further sanctions. Iran has yet to respond to these proposals in any meaningful way.

Nuclear Iran is inevitable

Taylor Marsh, writer and political analyst on foreign policy, and has reported from the White House, 4/18/2010, “Facing Reality on Iran Going Nuclear”, 

Facing Reality on Iran Going Nuclear http://www.taylormarsh.com/2010/04/18/facin-reality-on-iran-going-nuclear/
Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has warned in a secret three-page memorandum to top White House officials that the United States does not have an effective long-range policy for dealing with Iran’s steady progress toward nuclear capability, according to government officials familiar with the document. – Gates Says U.S. Lacks Policy to Curb Iran’s Nuclear Drive Talk about catnip for the right. They’re absolutely salivating over this one, which will be teed up further on wingnut radio tomorrow. But it’s not like Bush had a plan in place for Iran either, unless you call belligerent bombast and diplomatic freeze-out a strategy. And why do we not have a long-range plan to deal with Iran going nuclear? Because as I’ve been saying for a very long time, the U.S. cannot prevent Iran from going nuclear, even if they cannot successfully weaponize their technology for a while. But also because no president, White House strategist, or national politician, is allowed to utter anything beyond We will not allow Iran to get a nuclear weapon, something everyone who studies the issue knows is absolute rubbish. A nuclear capable Iran inevitably leads towards Israel in U.S. political minds, with no person capable of strategizing on U.S. Middle East policy without thinking of our fried first. It paralyzes policy makers. People have been whispering about a nuclear Iran reality for a very long time. It’s why diplomatic engagement and deterrence is the policy of the day, post Bush’s preemptive doctrine, which was far too nebulous to do anything but stir up more trouble. The reality is that there is no way to prevent Iran’s steady march to nuclearization, going beyond domestic capabilities. 

Nuclear Iran Inevitable
Iran can’t be stopped from going nuclear

Jerusalem Post, 5/27/06, “London think tank: Iran nukes inevitable”, http://www.iiss.org/whats-new/iiss-in-the-press/press-coverage-2006/may-2006/london-think-tank-iran-nukes-inevitable/
  Iran's claim to have joined the nuclear club is "surely exaggerated," according to Dr. John Chipman, the director-general of the International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS). However, "There is a consensus emerging that an Iranian nuclear capability is both inevitable and certainly bad," Chipman said last week at the launch of "The Military Balance 2006," the London think tank's annual assessment of the military capabilities and defense economics of 169 countries world-wide. "The rough US consensus, summed up by Senator John McCain, is that the only thing worse than a US military strike is a nuclear armed Iran," Chipman said, while "the rough Gulf Arab consensus might be that the only thing worse than a nuclear armed Iran is a US military strike against the country, especially if it were still left with a nuclear option." Neither diplomacy nor the threat of military action is likely to persuade Iran to abandon its nuclear enrichment program, Chipman said. There is "a great deal of nervousness in the Gulf," said Dr. Mamoun Fandy, senior IISS fellow for Gulf Security. "Shia pride" has encouraged some segments of the Arab Gulf population to support Iran's nuclear ambitions, while an Anglo-American military strike against Iran would create "blowback" the IISS said, with the Gulf States and Israel becoming targets for retaliation. 

Sanctions Solve
UN sanctions and other efforts will deter Iran

Bloomberg Businessweek, Tony Capaccio, 6-21-10, “Gates says UN Sanctions effort may deter Iran’s nuclear program” http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-06-21/gates-says-un-sanctions-effort-may-deter-iran-s-nuclear-program.html
U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said United Nations sanctions against Iran when combined with other efforts have “real potential” to deter the country from developing nuclear weapons. “I think that it could add to the pressures on the regime” in combination with unilateral U.S. sanctions and efforts to improve the defenses of Persian Gulf allies, Gates said yesterday on “Fox News Sunday.” Sanctions and other policies “have a reasonable chance of getting the Iranian regime finally to come to their senses and realize their security is probably more endangered by going forward than stopping” the nuclear program, Gates said. UN sanctions adopted June 9 by the Security Council include restrictions on financial transactions with Iran, a tighter arms embargo and authority to seize cargo linked with nuclear or missile programs. The sanctions are the fourth round against Iran in the UN Security Council’s effort to curb Iran’s nuclear development, which the U.S. and many of its allies say may be intended for weapons development. Iran says the work is necessary for civilian purposes, such as power generation. Iran’s current regime may be more vulnerable to pressure because it’s a “narrower-based government,” with “many of the religious figures being moved aside,” Gates said. The U.S. strategy toward Iran’s nuclear program isn’t one of containment, Gates said. Aimed at Prevention “I don’t think that we’re prepared to even talk about containing a nuclear Iran,’ he said. “We do not accept the idea of Iran having nuclear weapons and our policies and our efforts are all aimed at preventing that from happening.” “We have some time to continue working this problem,” Gates said, while noting “all options are on the table” in U.S. dealings with Iran, including military strikes. Referring to Afghanistan, Gates reiterated statements that the “narrative is perhaps overly negative, in part, because it’s incomplete.” Gates, in testimony to the Senate panel with Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Admiral Mike Mullen, attempted last week to dispel lawmakers’ doubts the U.S. military is making progress in Afghanistan. Senate Intelligence Committee Chairman Senator Diane Feinstein said on CNN’s State of the Union program that “failure is not an option” in Afghanistan.

Israel Will Attack
Impacts inevitable—Israel attacks Iran, draws in U.S.

Wall Street Journal, April 21, 2010, Chris Levinson, “Israel Weighs Merits of Solo Attack on Iran,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703757504575194223689622084.html, RG
Some senior Israeli officials say in interviews that they see signs Washington may be willing to live with a nuclear-armed Iran, an eventuality that Israel says it won't accept. Compounding Israeli concerns were U.S. statements this past weekend that underscored U.S. resistance to a military option. Defense Secretary Robert Gates on Sunday discussed a memo to National Security Adviser James Jones warning that the U.S. needed new strategies, including how to contain a nuclear Iran—suggesting that Iran could reach nuclear capability without any foreign military force trying to stop it. 

Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, reiterated Sunday the U.S. position that a military strike against Iran is a "last option."

Israel says it supports the U.S.-led push for new economic sanctions against Iran. But Israeli officials have increasingly voiced frustration over the slow pace of diplomatic efforts to get sanctions in place. 

Relations between the two allies have soured in recent weeks, with Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu's government pushing back against Obama administration pressure to freeze building in Jewish areas of East Jerusalem, which Washington says is counterproductive to its Mideast peace efforts. 

In another sign of a split, Israeli officials say they believe Iran—whose president has called for the destruction of Israel—could develop a warhead to strike the country within a year if it decides to, though outside experts say such capability is years away. Tehran says its nuclear program is for peaceful uses.

Such divisions have played into fears in Israel that if Washington's sanctions effort fails, the Israeli and American positions on Iran could rapidly diverge—and Israel, if it chooses to attack Iran, would have no choice but to do so on its own.
U.S. commanders say an attack would invite retaliation by Iran against American military interests in the region, or wider terrorist attacks by Iranian proxies Hezbollah and Hamas. Adm. Mullen said Sunday a strike could have "unintended consequences," and has long warned it could destabilize the region at a time the U.S. has troops in Iraq and Afghanistan, which neighbor Iran.
** AFGHANISTAN

Afghanistan 1NC
COIN drawdown is inevitable, reinforcing troops now creates worse conditions

Friedman 10 (THOMAS L. FRIEDMAN, American journalist, columnist and multi Pulitzer Prize winning author. He is an op-ed contributor to The New York Times, whose column appears twice weekly. He has written extensively on foreign affairs including global trade, the Middle East and environmental issues. He has won the Pulitzer Prize three times, twice for International Reporting (1983, 1988) and once for Commentary (2002), June 22, 2010, “What’s Second Prize?”, https://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/23/opinion/23friedman.html | JC)

It is not about the way. It is about the will. I have said this before, and I will say it again: The Middle East only puts a smile on your face when it starts with them. The Camp David peace treaty started with Israelis and Egyptians meeting in secret — without us. The Oslo peace process started with Israelis and Palestinians meeting in secret — without us. The Sunni tribal awakening in Iraq against pro-Al Qaeda forces started with them — without us. When it starts with them, when they assume ownership, our military and diplomatic support can be a huge multiplier, as we’ve seen in Iraq and at Camp David. Ownership is everything in business, war and diplomacy. People will fight with sticks and stones and no training at all for a government they feel ownership of. When they — Israelis, Palestinians, Afghans, Iraqis — assume ownership over a policy choice, everything is possible, particularly the most important thing of all: that what gets built becomes self-sustaining without us. But when we want it more than they do, nothing is self-sustaining, and they milk us for all we’re worth. I simply don’t see an Afghan “awakening” in areas under Taliban control. And without that, at scale, nothing we build will be self-sustaining. That leads to the second question: If our strategy is to use U.S. forces to clear the Taliban and help the Afghans put in place a decent government so they can hold what is cleared, how can that be done when President Hamid Karzai, our principal ally, openly stole the election and we looked the other way? Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and others in the administration told us not to worry: Karzai would have won anyway; he’s the best we’ve got; she knew how to deal with him and he would come around. Well, I hope that happens. But my gut tells me that when you don’t call things by their real name, you get in trouble. Karzai stole the election, and we said: No problem, we’re going to build good governance on the back of the Kabul mafia. Which brings up the third simple question, the one that made me most opposed to this surge: What do we win if we win? At least in Iraq, if we eventually produce a decent democratizing government, we will, at enormous cost, have changed the politics in a great Arab capital in the heart of the Arab Muslim world. That can have wide resonance. Change Afghanistan at enormous cost and you’ve changed Afghanistan — period. Afghanistan does not resonate. Moreover, Al Qaeda is in Pakistan today — or, worse, in the soul of thousands of Muslim youth from Bridgeport, Conn., to London, connected by “The Virtual Afghanistan”: the Internet. If Al Qaeda cells returned to Afghanistan, they could be dealt with by drones, or special forces aligned with local tribes. It would not be perfect, but perfect is not on the menu in Afghanistan. My bottom line: The president can bring Ulysses S. Grant back from the dead to run the Afghan war. But when you can’t answer the simplest questions, it is a sign that you’re somewhere you don’t want to be and your only real choices are lose early, lose late, lose big or lose small. 


Afghanistan 1NC
Redeployment from Iraq would directly increase COIN missions

Henry 9 – Senior White House correspondent (Ed, October 19, “Behind the scenes in Obama's war council debate”, http://edition.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/10/19/afghan.iraq.surge/ |JC), 

There's an air of mystery hanging over President Obama's war council, which meets in secrecy yet again this week to discuss a new strategy for Afghanistan in the highly secure White House Situation Room. Troops prepare to board helicopters at Forward Operating Base Dwyer, Afghanistan. Troops prepare to board helicopters at Forward Operating Base Dwyer, Afghanistan. But senior officials closely involved in the decision-making process reveal that the president and his team are grappling with one particularly urgent question: Will Gen. Stanley McChrystal's push for 40,000 more U.S. troops really secure Afghanistan? McChrystal, who has been joining the president's war council by secure videophone, framed this debate weeks ago by writing in his now-famous memo that failing to send that many troops could result in the mission failing. But some of Obama's other top advisers are privately expressing heavy skepticism that sending 40,000 troops will result in a successful Iraq-style surge. "Afghanistan is not Iraq," one senior administration official said. "To say that we can take what we did in Iraq and Xerox it and send it to Afghanistan is obtuse." A second administration official confirmed this viewpoint has real currency inside Obama's war council. "With 40,000 more troops, you cannot do an Iraq-style surge," this official said. "It's totally different than Iraq. The strategy is not easily transferable -- there are unique challenges in Afghanistan." These officials stressed that the president still has not made up his mind about troop levels, which will be a primary topic of discussion at this week's sixth meeting, and they said it is still possible that Obama will follow McChrystal's advice. But the senior officials seem intent on puncturing the notion that McChrystal's proposal would be a panacea if fully implemented. "The expectations need to be more realistic," the second senior administration official said. "We have to be realistic about what's possible." These advisers to the president believe the public perception has become too focused on the idea that sending 40,000 more troops to the battlefield will result in a full counterinsurgency effort, known as "COIN" within the military, a doctrine made famous by Gen. David Petraeus. Earlier this month, on CNN's "State of the Union with John King," Sen. John McCain, R-Arizona, suggested this: "The strategy that was developed by Gen. Petraeus in particular, but also with Gen. McChrystal as his strong right arm, did succeed there [in Iraq]," McCain said. "Should we risk going against the advice and counsel of our best and strongest advisers, those we've given the responsibility? But McChrystal's plan aims only to implement a COIN program in problem areas, not across the country. Senior officials said that in order to fully force a COIN strategy of 20 to 25 troops per 1,000 residents in Afghanistan, there would have to be 600,000 U.S., NATO and Afghan troops and police -- which is basically impossible. It would require either a major infusion of U.S. troops that is just not available right now because of a taxed military, or a massive training of new Afghan soldiers that is too ambitious to reach in a short time. Petraeus' field manual suggests that for a counterinsurgency effort to work in a population center, there needs to be a force density ratio of 20 to 25 troops or security personnel for 1,000 residents. At the height of the Iraq surge, according to the senior officials, there were approximately 29 troops for each 1,000 residents. Right now in Afghanistan, there are about 260,000 U.S., NATO and Afghan troops on the ground, or only about 11 troops per 1,000 residents. If Obama accepted McChrystal's request and sent 40,000 U.S. troops in the coming weeks, that would bring the force density rate up to only 12.5 troops for every 1,000 residents. "The notion of a fully resourced COIN strategy is not in the offing," one senior administration official said of the current deliberations. "We're unable to pick up exactly what we did in Iraq. It cannot be moved to Afghanistan." James Danly, managing director at the Institute for the Study of War, acknowledged that sending 40,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan would not fully cover the type of counterinsurgency effort envisioned by Petraeus on paper. Danly was a U.S. Army officer in Iraq from 2006 to 2008, which was the height of Petraeus' counterinsurgency effort. "You are right that there will be a shortfall," Danly said after being read the numbers that administration officials are using to weigh the strategy shift. But he added that "marginal increases" in troops "can have a dramatic effect" on security if the troops are used properly. "If we were to take our soldiers and apply them wisely, we will be much closer to parity," Danly said, suggesting that a leaner force can work if it is focused on urban centers instead of the most remote areas of Afghanistan. "There are enough forces to do COIN properly." Senior administration officials are skeptical that it will work. They add that even if 40,000 troops could secure Afghanistan in the short term, they're deeply concerned that such gains would not hold in a nation that -- unlike Iraq -- does not have a relatively stable central government. "So who do you hand it off to?" said one senior administration official. "It's like handing it to sand. There is no 'there' there.
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US global leadership is on the brink – extension of COIN operations collapses hegemony

Kretkowski 10 (Paul D. Kretkowski, Frequently assists think tank in conferences and other work products that aid DoD's long-term thinking about threats that may not be addressable via weapons platforms. Spent six months in Afghanistan working with Army public affairs. Further experience overseas as rapporteur for university-sponsored "track two" diplomacy programs that provide enemies a forum for later cooperation and back-channel communication. Highly irregular reporting via blog on developments in soft power, public diplomacy and smart power, January 07, 2010,  “Against COIN, for CT in Afghanistan and Elsewhere”, http://softpowerbeacon.blogspot.com/2010/01/against-coin-for-ct-in-afghanistan-and.html | JC)

Over the winter break I had an epiphany about the interrelation of U.S. hard and soft power: I now oppose a counterinsurgency (COIN) strategy in Afghanistan and advocate a purely counterterror (CT) strategy (PDF link) there instead. Blame history—or histories—that I've read recently, starting with Livy's works on early Rome (books I-V) last spring and Donald Kagan's The Peloponnesian War at the end of 2009. I've taken occasional dips back into Robert Kaplan's Warrior Politics and his source materials (Churchill, the Federalists, Machiavelli, Sun Tzu, and several others). What I've taken from that reading is that the U.S. must pull back from its current efforts to remake Iraq and Afghanistan in the image of a Western democracy, or risk long-term political and economic exhaustion. What follows is not an argument about morality, and readers may find much of it amoral. It is about making cold-blooded political and economic calculations about where U.S. national interests will lie in the next decade. They do not lie in an open-ended COIN mission. The history of the Peloponnesian War is particularly relevant here. Athens began fighting Sparta with the resources of an empire and thousands of talents of silver in the bank—enough to fight expensive, far-flung naval and land campaigns for three years without lasting financial consequences. Athens was rich, and if peace with Sparta had come by the end of the third year, Athens would have continued to prosper and rule over much of the Mediterranean. (Athens had a "hard"—conquered or cowed—empire as opposed to the "soft" empire of alliances and treaties the U.S. currently has.) But the war with Sparta dragged on for decades, despite occasional peace overtures by both sides. By war's end—despite the spoils of battle and increased taxes and tribute extracted from its shrinking dominion—Athens was broke, depopulated by fighting and plague, bereft of its empire, and could no longer project power into the Mediterranean. Where its former interests ranged from Black Sea Turkey to southern Italy, it spent decades as a small-bore power and never regained its former strength or influence. I worry that the U.S. is similarly locked into an open-ended commitment to democratize a nation that is of regional rather than global importance—a parallel to Athens convincing itself that it had to conquer distant, militarily insignificant Sicily. "Winning" in Afghanistan The U.S. could "win" in Afghanistan where victory is defined as a stable, legitimate central government that can project power within its own borders. I don't doubt that the U.S. and its allies could accomplish this given enough time and resources. But I think—as many COIN experts also do—that it will take at least another decade or more of blood and treasure to produce such a result, if ever. Of course I'd like to see the results of a successful COIN campaign: a stable democracy, women's rights, and general prosperity for Afghans, who among all Asia's peoples surely deserve those things. I certainly want to end al-Qa'ida's ability to operate freely in South Asia and elsewhere. The U.S. is the only country that would both conceive of these missions and attempt to carry them out. But goals beyond keeping al-Qa'ida on the run don't serve the long-term interests of the U.S., and I am more interested in regaining and preserving U.S. hard power than I am in the rewards that would come from "winning" a lengthy COIN war. I fear the U.S. people and government becoming exhausted from the costs of a lengthy COIN effort, just as they are already exhausted from (and have largely forgotten about) the Iraq war. I worry that if this fatigue sits in, the U.S. will abandon foreign-policy leadership as it has done periodically throughout history. This outcome would be worse than a resurgent Taliban, worse than Afghan women and men being further oppressed, and worse than al-Qa'ida having plentiful additional caves to plot in. Here are some signs of an exhaustion of U.S. power: The U.S. is already overextended, with commitments in Iraq (shrinking for now), Afghanistan (expanding), Yemen (pending) and Iran (TBD). At home, the U.S. economy remains feeble and in the long term is increasingly hostage to other nations for goods and services it no longer produces (and increasingly, no longer can produce). Even more worrisome is the U.S. credit situation. The wars, and much other U.S. government spending, are now heavily underwritten by other countries' purchases of debt the U.S. issues. It has borrowed trillions from foreign countries and especially China, which continues its steady, highly rational policy of promoting exports while freeriding under the American security umbrella (just as the U.S. once rode for free beneath Britain's). Over time, those countries accrue enough debt to have a say in U.S. policies that may threaten the dollar's value, which is why you now see high U.S. officials flying to Beijing to soothe PRC nerves and explain why America keeps borrowing money. 
[CONTINUED]
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At home, there are few resources to apply following a major disaster, such as a Katrina-style hurricane or a major earthquake. The U.S. needs to start rebuilding its reserves—of capital, of credit, of political goodwill abroad, of military force—to be ready for these and more serious crises, for which we currently have few resources to spare. Such challenges may involve humanitarian crises (think Darfur, a Rwanda-style genocide, Indian Ocean tsunamis); Latin American instability (Mexico, Venezuela, post-Castro Cuba); rogue-state nuclear development (Iran, North Korea); or complex challenges from a rising power (China, a reinvigorated Russia).
US leadership prevents multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict – prefer it to all other alternatives

Kagan 7 (Robert 7, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10)

Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying — its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War I and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War II would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. 
[CONTINUED]
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They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War II, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance.   This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.

Uniqueness 2NC
1. Extend the Friedman evidence – indicates that COIN drawdown is inevitable but the negative effect of COIN operations are exasperated when we extend their operations

2. COIN missions are incompatible with the current timetable – increasing COIN forces pushes back the withdrawal date and increases the chances for failure in Iraq

Steve Hynd, degree in philosophy, business correspondent and private consultant, July 22 2010, “Beware Of "Very Serious People" Bearing Gifts” http://www.newshoggers.com/blog/things_that_are_bad_for_america/ |JC
Michael Cohen is right that the overall direction of the debate about the West's best strategy in Afghanistan now leans heavily "toward de-escalation, not escalation". The obvious reality on the ground has meant that the anti-war movement and "COINtras" have won that argument because escalation proponents themselves admit there's no prospect for it's success in any timeframe or budget that makes sense. But I'd caution my friends who have argued long and hard for escalation to beware of Beltway "very serious persons" bearing gifts as they climb aboard the de-escalation bandwagon. A case in point is Bush-era deputy NSA Robert Blackwill's notion of a de facto partition of Afghanistan into a Taliban-controlled Pashtun South and a Kabul-controlled everywhere else. It's an argument Blackwill is pushing hard, from it's original appearance in a Politico op-ed to his piece in the UK's Financial Times today, and at first glance a beguiling one. In spite of the commitments made at Tuesday’s conference on the future of Afghanistan in Kabul, the current US counter-insurgency strategy (Coin) is likely to fail. The Taliban cannot be sufficiently weakened in Pashtun Afghanistan to coerce it to the negotiating table. America cannot win over sufficient numbers of the Afghan Pashtun on whom Coin depends. President Hamid Karzai’s deeply corrupt government shows no signs of improvement. The Afghanistan army cannot stand up to the Taliban for many years, if ever. Pakistan’s military continues to support its Afghan Taliban proxies. And the long-term Coin strategy and the far shorter US political timeline are incompatible. President Barack Obama has promised to review the administration’s Afghanistan policy in December. After this review the US should stop talking about exit strategies, and accept that the Taliban will inevitably control most of the Pashtun south. Instead Washington should move to ensure that north and west Afghanistan do not fall too, using for many years to come US air power and special forces – some 40,000-50,000 troops – along with the Afghan army and the help of like-minded nations. Such a de facto partition would be a profoundly disappointing outcome to America’s 10 years in Afghanistan. But, regrettably, it is now the best that can realistically and responsibly be achieved. One can see why this approach would be popular among FT readers. British leaders are fed up with Afghanistan, are only still there because of the nation's need to cozy up to the U.S., and the old solution of setting up colonial divisions to ensure the wogs keep busy fighting each other must seem tempting. But do we need to be so obvious about it?

3. Redeployment forces an extension to the timetable

Wilson 10- Washington Post staff writer (Scott, 5/27/10, “U.S. Withdrawal will be on time, Vice President Biden Says,” Washington Post, http://www.cnas.org/node/4517 |JC)
"Leaving Iraq is not only a public relations issue, but a recovery-of-force issue," said John A. Nagl, president of the Center for a New American Security, who served as an Army officer in Iraq and helped write the Army's counterinsurgency field manual. "The Army has not recovered from its surge into Iraq, and now it is surging in Afghanistan, which hasn't turned the corner at all." "There are many connections between the two wars," Nagl said, "and the fact we only have one Army is one of them. We just don't have enough Army to do everything we want it to do right now."
Link 2NC 

1. The war in Afghanistan is escalating to a new degree we never anticipated.  Our troops are always on the counter-insurgency watch, on top of patrolling the streets to protect civilians and training the ANP how to effectively police.  A pull out of Iraq now would free up the forces that Obama deems necessary to be sent to Afghanistan – that’s Cogan in 9’

2.  Obama thinks a win in Iraq establishes a new era of American leadership in the Middle East.  In order to regain our dominance, Obama will do whatever necessary to win the war in Afghanistan to make up for the follies of his predecessor, he’s already made plans to transfer troops to Afghanistan when the pullout happens  

Peter Baker, 2/27/09, NY times, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/28/washington/28troops.html
President Obama declared the beginning of the end of one of the longest and most divisive wars in American history on Friday as he announced that he would withdraw combat forces from Iraq by August 2010 and all remaining troops by December 2011.  The decision, outlined before thousands of camouflage-clad Marines here, underscored the transformation in national priorities a month after Mr. Obama took office as he prepared to shift resources and troops from increasingly stable Iraq to increasingly volatile Afghanistan. “Every nation and every group must know, whether you wish America good or ill, that the end of the war in Iraq will enable a new era of American leadership and engagement in the Middle East,” Mr. Obama said. “And that era has just begun.”  The president’s venue underscored the shift in emphasis. About 8,000 Marines stationed here will ship out soon to Afghanistan, part of the 17,000-troop buildup he ordered. The Marines applauded when he promised to bring troops home from Iraq.

3. And, troops in Iraq trade off with those in Afghanistan, they’ll be sent to Afghanistan if the pullout occurs now 

Dan Balz, 6/10/06, Staff Writer, Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wpdyn/content/article/2006/09/09/AR2006090900831.html
Sen. John F. Kerry (D-Mass.) yesterday urged the deployment of more U.S. troops to combat the growing Taliban threat in Afghanistan while accusing the administration of trying to salvage its congressional majorities by playing on public fears of future terrorist attacks rather than fixing what he said is a disastrous policy in Iraq.  As the nation prepares to mark the fifth anniversary of the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks, Kerry offered a pointed rejoinder to President Bush's recent rhetorical offensive on terrorism. He said Bush's policies have turned Iraq into a terrorist breeding ground, unleashed dangerous forces elsewhere in the Middle East and diverted resources from the battle against terrorism at home and in Afghanistan.  "We have a Katrina foreign policy, a succession of blunders and failures that have betrayed our ideals, killed and maimed our soldiers, and widened the terrorist threat instead of defeating it," Kerry said in a speech at Boston's historic Faneuil Hall.  "There is simply no way to overstate how Iraq has subverted our efforts to free the world from global terror," Kerry said, according to the prepared text. "It has overstretched our military. It has served as an essential recruitment tool for terrorists. It has divided and pushed away our traditional allies. It has diverted critical billions of dollars from the real front lines against terrorism and from homeland security."  A Republican National Committee spokeswoman, Tara Wall, called Kerry's criticism ill-timed on the eve of the commemoration of the Sept. 11 attacks and charged that Kerry's blueprint would embolden terrorists and diminish domestic efforts to prevent future attacks.

Link 2NC
3. The Obama Administration will send pulled out troops to Afghanistan. 
James Cogan, 7/30/09, Staff Writer, World Socialist Web Site, Published by the  International Committee of the Fourth International (ICFI), http://www.wsws.org/articles/2009/jul2009/iraq-j30.shtml
Instead, the US military confronted unexpected and widespread resistance, which it has still not been completely suppressed despite years of killings, intimidation and devastation. Even after the June 30 “withdrawal” from Iraqi cities, American troops have been called upon to once again assist Iraqi government forces in Mosul, where the insurgency is still active. This month, three US soldiers were killed in a rocket attack on the American base at the airport in the southern city of Basra. The Obama administration hopes the situation stabilises sufficiently to reduce US troop numbers in Iraq to 50,000 by August 2010, freeing up forces for the escalating war in Afghanistan, while still leaving sufficient personnel to protect and service the bases. The clear intention of the White House, on behalf of the American ruling elite as a whole, is to realise the predatory and criminal objectives behind the 2003 invasion and ensuing carnage. Long-term bases to consolidate US military hegemony in the Middle East were just one of these objectives. Another key aim was domination over Iraq’s reserves of oil and gas: among the largest in the world. Obama does not have to “claim” these resources on behalf of American and other global energy transnationals. Maliki’s government has “invited” them to make major investments.

4. Withdrawal from Iraq is reciprocal to increasing troops in Afghanistan

Farmer 5-25, Writer for the UK Telegraph (Ben, 2010 “US troops in Afghanistan surpass number in Iraq” http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/afghanistan/7762893/US-troops-in-Afghanistan-surpass-number-in-Iraq.html |JC
Troops are continuing to flood into Afghanistan as part of Barack Obama's surge, while the United States is rapidly withdrawing from Iraq. The most recent Pentagon figures show 94,000 US personnel are now in Afghanistan compared with 92,000 in Iraq. Mr Obama was elected on a pledge to pull US troops from their unpopular involvement in Iraq as soon as possible and instead focus on the "necessary war" to prop up Hamid Karzai's regime. He said at the weekend: "As we end the war in Iraq ... we are pressing forward in Afghanistan." "There will be difficult days ahead. We will adapt, we will persist, and I have no doubt that together with our Afghan and international partners, we will succeed in Afghanistan." US numbers in Afghanistan are scheduled to peak later this year at about 98,000 as the final detachments of 30,000 reinforcements ordered by Mr Obama in December arrive. Britain currently has 9,500 troops in the international coalition. Mr Obama has given his senior commander, Gen Stanley McChrystal, until July 2011 to turn the tide of the insurgency and bolster the Afghan forces. He has vowed to begin withdrawing US troops next summer. This summer is expected to see continued heavy fighting in southern Afghanistan, particularly around Kandahar, as Gen McChrystal pushes into Taliban strongholds. A total of 4,400 US troops have died in Iraq since the 2003 invasion compared with just over a thousand in Afghanistan since 2001. All US combat forces are scheduled to leave Iraq by September and the Iraq government has agreed the US military should leave completely by 2012. 
Afghan Withdrawal Inevitable
The withdrawal timetable is set – it’s only a question of strategy

Martinez, ABC news correspondent, 5-24

(Luis, Abc News, 2010, “For First Time, More US Troops in Afghanistan than Iraq” http://blogs.abcnews.com/politicalpunch/2010/05/for-first-time-more-us-troops-in-afghanistan-than-iraq.html |JC)

For the first time ever, the number of U.S. forces in Afghanistan is larger than the number of American forces in Iraq. Pentagon figures show that there are now 94,000 U.S. forces serving in Afghanistan and 92,000 serving in Iraq. The crossover point for American force levels in both countries was expected to take place this Summer as the Obama administration surges 30,000 more troops into Afghanistan this year and draws down the number of forces in Iraq. The drawdown plan in Iraq calls for reducing the number of American forces to 50,000 by September 1, a move that will require a major logistical effort over the next three months. Long under-resourced, the U.S. military effort in Afghanistan has been increased significantly over the past two years as both the Bush and Obama administrations shifted their attentions to a military operation that began in October, 2001 in the wake of the 9-11 attacks. For much of that time, the number of troops allotted to the conflict in Afghanistan reflected how much of the military’s resources was being dedicated to the war effort in Iraq The number of American forces in Afghanistan by the end of 2001 numbered 2,500. For the next two years force levels remained around 10,000 and continued to rise slowly to 17,000 in 2004. Troop levels averaged around 22,000 for much of 2006 and 2007, but force levels continued to rise after that as the Bush administration began to provide the additional troops requested by military commanders on the ground as the security situation worsened. By comparison, the number of troops in Iraq in 2006 and 2007 peaked at almost 170,000. By year’s end there will be 98,000 U.S. forces in Afghanistan when the surge of forces ordered by the Obama administration is fully complete. The administration will conduct an assessment this December to review the progress of the population-centric strategy being conducted by the top NATO commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal. In announcing the surge into Afghanistan earlier this year, President Obama also outlined a timeframe in July, 2011 by which the United States would begin transferring control of security to the most secure parts of Afghanistan. That in turn would lead to a reduction of U.S. forces in Afghanistan. The rising troop levels that past two years have also been reflected in higher casualty numbers as forces enter areas long-held by the Taliban. The number of U.S. fatalities in and around Afghanistan is nearing 1,000 and U.S. fatalities in 2009 was double what they were in 2008. 

Draw down will start by July 2011

USA Today, 6-25 (“Obama's big story a year from now: Afghanistan and withdrawal” http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2010/06/obamas-big-story-a-year-from-now-afghanistan-and-withdrawal/1 |JC)

It's hard to predict the future, but we'd bet that a year from today the big story will be Afghanistan. July of 2011 is taking on iconic status as the date of troop withdrawal from Afghanistan -- or at least the start of troop withdrawal. Obama administration officials have been ambiguous about the size and pace of this pullout. That question spiked up this week after the sacking of Gen. Stanley McChrystal and appointment of new Afghanistan commander David Petraeus. Here's how Obama described the significance of the July 2011 date yesterday: We did not say that, starting July 2011, suddenly there would be no troops from the United States or allied countries in Afghanistan. We didn't say we'd be switching off the lights and closing the door behind us. We said that we'd begin a transition phase in which the Afghan government is taking on more and more responsibility. Critics of the war, many of them Obama's fellow Democrats, said the troubles in Afghanistan demand a definite timeline for withdrawal. "I want to know when the last soldier is coming home," said Rep. Jim McGovern, D-Mass. The selection of Petraeus further re-ignited the debate over July 2011. During a congressional hearing last week -- before release of the magazine article that cost McChrystal his job -- Petraeus made clear he sees next year as only the beginning of a withdrawal: "The date at which a responsible drawdown of the surge forces is scheduled to begin at a rate, again, to be determined by the conditions at the time." Many commentators contrasted the general's caution with statements that Vice President Biden made to author Jonathan Alter in his book The Promise: President Obama, Year One. "In July of 2011 you're going to see a whole lot of people moving out." Biden told Alter. "Bet on it." The only thing we'd gamble on now is that we'll still be talking about this a year from now.

Afghan Withdrawal Inevitable

Obama is committed to withdraw by July 2011

Reid, Chief White House Correspondent, December 2, 2009, (Chi, “White House: July 2011 Is Locked In for Afghanistan Withdrawal” http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-5868282-503544.html |JC)

After the briefing, Gibbs went to the president for clarification. Gibbs then called me to his office to relate what the president said. The president told him it IS locked in - there is no flexibility. Troops WILL start coming home in July 2011. Period. It's etched in stone. Gibbs said he even had the chisel.

Even if conditions in Afghanistan are not up to standards we’ll still withdraw in July

Gearan, Associated Press, 6-20

(Anne, “Troop pullout in Afghanistan set for next summer” http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iqyaFh_efr-brDq0rMLF1hkop0tgD9GF69QO0|JC)
WASHINGTON — The Obama administration reaffirmed Sunday that it will begin pulling U.S. troops out of Afghanistan next summer, despite reservations among top generals that absolute deadlines are a mistake. President Barack Obama's chief of staff said an announced plan to begin bringing forces home in July 2011 still holds. "That's not changing. Everybody agreed on that date," Rahm Emanuel said, adding by name the top three officials overseeing the policy girding the war: Gen. David Petraeus, Defense Secretary Robert Gates and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Adm. Mike Mullen. Petraeus, the war's top military boss, said last week that he would recommend delaying the pullout if conditions in Afghanistan warranted it. Days after the date was announced in December, Gates pointedly said it was not a deadline. Emanuel's remarks reflect the White House view that Obama must offer a war-weary American public and Congress a promise that the nearly nine-year war is not open-ended. The problem, congressional Republicans and some military leaders say, is that a fixed date encourages the Taliban-led insurgency and undermines U.S. leverage with Afghan leaders. Gates pledged Sunday that some troops would begin to leave in 13 months, but he was more cautious. "We clearly understand that in July of 2011, we begin to draw down our forces," Gates said. "The pace with which we draw down and how many we draw down is going to be conditions-based."


AT Iraq Withdrawal Now

Gen. Odierno agrees that troops may have to stay—uncertainty over Iraqi elections, Kurdish conflict

Lara Jakes, Associated Press Writer, July 6, 2010, Chron World News, “AP Interview: Odierno eyes UN forces for Iraq,” http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/ap/world/7096174.html, RG

A security agreement between the U.S. and Iraqi governments requires all American forces to leave the country by the end of 2011. There are currently about 77,500 U.S. troops here. It's widely believed that Iraq's leaders may ask the United States to leave at least some troops behind to give the nation's uneven army and police forces more time to train. Odierno maintained that decision would be up to the incoming Iraqi government, whose leadership is still contested after no clear winner emerged from the March parliamentary elections. But he left open the possibility that some U.S. troops might stay. "I don't see a large U.S. presence here. I really don't," he said. "They might want technical support, but again, that's their decision, not ours." After a military clash between Kurds and Arabs in eastern Diyala province in 2008, Odierno this year ordered U.S. forces to set up security checkpoints in the disputed territories. He instructed that the checkpoints be guarded by Kurdish troops as well as soldiers from the Arab-led Iraqi army. The intent was to unite Kurds and Arabs against a common enemy — al-Qaida insurgents who exploit regional tensions — instead of fighting each other. The Iraqi checkpoints mostly have been peaceful, but clashes continue to break out between Kurdish and Arab forces.
AT Iraq Withdrawal Now

Increased sectarian violence and extremism makes meeting the SOFA timetable impossible
The Guardian, May 12, 2010, Martin Chulov, “Iraq violence set to delay US troop withdrawal,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/may/12/iraq-us-troop-withdrawal-delay, RG
The White House is likely to delay the withdrawal of the first large phase of combat troops from Iraq for at least a month after escalating bloodshed and political instability in the country. General Ray Odierno, the US commander, had been due to give the order within 60 days of the general election held in Iraq on 7 March, when the cross-sectarian candidate Ayad Allawi edged out the incumbent leader, Nouri al-Maliki. American officials had been prepared for delays in negotiations to form a government, but now appear to have balked after Maliki's coalition aligned itself with the theocratic Shia bloc to the exclusion of Allawi, who attracted the bulk of the minority Sunni vote. There is also concern over interference from Iraq's neighbours, Iran, Turkey and Syria. Late tonight seven people were killed and 22 wounded when a car bomb planted outside a cafe exploded in Baghdad's Sadr City, a Shia area, police and a source at the Iraqi interior ministry said. The latest bomb highlights how sectarian tensions are rising, as al-Qaida fighters in Iraq and affiliated Sunni extremists have mounted bombing campaigns and assassinations around the country. The violence is seen as an attempt to intimidate all sides of the political spectrum and press home the message to the departing US forces that militancy remains a formidable foe. Odierno has kept a low profile since announcing the deaths of al-Qaida's two leaders in Iraq, Abu Omar al-Baghdadi and Abu Ayub al-Masri, who were killed in a combined Iraqi-US raid on 18 April. The operation was hailed then as a near fatal blow against al-Qaida, but violence has intensified ever since. All US combat forces are due to leave Iraq by 31 August, a date the Obama administration is keen to observe as the president sends greater reinforcements to fight the Taliban in Afghanistan – a campaign he has set apart from the Iraq war, by describing it as "just". Iraqi leaders remain adamant that combat troops should leave by the deadline. But they face the problem of not having enough troops to secure the country if the rejuvenated insurgency succeeds in sparking another lethal round of sectarian conflict. "The presence of foreign forces sent shock waves through Iraqis," said Hoshyar Zebari, the foreign minister. "And at the beginning it was a terrifying message that they didn't dare challenge. But then they got emboldened through terrorism and acts of resistance. And as the Americans are leaving, we are seeing more of it." Zebari said Iraq's neighbours were taking full advantage of the political stalemate. He also hinted that they may be directly backing the violence. "They too have been emboldened, because we haven't been able to establish a viable unified government that others can respect," he said. "In one way or another, Iran, Turkey and Syria are interfering in the formation of this government. "There is a lingering fear [among some neighbouring states] that Iraq should not reach a level of stability. The competition over the future of Iraq is being played out mostly between Turkey and Iran. They both believe they have a vested interest here." The withdrawal order is eagerly awaited by the 92,000 US troops still in Iraq – they mostly remain confined to their bases. This month Odierno was supposed to have ordered the pullout of 12,500, a figure that was meant to escalate every week between now and 31 August, when only 50,000 US troops are set to remain – all of them non-combat forces.

AT Iraq Withdrawal Now

Won’t withdraw by timeline—uncertainty over elections, military officials want delay

International Herald Tribune, April 29, 2010, Peter Baker and Rod Nordland, “Should U.S. change its Iraq script?; Obama wants troops out by deadline despite uncertainty over election,” Lexis, RG

But the resistance to revisiting the deadline has drawn concern from former American officials, including some who participated in formulating the Obama policy last year. The original plan anticipated Iraqi elections in December and the formation of a new government at least 60 days afterward. Instead, the elections did not take place until March and produced a near tie between the parties of Prime Minister Nuri Kamal al-Maliki and former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi. And now the two are fighting through the courts and recounts. Ryan C. Crocker, the former American ambassador to Iraq who was appointed by President George W. Bush and later made recommendations to Mr. Obama regarding the drawdown, said the administration should consider extending the August deadline. ''I am a little bit nervous,'' Mr. Crocker, now dean of the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, said in a recent interview. ''The elections were later than expected, and there were very close results between Maliki and Allawi, which suggest it's going to be a very long process. We may not even have a new government until we're at the August deadline. I'd like the U.S. to retain the original flexibility.'' Meghan L. O'Sullivan, a former deputy national security adviser to Mr. Bush who oversaw Iraq policy, also said August might be too soon. ''I'm for a shift away from the current rigid deadline to something more flexible, more reflective of the fluid and tense situation in Iraq, where the last thing the Iraqis really need is for the United States to be focused more on exit than anything else at a moment of high political uncertainty,'' she said. Two former officials who worked on Iraq policy in the Obama administration said that after it became clear how late the elections would be, Gen. Ray Odierno, the commander in Iraq, wanted to keep 3,000 to 5,000 combat troops in northern Iraq after the Aug. 31 deadline. But the officials, who spoke on condition of anonymity because of the delicacy of the matter, said it was clear that the White House did not want any combat units to remain.


Withdraw will be delayed—electoral uncertainty, violence

Dale McFeatters, staff writer, April 30, 2010, Korea Times, “Paralysis in Iraq could delay US exit,” Lexis, RG

This electoral uncertainty is on top of a court-ordered manual recount of 2.4 million ballots from Baghdad. Roughly, al-Maliki is backed by the Shiites and Allawi, also a Shiite, is backed by the Sunnis. While there has been sporadic strife, car bombs, drive-by shootings and mortar fire, no one is expecting a return to the kind of wholesale violence that followed the 2005 elections. For one reason, the Iraqi military and police are now much stronger, but there is a chance that the paralysis at the top could trickle down to the peacekeepers. All of this is of pressing interest to the United States because the lack of an effective government could affect the timetable for American troops departing Iraq. President Obama has called for all but 50,000 troops to be out of the country by the end of August.

Always a risk of delay—withdrawal timeline subject to Iraqi government conditions

Reuters, February 22, 2010, “U.S. won’t alter Iraq drawdown without deterioration,” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE61L4OH20100222, RG

(Reuters) - The United States would only slow down its troop withdrawal from Iraq if there were a serious deterioration in security conditions, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said on Monday. "Before we would consider recommending anything like that we would have to see a pretty considerable deterioration of the situation in Iraq and we don't see that certainly at this point," Gates told reporters at the Pentagon. The March 7 parliamentary ballot is seen as a critical test for Iraq, which is trying to move beyond years of sectarian carnage between Shi'ites and Sunnis and revamp its war-battered economy and oil sector. A reduction in violence over the past year has raised hopes of a smooth transition as U.S. forces draw down in Iraq ahead of a complete withdrawal by the end of 2011. The top U.S. military commander in Iraq, General Ray Odierno, told reporters earlier on Monday that he still expected to reduce U.S. troop levels in Iraq to 50,000 by the end of August, from about the current 96,000. But Odierno also signaled he could slow the pace of this year's withdrawal if the situation deteriorated following March elections -- a scenario he did not expect to see.

AT Iraq Withdrawal Now
No certain timetable—further violence could delay withdrawal

The Washington Post, May 14, 2010, Ernesto Londono and Craig Whitlock, “Despite political uncertainties in Iraq, U.S. sticking with drawdown plan,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/13/AR2010051305655.html, RG
American commanders said they would contemplate asking the White House for a delay of the Sept. 1 deadline only if the political process were to collapse completely, a scenario they see as unlikely. But they say they worry that further delay in efforts to create a governing coalition could paralyze basic Iraqi institutions they have spent years trying to jump-start, including the military, police force and justice system. The March 7 elections produced no clear winner and have led to extensive jockeying among various parties to create a workable government. Among the parties in contention for a place in the new coalition is the movement of anti-American cleric Moqtada al-Sadr, a Shiite political faction with close ties to Iran and a large militia. U.S. officials are concerned that it could end up controlling one of the ministries that oversees the army or police. The Sadrists recently reached a tentative deal to band together with a faction affiliated with Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki to form the next government, though sticking points remain. Although Shiite militias have kept a low profile in recent months, Iraqi and U.S. officials say that could change if political fights escalate, especially if some factions feel left out of the new government. The threat posed by Sunni insurgents has been somewhat reduced in recent months, after the arrests and slayings of dozens of suspected leaders, including the deaths of the top two commanders of al-Qaeda in Iraq. But the groups retain the capacity to carry out significant attacks, as they did Monday with strikes that killed dozens across the country. U.S. officials said they hope to keep about 50,000 troops in Iraq until at least next spring and perhaps longer, saying they could conceivably compress the rest of the drawdown to the final four or five months of 2011. When troop levels drop to 50,000, the civilian contractor-to-soldier ratio is expected to increase as contractors take on more duties now performed by troops. The military expects it will have 75,000 contractors employed in Iraq by the end of the summer doing everything from base security to advanced weapons training. U.S. military officials say they expect to retain a thinning but significant presence along the Iranian and Syrian borders, long a gateway for weapons and fighters. Small border outposts along the Iranian border have allowed the military in recent years to collect valuable intelligence on what it calls malign Iranian influence. U.S. officials say they also plan to keep a significant force along disputed territories in northern Iraq, where forces loyal to the regional Kurdish government and units of the conventional Iraqi army have come close to armed conflict in recent years. 

AT Iraq Withdrawal Now
We have no intention of pulling out

Tom Engelhardt 4/25/10, Tom Engelhardt, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com. He is the author of The End of Victory Culture, a history of the Cold War and beyond, as well as of a novel, The Last Days of Publishing. His latest book, The American Way of War. “Why We Won’t Leave Afghanistan or Iraq” http://www.middle-east-online.com/english/?id=38613 |JC

Unfortunately, whatever the administration, the urge to stay has seemed a constant. It’s evidently written into Washington’s DNA and embedded deep in domestic politics where sure-to-come "cut and run" charges and blame for "losing" Iraq or Afghanistan would cow any administration. Not surprisingly, when you look behind the main news stories in both Iraq and Afghanistan, you can see signs of the urge to stay everywhere. In Iraq, while President Obama has committed himself to the withdrawal of American troops by the end of 2011, plenty of wiggle room remains. Already, the New York Times reports, General Ray Odierno, commander of US forces in that country, is lobbying Washington to establish “an Office of Military Cooperation within the American Embassy in Baghdad to sustain the relationship after... Dec. 31, 2011.” (“We have to stay committed to this past 2011,” Odierno is quoted as saying. “I believe the administration knows that. I believe that they have to do that in order to see this through to the end. It’s important to recognize that just because US soldiers leave, Iraq is not finished.”) If you want a true gauge of American withdrawal, keep your eye on the mega-bases the Pentagon has built in Iraq since 2003, especially gigantic Balad Air Base (since the Iraqis will not, by the end of 2011, have a real air force of their own), and perhaps Camp Victory, the vast, ill-named US base and command center abutting Baghdad International Airport on the outskirts of the capital. Keep an eye as well on the 104-acre US embassy built along the Tigris River in downtown Baghdad. At present, it’s the largest “embassy” on the planet and represents something new in “diplomacy,” being essentially a military-base-cum-command-and-control-center for the region. It is clearly going nowhere, withdrawal or not. In fact, recent reports indicate that in the near future “embassy” personnel, including police trainers, military officials connected to that Office of Coordination, spies, US advisors attached to various Iraqi ministries, and the like, may be more than doubled from the present staggering staff level of 1,400 to 3,000 or above. (The embassy, by the way, has requested $1,875 billion for its operations in fiscal year 2011, and that was assuming a staffing level of only 1,400.) Realistically, as long as such an embassy remains at Ground Zero Iraq, we will not have withdrawn from that country. Similarly, we have a giant US embassy in Kabul (being expanded) and another mega-embassy being built in the Pakistani capital Islamabad. These are not, rest assured, signs of departure. Nor is the fact that in Afghanistan and Pakistan, everything war-connected seems to be surging, even if in ways often not noticed here. President Obama’s surge decision has been described largely in terms of those 30,000-odd extra troops he’s sending in, not in terms of the shadow army of 30,000 or more extra private contractors taking on various military roles (and dying off the books in striking numbers); nor the extra contingent of CIA types and the escalating drone war they are overseeing in the Pakistani tribal borderlands; nor the quiet doubling of Special Operations units assigned to hunt down the Taliban leadership; nor the extra State department officials for the “civilian surge”; nor, for instance, the special $10 million “pool” of funds that up to 120 US Special Operations forces, already in those borderlands training the paramilitary Pakistani Frontier Corps, may soon have available to spend “winning hearts and minds.” Perhaps it’s historically accurate to say that great powers generally leave home, head elsewhere armed to the teeth, and then experience the urge to stay. With our trillion-dollar-plus wars and yearly trillion-dollar-plus national-security budget, there’s a lot at stake in staying, and undoubtedly in fighting two, three, many Afghanistans (and Iraqs) in the years to come.

AT Biden

Biden’s declaration is just aimed at calming politicians—political uncertainty could delay withdrawal

Zvi Bar’el, Middle Eastern affairs analyst for Haaretz Newspaper, former managing editor, former correspondent in Washington, June 9, 2010, Haaretz Daily Newspaper, “When it comes to Iraq, Iran loves a power vacuum,” http://www.haaretz.com/print-edition/features/when-it-comes-to-iraq-iran-loves-a-power-vacuum-1.295033, RG

Almost three months after the elections in Iraq, which were widely praised, there is still no government in that country and there is no sign that a government will be established in the near future. The result is that the American army has not yet received instructions to begin its planned withdrawal, and it is in no way clear that it will be able to pull out before a stable government is set up that can take over the security tasks from the Americans. It is true that the number of American soldiers in Iraq dropped last week to 92,000 and for the first time since the war, their number in Iraq is lower than the number of American soldiers in Afghanistan. The fear is that if a government is not established soon in Iraq, the next stage - a further drop to 50,000 troops - will be delayed. Vice President Joe Biden, who is coordinating the withdrawal, has declared that even if a government is not formed, the army will begin pulling out, but it seems that declarations of this kind are aimed mainly at calming the politicians in Baghdad and preventing the sides from using the American plan to their own advantage. 
AT Surge Now

The surge is radioactive in congress – amendments will stop additional war funding

Bacon, Writer for the Washington Post 7-3 (Perry, “Democrats cast doubts on Afghan strategy in vote” http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/10184/1070195-84.stm |JC)

WASHINGTON -- House Democrats begrudgingly approved an additional $37 billion to fund the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan late Thursday, as a growing number of President Barack Obama's own party members cast doubts on his Afghanistan strategy. The funding bill, passed 215-210, would allocate money for equipment and support to troops in both countries, including the 30,000 more that Mr. Obama ordered there in December. The Senate must still approve the legislation, totaling about $80 billion. But the complicated process to push the bill through the House illustrated widespread war policy doubts among Democrats, even as they backed Mr. Obama's selection of Gen. David Petraeus last week to command the Afghanistan troops. Aware of ardent opposition among some members, House Democratic leaders had stalled for weeks on scheduling a troop funding vote. And before they approved the war funding, a bloc of Democrats insisted on holding votes on a series of measures to show their disapproval of the war. One hundred fifty-three House Democrats and nine Republicans voted for an amendment, sponsored by Rep. Jim McGovern, D-Mass., that would require Mr. Obama to present a plan by next April for the "safe, orderly and expeditious redeployment of U.S. troops" and allow a vote in Congress to stop additional war funding if withdrawal does not start by next July, the time administration officials have said they will start reducing forces in Afghanistan. Ninety-three Democrats, along with seven Republicans, backed an even more restrictive amendment from Rep. Barbara Lee, D-Calif., that would allow the war funds to be spent only on withdrawing troops from Afghanistan. Neither amendment passed, because nearly all Republicans opposed them, along with many Democrats. But frustration with the war is so widespread that two House lawmakers in charge of shepherding the bill, Appropriations Committee Chairman David Obey, D-Wis., and Rules Committee Chairwoman Louise Slaughter, D-N.Y., both said the war is unwinnable, and that they were merely fulfilling their duties as panel chairs in moving the funding toward a vote. House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer, D-Md., who opposed the amendments, said that "from my perspective, we need to give him more time," referring to the president. But Mr. Hoyer added of the war, "There is a growing level of concern -- the vote reflected it."

Terror Module

A large COIN footprint in Afghanistan increases the risks of a terrorist attack – a smaller number of troops more efficiently combats terrorism

Cortright 9 (David Cortright, director of policy studies at the Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies at the University of Notre Dame, OCTOBER 19, 2009, “No Easy Way Out”, http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfm?article_id=11917 | Suo)

This analysis suggests the need for a thorough reorientation of U.S./NATO policy in Afghanistan and Pakistan. The Obama administration has responded to requests for more troops in Afghanistan by calling first for the development of a new strategy. This is a sound approach, but the contours of a new strategy have yet to appear. U.S. commanders remain wedded to a policy of counterinsurgency and the maintenance of a large and expanding military footprint in the country. Stewart and other analysts have advocated an alternative approach of reducing the number of foreign troops and demilitarizing Western strategy. A smaller number of foreign troops would be enough, they argue, to assure that the Taliban does not return to power. Special operations forces would be sufficient to maintain pressure on Al Qaeda and disrupt any attempts to re-establish terrorist bases. These more limited objectives would fulfill the primary objective of Western policy without the enormous costs and risks of prolonged counterinsurgency. These approaches would be combined with an increased international commitment to development, responsible governance and the promotion of human rights in the region. By demilitarizing its involvement and increasing its commitment to diplomacy, democracy and development, the United States and its allies could achieve their purposes more effectively and with greater justice.

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.
Instability Module

COIN fails because of Afghanistan’s political climate – this destabilizes the region

Simon and Stevenson 9 (Steven Simon is Adjunct Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. Jonathan Stevenson is a Professor of Strategic Studies at the US Naval War College. “Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?”, Survival: Global Politics and Strategy, vol. 51, no. 5, October–November 2009, pp. 47–67 | JC)

Whatever US officials might concede privately, the White House, State Department and Pentagon have thus far not acknowledged publicly the possibility that greater American intrusiveness in Afghanistan might mean less Pakistani cooperation. That, however, appears to be the case. To be sure, Pakistan has pragmatically responded to US pressure to thwart the Taliban in its tribal areas. But it is more significant in the broader strategic context that Pakistan has objected to expanded US military operations in Afghanistan on two grounds. Firstly, they would cause a cross-border spillover of militants into Pakistan and increase the counter-insurgency burden on the Pakistani military. Secondly, they would foment political instability in Pakistan by intensifying popular perceptions of American military occupation of the region and the Pakistani government's complicity with the Americans in suppressing a group that was not even considered an enemy of Pakistan. Indeed, in a July 2009 briefing, Pakistani officials made it clear that, however concerned the United States was about the Taliban, they still regard India as their top strategic priority and the Taliban militants as little more than a containable nuisance and, in the long term, potential allies.5 In this light, the realistic American objective should not be to ensure Afghanistan's political integrity by neutralising the Taliban and containing Pakistani radicalism, which is probably unachievable. Rather, its aim should be merely to ensure that al-Qaeda is denied both Afghanistan and Pakistan as operating bases for transnational attacks on the United States and its allies and partners. Pitfalls of the current policy The Obama administration's instincts favouring robust counter-insurgency and state-building in Afghanistan reflect the 1990s-era US and European predilection for peacekeeping, reconstruction and stabilisation, and the multilateral use of force for humanitarian intervention, deployed to positive effect in the Balkans and withheld tragically in Rwanda. To the extent that this mindset was premised on an expansion of the rule of law to hitherto poorly and unjustly governed areas, such as Somalia and Bosnia, it reflects the broader conception of counter-terrorism adopted after 11 September. Insofar as it favours collective action by major powers with the unambiguous endorsement of the UN Security Council, it is also consistent with the Obama administration's rejection of Bush-era unilateralism. And an aggressive internationalist approach to spreading democracy and the rule of law, notwithstanding the shortsightedness and inefficacy of the Bush doctrine, is admirable and in some instances appropriate.6 In this case, however, it is more likely to hurt than help. While a larger US military footprint might help stabilise Afghanistan in the short term, the effects of collateral damage and the aura of US domination it would generate would also intensify anti-Americanism in Pakistan. This outcome, in turn, would frustrate both core American objectives by rendering it politically far more difficult for the Pakistani government to cooperate with Washington (and easier for the quasi-independent Inter-Services Intelligence to collude with the Taliban and al-Qaeda), thus making it harder for the United States to defeat al-Qaeda. It would also increase radicalisation in Pakistan, imperil the regime and raise proliferation risks, increasing rather than decreasing pressure on India to act in the breach of American ineffectuality. Counter-insurgency in Afghanistan also would probably fail. Counterinsurgency generally works only when the domestic government resisting the insurgents enjoys the respect and support of most of the domestic population. Rising perceptions of Hamid Karzai's government as ineffectual and corrupt, and especially suspicions that it rigged the 20 August national election, indicate that it does not have that kind of credibility among Afghans. On the operational level, provisional and qualified counter-insurgency success in Iraq is not a persuasive precedent for a comparable result in Afghanistan. One indirect indication is the difficulty the Obama administration is having in figuring out how to measure such success.7 While Iraq's prime insurgency challenges were essentially compartmentalised in the confined space and among the relatively small populations of Anbar, Diyala and Ninewah provinces and in Baghdad, Afghanistan's hazards permeate its Texas-sized national territory. Thus, applying the surge formula to Afghanistan, however it is adjusted, is likely to empower warlords, increase factionalism and ultimately make Afghanistan harder to sustain as a functioning unitary state. This would make Afghanistan more susceptible to being used as a strategic pawn by a number of regional actors, including Iran as well as India and Pakistan. Comprehensively successful counter-insurgency in Afghanistan, however, is not necessarily required to fulfill the US counter-terrorism mission. It remains unclear whether a US-led counter-insurgency effort would aim to induce the Taliban factions to reject al-Qaeda, or some other constellation of tribes to join forces against the Taliban. But none of the factions share the kind of overarching nationalist self-interest that unified Iraqi Sunnis across tribal lines. 
[CONTINUED]

Instability Module

[CONTINUED]
They are more like Somali clans, and no visible daylight has emerged between the 'good' Taliban and 'bad' militants. Those advocating an extended counter-insurgency campaign note that 'the Taliban is not a unified or monolithic movement', that many Taliban militants 'fight for reasons having nothing to do with Islamic zealotry', and that each Taliban grouping has 'specific needs' and 'particular characteristics'.8 By the same token, however, these home truths indicate such a high degree of motivational fragmentation within the Taliban that no single faction is likely to gain complete dominance. Thus, power is likely to remain devolved, and Afghan factions, like Somali ones, will tend to worry about, and focus on, immediate rivals rather than external adversaries.9 To the extent that there is unity among Afghan factions, as with Somalis, it will be against foreigners.10 As for Pakistan, its unabashed central strategic concern is India, as it has been since the nation's inception in 1947. It seems likely that the upsurge of Pashtun nationalism and Taliban influence that threatens its stability has as much to do with the growing weight of the US presence in the country as anything else. Although it is worth trying to convince Pakistan's leadership that the Taliban rather than India is the most salient threat to them, even those calling most urgently for energetic US-Pakistani counter-terrorism teamwork concede that success on this score is not guaranteed.11 Pakistan has lost wars and territory to an India that is now armed with nuclear weapons and has tried to outflank Islamabad by insinuating Indian influence into Afghanistan. The Pakistani army would rather not be caught in the middle. The Pakistani general staff is unlikely to be persuaded that the best way to protect Pakistan's strategic stake is to abandon the allies that they have cultivated for decades to keep its western flank secure. In any case, it is the establishment of 'mini-Afghanistans' within Pakistan that is the problem, rather than the Afghan Taliban, which is fundamentally uninterested in waging expeditionary campaigns against the West.

Instability Module

Destabilization fragments Afghanistan – leads to escalating wars throughout Central Asia and the Middle East, Indopak nuclear use, and a Russia-China alliance against the US

Morgan 7 (Stephen John, Former member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee, http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639) 

Although disliked and despised in many quarters, the Taliban could not advance without the support or acquiescence of parts of the population, especially in the south. In particular, the Taliban is drawing on backing from the Pashtun tribes from whom they originate. The southern and eastern areas have been totally out of government control since 2001. Moreover, not only have they not benefited at all from the Allied occupation, but it is increasingly clear that with a few small centres of exception, all of the country outside Kabul has seen little improvement in its circumstances. The conditions for unrest are ripe and the Taliban is filling the vacuum. The Break-Up of Afghanistan? However, the Taliban is unlikely to win much support outside of the powerful Pashtun tribes. Although they make up a majority of the nation, they are concentrated in the south and east. Among the other key minorities, such as Tajiks and Uzbeks, who control the north they have no chance of making new inroads. They will fight the Taliban and fight hard, but their loyalty to the NATO and US forces is tenuous to say the least. The Northern Alliance originally liberated Kabul from the Taliban without Allied ground support. The Northern Alliance are fierce fighters, veterans of the war of liberation against the Soviets and the Afghanistan civil war. Mobilized they count for a much stronger adversary than the NATO and US forces. It is possible that, while they won’t fight for the current government or coalition forces, they will certainly resist any new Taliban rule. They may decide to withdraw to their areas in the north and west of the country. This would leave the Allied forces with few social reserves, excepting a frightened and unstable urban population in Kabul, much like what happened to the Soviets. Squeezed by facing fierce fighting in Helmund and other provinces, and, at the same time, harried by a complementary tactic of Al Qaeda-style urban terrorism in Kabul, sooner or later, a “Saigon-style” evacuation of US and Allied forces could be on the cards. The net result could be the break-up and partition of Afghanistan into a northern and western area and a southern and eastern area, which would include the two key cities of Kandahar and, the capital Kabul. « Pastunistan?» The Taliban themselves, however may decide not to take on the Northern Alliance and fighting may concentrate on creating a border between the two areas, about which the two sides may reach an agreement regardless of US and Allied plans or preferences. The Taliban may claim the name Afghanistan or might opt for “Pashtunistan” – a long-standing, though intermittent demand of the Pashtuns, within Afghanistan and especially along the ungovernable border regions inside Pakistan. It could not be ruled out that the Taliban could be aiming to lead a break away of the Pakistani Pashtuns to form a 30 million strong greater Pashtun state, encompassing some 18 million Pakistani Pashtuns and 12 Afghan Pashtuns. Although the Pashtuns are more closely linked to tribal and clan loyalty, there exists a strong latent embryo of a Pashtun national consciousness and the idea of an independent Pashtunistan state has been raised regularly in the past with regard to the disputed territories common to Afghanistan and Pakistan. The area was cut in two by the “Durand Line”, a totally artificial border between created by British Imperialism in the 19th century. It has been a question bedevilling relations between the Afghanistan and Pakistan throughout their history, and with India before Partition. It has been an untreated, festering wound which has lead to sporadic wars and border clashes between the two countries and occasional upsurges in movements for Pashtun independence. In fact, is this what lies behind the current policy of appeasement President Musharraf of Pakistan towards the Pashtun tribes in along the Frontiers and his armistice with North Waziristan last year? Is he attempting to avoid further alienating Pashtun tribes there and head–off a potential separatist movement in Pakistan, which could develop from the Taliban’s offensive across the border in Afghanistan? Trying to subdue the frontier lands has proven costly and unpopular for Musharraf. In effect, he faces exactly the same problems as the US and Allies in Afghanistan or Iraq. Indeed, fighting Pashtun tribes has cost him double the number of troops as the US has lost in Iraq. Evidently, he could not win and has settled instead for an attempted political solution. When he agreed the policy of appeasement and virtual self-rule for North Waziristan last year, President Musharraf stated clearly that he is acting first and foremost to protect the interests of Pakistan. While there was outrageous in Kabul, his deal with the Pashtuns is essentially an effort to firewall his country against civil war and disintegration. In his own words, what he fears most is, the « Talibanistation » of the whole Pashtun people, which he warns could inflame the already fierce fundamentalist and other separatist movement across his entire country. He does not want to open the door for any backdraft from the Afghan war to engulf Pakistan. Musharraf faces the nationalist struggle in Kashmir, an insurgency in Balochistan, unrest in the Sindh, and growing terrorist bombings in the main cities. 
[CONTINUED]
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There is also a large Shiite population and clashes between Sunnis and Shias are regular. Moreover, fundamentalist support in his own Armed Forces and Intelligence Services is extremely strong. So much so that analyst consider it likely that the Army and Secret Service is protecting, not only top Taliban leaders, but Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda central leadership thought to be entrenched in the same Pakistani borderlands. For the same reasons, he has not captured or killed Bin Laden and the Al Qaeda leadership. Returning from the frontier provinces with Bin Laden’s severed head would be a trophy that would cost him his own head in Pakistan. At best he takes the occasional risk of giving a nod and a wink to a US incursion, but even then at the peril of the chagrin of the people and his own military and secret service. The Break-Up of Pakistan? Musharraf probably hopes that by giving de facto autonomy to the Taliban and Pashtun leaders now with a virtual free hand for cross border operations into Afghanistan, he will undercut any future upsurge in support for a break-away independent Pashtunistan state or a “Peoples’ War” of the Pashtun populace as a whole, as he himself described it. However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well. Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état. Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations. The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.  Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out.  Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a "Pandora's box" for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda.  Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.  What is at stake in "the half-forgotten war" in Afghanistan is far greater than that in Iraq. But America's capacities for controlling the situation are extremely restricted. Might it be, in the end, they are also forced to accept President Musharraf's unspoken slogan of «Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!

Instability Module

War in Central Asia is the most probably scenario for extinction

Blank 2k (Stephen J. Blank, Expert on the Soviet Bloc for the Strategic Studies Institute, 2000, “American Grand Strategy and the Transcaspian Region”, World Affairs. 9-22))

Thus many structural conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict where third parties intervene now exist in the Transcaucasus and Central Asia. The outbreak of violence by disaffected Islamic elements, the drug trade, the Chechen wars, and the unresolved ethnopolitical conflicts that dot the region, not to mention the undemocratic and unbalanced distribution of income across corrupt governments, provide plenty of tinder for future fires. Many Third World conflicts generated by local structural factors also have great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often feel obliged to rescue their proxies and proteges. One or another big power may fail to grasp the stakes for the other side since interests here are not as clear as in Europe. Hence commitments involving the use of nuclear weapons or perhaps even conventional war to prevent defeat of a client are not well established or clear as in Europe. For instance, in 1993 Turkish noises about intervening on behalf of Azerbaijan induced Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in that case. Precisely because Turkey is a NATO ally but probably could not prevail in a long war against Russia, or if it could, would conceivably trigger a potential nuclear blow (not a small possibility given the erratic nature of Russia's declared nuclear strategies), the danger of major war is higher here than almost everywhere else in the CIS or the "arc of crisis" from the Balkans to China. As Richard Betts has observed, The greatest danger lies in areas where (1) the potential for serious instability is high; (2) both superpowers perceive vital interests; (3) neither recognizes that the other's perceived interest or commitment is as great as its own; (4) both have the capability to inject conventional forces; and (5) neither has willing proxies capable of settling the situation.(77)

Middle East instability leads to nuclear war

Steinbach 2 [John Steinbach, nuclear specialist, Secretary of the Hiroshima-Nagasaki Peace Committee of the National Capitol Area, 2002, Centre for Research on Globalisation, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat to Peace,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html]
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)
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Indopak conflict leads to extinction

Fai 1 (Dr. Ghulam Nabi, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, “India Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir,” 7/8, Washington Times, http://www.pakistanlink.com/Letters/2001/July/13/05.html)
The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The Director of Central Intelligence, the Department of Defense, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention.

A Russia-China military alliance spurred by military presence ends in nuclear extinction

Roberts 07  Senior Research Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, William E. Simon Chairin Political Economy, Center for Strategic and International Studies (Paul Craig“US Hegemony Spawns Russian-Chinese Military Alliance,”http://www.lewrockwell.com/roberts/roberts218.html)
This week the Russian and Chinese militaries are conducting a joint military exercise involving large numbers of troops and combat vehicles. The former Soviet Republics of Tajikistan, Kyrgkyzstan, and Kazakstan are participating. Other countries appear ready to join the military alliance.  This new potent military alliance is a real world response to neoconservative delusions about US hegemony. Neocons believe that the US is supreme in the world and can dictate its course. The neoconservative idiots have actually written papers, read by Russians and Chinese, about why the US must use its military superiority to assert hegemony over Russia and China.  Cynics believe that the neocons are just shills, like Bush and Cheney, for the military-security complex and are paid to restart the cold war for the sake of the profits of the armaments industry. But the fact is that the neocons actually believe their delusions about American hegemony.  Russia and China have now witnessed enough of the Bush administration’s unprovoked aggression in the world to take neocon intentions seriously. As the US has proven that it cannot occupy the Iraqi city of Baghdad despite 5 years of efforts, it most certainly cannot occupy Russia or China. That means the conflict toward which the neocons are driving will be a nuclear conflict.  In an attempt to gain the advantage in a nuclear conflict, the neocons are positioning US anti-ballistic missiles on Soviet borders in Poland and the Czech Republic. This is an idiotic provocation as the Russians can eliminate anti-ballistic missiles with cruise missiles. Neocons are people who desire war, but know nothing about it. Thus, the US failures in Iraq and Afghanistan.  Reagan and Gorbachev ended the cold war. However, US administrations after Reagan’s have broken the agreements and understandings. The US gratuitously brought NATO and anti-ballistic missiles to Russia’s borders. The Bush regime has initiated a propaganda war against the Russian government of V. Putin.  These are gratuitous acts of aggression. Both the Russian and Chinese governments are trying to devote resources to their economic development, not to their militaries. Yet, both are being forced by America’s aggressive posture to revamp their militaries. Americans need to understand what the neocon Bush regime cannot: a nuclear exchange between the US, Russia, and China would establish the hegemony of the cockroach.  In a mere 6.5 years the Bush regime has destroyed the world’s good will toward the US. Today, America’s influence in the world is limited to its payments of tens of millions of dollars to bribed heads of foreign governments, such as Egypt’s and Pakistan’s. The Bush regime even thinks that as it has bought and paid for Musharraf, he will stand aside and permit Bush to make air strikes inside Pakistan. Is Bush blind to the danger that he will cause an Islamic revolution within Pakistan that will depose the US puppet and present the Middle East with an Islamic state armed with nuclear weapons?  Considering the instabilities and dangers that abound, the aggressive posture of the Bush regime goes far beyond recklessness. The Bush regime is the most irresponsibly aggressive regime the world has seen since Hitler’s. 
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Extended US presence in Afghanistan leads to US Russia war
Cullison and Dreazen 9 (Alan Cullison And Yochi J. Dreazen, Staff Writers for The Wall Street Journal, February 5, 2009, “Moscow Moves to Counter U.S. Power in Central Asia”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123378027003448977.html | Suo)

MOSCOW -- Russia is reasserting its role in Central Asia with a Kremlin push to eject the U.S. from a vital air base and a Moscow-led pact to form an international military force to rival NATO -- two moves that potentially complicate the new U.S. war strategy in Afghanistan. On Wednesday, Russia announced a financial rescue fund for a group of ex-Soviet allies and won their agreement to form a military rapid reaction force in the region that it said would match North Atlantic Treaty Organization standards. That came a day after Kyrgyzstan announced, at Russian urging, that it planned to evict the U.S. from the base it has used to ferry large numbers of American troops into Afghanistan. Russia said the base may house part of the planned new force instead. The steps mark Russia's most aggressive push yet to counter a U.S. military presence in the region that it has long resented. They pose a challenge for the administration of President Barack Obama, which sees Afghanistan as its top foreign-policy priority and is preparing to double the size of the American military presence there. The developments also underscore the difficulties for Mr. Obama as he seeks to build a closer relationship with Moscow. Russia is signaling that it will be a tough defender of its interests, especially in its traditional backyard of the former Soviet Union. Though its huge cash reserves are rapidly draining because of falling oil prices, the greater needs of its poorer neighbors are still giving it an opening. "Russia would like to reassert itself in the region, and it is using the financial crisis as an opportunity," said Nikolai Zlobin, senior fellow at the World Security Institute, a Washington think tank.
US/Russia war would lead to extinction

Helfand and Pastore 9 [Ira Helfand, M.D., and John O. Pastore, M.D., are past presidents of Physicians for Social Responsibility. March 31, 2009, “U.S.-Russia nuclear war still a threat”, http://www.projo.com/opinion/contributors/content/CT_pastoreline_03-31-09_EODSCAO_v15.bbdf23.html]
President Obama and Russian President Dimitri Medvedev are scheduled to Wednesday in London during the G-20 summit. They must not let the current economic crisis keep them from focusing on one of the greatest threats confronting humanity: the danger of nuclear war.  Since the end of the Cold War, many have acted as though the danger of nuclear war has ended. It has not. There remain in the world more than 20,000 nuclear weapons. Alarmingly, more than 2,000 of these weapons in the U.S. and Russian arsenals remain on ready-alert status, commonly known as hair-trigger alert. They can be fired within five minutes and reach targets in the other country 30 minutes later.  Just one of these weapons can destroy a city. A war involving a substantial number would cause devastation on a scale unprecedented in human history. A study conducted by Physicians for Social Responsibility in 2002 showed that if only 500 of the Russian weapons on high alert exploded over our cities, 100 million Americans would die in the first 30 minutes.  An attack of this magnitude also would destroy the entire economic, communications and transportation infrastructure on which we all depend. Those who survived the initial attack would inhabit a nightmare landscape with huge swaths of the country blanketed with radioactive fallout and epidemic diseases rampant. They would have no food, no fuel, no electricity, no medicine, and certainly no organized health care. In the following months it is likely the vast majority of the U.S. population would die.  Recent studies by the eminent climatologists Toon and Robock have shown that such a war would have a huge and immediate impact on climate world wide. If all of the warheads in the U.S. and Russian strategic arsenals were drawn into the conflict, the firestorms they caused would loft 180 million tons of soot and debris into the upper atmosphere — blotting out the sun. Temperatures across the globe would fall an average of 18 degrees Fahrenheit to levels not seen on earth since the depth of the last ice age, 18,000 years ago. Agriculture would stop, eco-systems would collapse, and many species, including perhaps our own, would become extinct.  It is common to discuss nuclear war as a low-probabillity event. But is this true? We know of five occcasions during the last 30 years when either the U.S. or Russia believed it was under attack and prepared a counter-attack. The most recent of these near misses occurred after the end of the Cold War on Jan. 25, 1995, when the Russians mistook a U.S. weather rocket launched from Norway for a possible attack.  Jan. 25, 1995, was an ordinary day with no major crisis involving the U.S. and Russia. But, unknown to almost every inhabitant on the planet, a misunderstanding led to the potential for a nuclear war. The ready alert status of nuclear weapons that existed  in 1995 remains in place today.  
Aff – Iraq Withdrawal key to Afghan Stability

Drawing down from Iraq on time is crucial to the Afghanistan effort – staying in Iraq strains Afghan strategy and resources

Katulis 10 – Senior Fellow at American Progress, where his work focuses on U.S (Brian, April 12 10, “Navigating Tricky Timelines in Iraq,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/04/tricky_timelines.html |JC), 
That’s why it is wise for the Obama administration to continue to move forward as planned with the troop withdrawal schedule, barring an unforeseen strategic complication such as a conventional military invasion from one of Iraq’s neighbors, which seems less likely, or an event such as an internal military coup, which has higher odds than a regional war. Iraq’s next government may ultimately seek to modify the timeline set out in the security agreement to have all U.S. troops out of Iraq by the end of 2011, and the Obama administration should consider such a request—if it comes—in the context of the full range of global security challenges America faces. Not moving forward with the planned troop drawdown because of protracted political negotiations in Baghdad makes little strategic sense for broader U.S. national security. A delay in drawing down troops from Iraq puts more strain on a U.S. military working hard to implement a troop increase in Afghanistan. The United States should carefully monitor the situation inside Iraq as it continues the troop withdrawal outlined by the Bush administration, but it would be unwise to look for excuses to stay longer than Iraqis want.
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Plan leads to Guam relocation – it is contingent upon resolution of the Futenma issue

Kan and Niksch 10 (Shirley A. Kan, Specialist in Asian Security Affairs, Larry A. Niksch, Specialist in Asian Affairs, January 19, 2010, “Guam: U.S. Defense Deployments”, Congressional Research Service, Lexis |JC)
In May 2006, the United States and Japan signed a detailed "roadmap" agreement to broaden military cooperation, mostly dealing with changes and additions to U.S. forces in Japan. It provides for the relocation of the headquarters of the III Marine Expeditionary Force and 8,000 U.S. marines from Okinawa to Guam by 2014. Approximately 7,000 marines will remain on Okinawa. The cost of the relocation is estimated at S 10.27 billion. Of this amount, Japan pledged to contribute S6.09 billion, including direct financing of facilities and infrastructure on Guam. Visiting South Korea in June 2008, Defense Secretary Robert Gates announced that U.S. troops there would remain at about 28,000, instead of carrying out the plan of 2004 to restructure U.S. forces by reducing troop strength from 37,000 to 25,000 by September 2008. U.S. officials indicated that further withdrawals of Army forces would be possible, primarily to support the requirements of the Army and Marine Corps in the active theaters of Iraq and Afghanistan. The U.S. Air Force planned to relocate expeditionary combat support units from South Korea and Japan to consolidate them on Guam. On February 5, 2009, Admiral Timothy Keating, Commander of the Pacific Command (PACOM) told Reuters that the transfer of 8,000 marines to Guam might be delayed and cost more, but observers questioned his authority for the statement. Indeed, PACOM clarified the next day that the goals remain to start the related construction by 2010 and to complete relocation by 2014. Soon after, on February 17, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton visited Tokyo and signed the bilateral "Agreement Between the Government of the United States of America and the Government of Japan Concerning the Implementation of the Relocation of the III Marine Expeditionary Force Personnel and Their Dependents From Okinawa to Guam" that reaffirmed the "Roadmap" of May 1, 2006. The two governments agreed that of the estimated SI 0.27 billion cost of the facilities and infrastructure development for the relocation, Japan would provide S6.09 billion, including up to S2.8 billion in direct cash contributions (in FY2008 dollars). The United States committed to fund S3.18 billion plus about S1 billion for a road. Under the agreement, about 8,000 personnel from the III Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) and about 9,000 of their dependents would relocate from Okinawa to Guam by 2014. In addition to Japan's financial contribution, the relocation to Guam would be dependent upon Japan's progress toward completion of the Futenma Replacement Facility (FRF). In the "Roadmap," the United States and Japan agreed to replace the Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Futenma with the FRF constructed using landfill and located in another, less populated area of Okinawa (at Camp Schwab). The FRF would be part of an interconnected package that includes relocation to the FRF, return of MCAS Futenma, transfer of III MEF personnel to Guam, and consolidation of facilities and return of land on Okinawa. In April 2009, the lower house of Japan's parliament, the Diet, voted to approve the bilateral agreement, and the Diet ratified it on May 13, 2009. The next day, the Department of State welcomed the Diet's ratification of the agreement and reiterated the U.S. commitment to the completion of the relocation of 8,000 marines to Guam from Okinawa, host to about 25,000 U.S. military personnel and their dependents. However, on September 16, 2009, Yukio Hatoyama of the Democratic Party of Japan became Prime Minister, and this political change raised questions about whether Japan would seek to renegotiate the agreement even before discussions about its implementation. Hatoyama had called for the Futenma air station to be relocated outside of Okinawa, with concerns about the impact on the local people and environment. Visiting Tokyo on September 18, Assistant Secretary of State Kurt Campbell stressed that it is important to stay the course. In Tokyo on October 21, Defense Secretary Robert Gates stressed to Japan's Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa the importance of implementing the agreement by "moving forward expeditiously on the roadmap as agreed." Gates said at a news conference that "without the [FRF], there will be no relocation to Guam. And without relocation to Guam, there will be no consolidation of forces and return of land in Okinawa." But by the time of President Obama's visit on November 13, 2009, the two leaders could only announce a "working group" to discuss differences. The U.S. side agreed to discuss the agreement's "implementation," but Japan sought to "review" the agreement. The working group met without resolution on November 17 and December 4. Still, Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa said on December 8 that Japan would earmark about USS535 million in the 2010 budget for the transfer of U.S. marines to Guam. At a meeting in Honolulu on January 12, 2010, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton stressed moving on the implementation of the agreement but also acknowledged that the alliance has lots of other business to conduct. She expressed an expectation of a decision on the FRF by May, after Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada conveyed Hatoyama's promise to make a decision by that time. Visiting Tokyo on January 15, Senator Daniel Inouye said Hatoyama reiterated this promise to decide by May.
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Guam redeployment destroys US power projection in Asia

Klingner 09 – Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia at The Heritage Foundation's Asian Studies Center (Bruce, 12 16, “U.S. Should Stay Firm on Implementation of Okinawa Force Realignment”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/12/US-Should-Stay-Firm-on-Implementation-of-Okinawa-Force-Realignment |JC )
Redeploying to Guam Would Weaken Alliance Capabilities Okinawa's strategic location contributes to potent U.S. deterrent and power projection capabilities as well as enabling rapid and flexible contingency response, including to natural disasters in Asia. Marine ground units on Okinawa can utilize Futenma airlift to deploy quickly to amphibious assault and landing ships stationed at the nearby U.S. Naval Base at Sasebo, Nagasaki Prefecture. Okinawa has four long runways: two at Kadena Air Base, one at Futenma, and one at Naha civilian airfield. The Futenma runway would likely be eliminated after return to Okinawa control to enable further civilian urban expansion. The planned FRF would compensate by building two new (albeit shorter) runways at Camp Schwab. However, if the Futenma unit redeployed to Guam instead, no new runway on Okinawa would be built. Japan would have thus lost a strategic national security asset, which includes the capability to augment U.S. or Japanese forces during a crisis in the region. Not having runways at Futenma or Schwab would be like sinking one's own aircraft carrier, putting further strain on the two runways at Kadena. Redeploying U.S. forces from Japan and Okinawa to Guam would reduce alliance deterrent and combat capabilities. Guam is 1,400 miles, a three-hour flight, and multiple refueling operations farther from potential conflict zones. Furthermore, moving fixed-wing aircraft to Guam would drastically reduce the number of combat aircraft sorties that U.S. forces could conduct during crises with North Korea or China, while exponentially increasing refueling and logistic requirements.
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US leadership prevents multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict – prefer it to all other alternatives

Kagan 7 (Robert 7, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10)
Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying — its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War I and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War II would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War II, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, 
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as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance.   This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.

2NC Link Wall

1. Extend the Kan and Niksch 10 evidence – it indicates that redeployment to Guam is solely based on the withdrawal from Futenma and other airbases in Japan – that withdrawal gives the US an impetus to redeploy its troops to Guam

2. The US is shifting to basing onto sovereign soil – Guam is the only option for Southeast Asia basing

Yoshida 10 – Writer for the Global Realm (Kensei, July 14, “Okinawa and Guam: In the Shadow of U.S. and Japanese “Global Defense Posture”, http://theglobalrealm.com/2010/07/14/okinawa-and-guam-in-the-shadow-of-u-s-and-japanese-%E2%80%9Cglobal-defense-posture%E2%80%9D/ |JC)

To meet the “pressing need to reduce friction on Okinawa,” the U.S. consulted allies such as Korea, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and Australia, but they were all “unwilling to allow permanent basing of U.S. forces on their soil.” “The military’s goal,” the Draft EIS continued, “is to locate forces where those forces are wanted and welcomed by the host country. Because these countries within the region have indicated their unwillingness and inability to host more U.S. forces on their lands, the U.S. military has shifted its focus to basing on U.S. sovereign soil.” Guam was “the only location for the realignment of forces” that met “all criteria”—freedom of action, response times to potential areas of conflict and U.S. security interests in the Asia-Pacific region.” It was also considered “ideally” located. Says the Joint Guam Program Office in “Why Guam – guambuildupeis.us”: “Guam is a key piece of the strategic alignment in the Pacific and is ideally suited to support stability in the region. It is positioned to defend other U.S. territories, the homeland, and economic and political interests in the Pacific region.” Accordingly, the United States, or the Pentagon, decided to “relocate approximately 8,600 Marines and their 9,000 dependents from Okinawa to Guam,” consisting of the following four “military elements.” [9] Command element, III Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF), known as Marine Corps’ forward-deployed Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF). The element will involve Headquarters and supporting organizations (Estimated personnel: 3,046); Ground combat element (GCE), 3rd Marine Division units, which will provide infantry, armor, artillery, reconnaissance, anti-tank and other combat arms (Estimated personnel: 1,100); Air combat element (ACE), 1st Aircraft Wing and subsidiary units, which operates from sea- and shore-based facilities to support MAGTF’s expeditionary operations (Estimated personnel: 1,856); Logistics combat element (LCE), 3rd Marine Logistics Group (MLG), which will provide communications, engineering support, motor transport, medical, supply, maintenance, air delivery, and landing support (Estimated personnel: 2,550). To these will be added transient forces– an infantry battalion (800 people), an artillery battery (150 people), an aviation unit (250 people) and other (800 people) – bringing the total number of Marines in Guam to more than 10,000 personnel.
3. Withdrawal means we redeploy to Guam

RIVERA 2 – Colonel (JERRY, April 9, “Guam USA: America's Forward Fortress in Asia-Pacific”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf |JC)

JUSTIFICATION FOR FORWARD MILITARY PRESENCE VIA GUAM President Franklin D. Roosevelt once said: "We have learned.. .that we cannot live alone at peace. We have learned that our own well being is dependent on the well being of other nations far away. We have learned to be citizens of the world, members of the human community.', As we enter the 2 1 st century, FDR's words still ring true even today. At this period of rapid globalization, events on the other side of the world can affect our safety and prosperity at home. Therefore, we must know what events have occurred, are occurring, or potentially will happen in the future within the Asia-Pacific region if the U.S. is going to deal with them in a manner that will produce the end result of regional stability and thus, the wellbeing so necessary for the security of the United States on the other side of the globe. There is evidence of a new focus on the Asia-Pacific region by the Department of Defense. There are plans to move weapons and other warfighting equipment from Europe to Asia. Army Secretary Thomas White left open the possibility the Army may expand or reconfigure its presence in the Asia-Pacific region. It is interesting to note that Secretary White was asked by reporters whether the Army is considering basing troops on Guam. Although he was noncommittal, he mentioned that all services are looking for opportunities for forward basing in the Pacific Rim. The Army has 29,000 soldiers based permanently in Japan and South Korea and if the U.S. puts more troops, weapons and equipment in the region, it would "cause consternation among allies and others. This seems to support the concept of relocating troops from Korea and Japan to Guam-if required by future circumstances.

Impact 2NC
1. Guam basing destroys our ability to power project – withdrawal from Japan is like sinking ones own aircraft carrier – basing on Japan allows for rapid amphibious responses to crisis while also maintaining a credible deterrent effect on China – Guam is too far away to be recognized as a threat to China.

2. Redeployment to Guam destroys our ability to respond to Asian threats – travel distance

Klingner 09 – Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia at The Heritage Foundation's Asian Studies Center (Bruce, 12 16, “U.S. Should Stay Firm on Implementation of Okinawa Force Realignment”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/12/US-Should-Stay-Firm-on-Implementation-of-Okinawa-Force-Realignment |JC )
The rapid crisis response capabilities provided by the presence of the Marine Corps forces constitute a critical alliance capability.... [S]ustaining those capabilities, which consist of air, ground, logistics and command elements, remains dependent upon the interaction of those elements in regular training, exercises and operations. [Therefore,] the FRF must be located within Okinawa...near the other elements with which they operate on a regular basis. --U.S.-Japan Joint Statement[18] The Marine Corps trains, deploys, and fights in combined-arms units under the doctrine of Marine Air Ground Task Force. This method of operation requires co-location, interaction, and training of integrated Marine Corps air, ground, logistics, and command elements. The 3rd Marine Division ground component located on Okinawa relies on the 1st Marine Air Wing at Futenma to conduct operations and training outside Okinawa. Marine Corps rapid reaction is a core capability of the U.S.-Japan alliance. Marine transport helicopters on Okinawa can self-deploy to Southeast Asia for theater security operations by island-hopping. This is not possible from Guam because some helicopters would need to be transported by ship, which is a three-day transit. The DPJ advocacy for removing Marine helicopter units from Okinawa is analogous to a town demanding the removal of a police or fire station, but still expecting the same level of protection, which is impossible given the tyranny of distance.

3. Increased military presence makes Guam a target for terrorists, North Korea, and China while being too far from Asia to respond to conflict

Kan and Niksch 10 (Shirley A. Kan, Specialist in Asian Security Affairs, Larry A. Niksch, Specialist in Asian Affairs, January 19, 2010, “Guam: U.S. Defense Deployments”, Congressional Research Service, Lexis |JC)

As U.S. forces relocate to Guam, the state of its infrastructure has been of concern to some policymakers. Also, Guam’s political leaders have expressed concerns about the impact of additional deployments on its infrastructure, including utilities, roads, and water supplies. Guam’s location in the Western Pacific also requires construction of protection for U.S. forces and assets against typhoons. In the fall of 2006, PACOM officials briefed Guam on some aspects of an undisclosed draft plan for military expansion, the Integrated Military Development Plan, with possible military projects worth a total of about $15 billion.11 In addition, Guam’s remoteness and conditions raise more questions about hosting military families, training with other units in Hawaii or the west coast, and costs for extended logistical support. Addressing another concern, a former commander of Marine Forces Pacific urged in 2007 that Guam’s buildup include more than infrastructure to develop also human capital, communities, and the environment.12 In 2009, Wallace Gregson became Assistant Secretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific Security Affairs. Guam’s higher military profile could increase its potential as an American target for terrorists and adversaries during a possible conflict. China has a variety of ballistic missiles that could target Guam. In addition, in 2008 North Korea started to deploy its intermediate range ballistic missile (Taepodong-X) with a range of about 1,860 miles that could reach Guam, according to South Korea’s 2008 Defense White Paper.13 Any such vulnerabilities could raise Guam’s requirements for both counterterrorism and missile defense measures. Moreover, some say that Guam is still too distant from flash points in the Asia and advocate closer cooperation with countries such as Singapore, Australia, the Philippines, and Japan.14

Impact 2NC
4. Marines in Okinawa are key to deter China – redeployment creates a naval power vacuum

Onojo 10 – Writer for Today (Japan, February 22, “Kitazawa rejects idea of transferring all Okinawa Marines to Guam”, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/kitazawa-rejects-idea-of-transferring-all-okinawa-marines-to-guam |JC)

Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa expressed his opposition Sunday to the idea of transferring all U.S. Marines stationed in Okinawa to Guam, saying the forces totaling up to 18,000 on the island play a ‘‘very important role’’ in preventing conflicts in the region. Kitazawa told a political rally in the southwestern prefecture of Fukuoka that the presence of the U.S. Marines in Okinawa, located between the nation’s Kyushu region and Taiwan, has served as a deterrent against China, which has been conducting maritime surveys with submarines in the sea area. ‘‘Chinese submarines have been frequently navigating around Japanese islands in the sea area covering Kagoshima, Okinawa and Taiwan. Japan and the United States believe allowing encroachment by China into the area would endanger the peace and security of the entire Asia-Pacific region,’’ Kitazawa said. ‘‘China is trying to get rid of U.S. influence in the sea area,’’ he said. ‘‘We should never create a vacuum in the area. If all the Marines in Okinawa are transferred to Guam, we cannot defend’’ those islands. Kitazawa was apparently referring to the Social Democratic Party’s idea of transferring the U.S. Marines’ Futenma Air Station in Okinawa to the U.S. territory of Guam. Under a 2006 Japan-U.S. accord on the U.S. forces realignment, about 8,000 Marines are scheduled to move from Okinawa to Guam by 2014. The planned transfer is linked to the construction of new runways in Nago, another city in Okinawa, to take over Futenma’s heliport functions. The government led by the Democratic Party of Japan has been looking for an alternative Futenma relocation site to ease base-hosting burdens on local Okinawa residents. 
5. Guam is impossible to defend and decimates US troop mobility

Naval War College Review 8 - Professional journal covering policy matters for military, naval, and maritime services (, January 1, “Chinese evaluations of the U.S. Navy submarine force”, http://goliath.ecnext.com/coms2/gi_0199-7665973/Chinese-evaluations-of-the-U.html |JC),. ,  

As might be expected, China's naval press has watched the military buildup on Guam with great interest, particularly that of the American submarines. (13) A 2004 article in Modern Navy suggests, "The U.S. Navy has stationed three nuclear-powered Los Angeles-class attack submarines on Guam. At present, the U.S. military has considered dispatching an additional 6 nuclear submarines.... Deployment of such weapons would give the U.S. military considerable capacity to 'gain the initiative by striking first' at us from the sea." (14) The same journal a year later described the basing of nuclear-powered attack submarines (SSNs) on Guam in greater detail, observing that the United States officially reestablished Submarine Squadron 15 on Guam under Submarine Group 7 in February 2001 and deployed three nuclear-powered attack submarines there: the first and second in fall 2002 and the third in summer 2004. Moreover, as administered by Commander, Submarine Force Pacific, the submarine group "on the basis of troop deployment plans regularly dispatches 4-5 submarines under its 7th fleet jurisdiction. The duty period of these submarines is ordinarily 6 months. Each submarine can execute missions independently, or can attach to a carrier battle group." (15) The operational significance of stationing SSNs on Guam is not lost on Chinese naval analysts. One observes that "if [a submarine] sets out from Guam, especially in a Taiwan Strait crisis, it may only require 2 days or so." (16) A significant finding of the present study is that even in official journals, Chinese analysts are exploring Guam's vulnerabilities. The same author notes that Guam, in addition to conferring some advantages to the United States in a Taiwan crisis, also carries self-defense vulnerabilities having strategic implications: The U.S. military has still not established a defense system of anti-aircraft, antimissile, and other defense systems on Guam--[there exists] only a pittance of coastal patrol forces. Once there are hostilities, Guam's defense can only rely on the U.S. Navy's sea-based missile defense system and Air Force joint operations. Consequently, in wartime, Guam's defense is still a problem; also, because it is in a special position surrounded on four sides by ocean at the intersection of three major international sea lanes, it is impossible to defend effectively. If the other side's long-range ballistic missiles, submarine-launched cruise missiles, long-range bombers or maritime special forces operations units, etc., can break through Guam's peripheral warning and defense, [to] destroy or seriously damage its naval port, airfield, munitions warehouse, and communications system, [then] the entire operational system of America in the Pacific Theater can become ineffective, its sustained warfare capability can greatly fall short of requirements [and] its resolution and dynamics of military intervention would have to change. (17) Regardless of the validity of their specific claims, then, it is clear that some Chinese analysts perceive Guam to be vulnerable to offensive attacks.


Guam Says Yes

Guam says yes to redeployment
RIVERA 2 – Colonel (JERRY, April 9, “Guam USA: America's Forward Fortress in Asia-Pacific”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf |JC)

First, forward military presence can still be maintained through routine patrols of the area by U.S. Navy carrier battle groups and U.S Air Force aircraft permanently stationed in Guam, only 1500 miles away. The stationing of combat-ready U.S. Marine and possibly U.S. Army units on Guam can be readily deployed as a quickreaction force pending the arrival of augmentation forces from within PACOM or from other major commands. From Guam, the U.S. military can keep a watchful eye out for the region, should it be selected as its main hub for operations. One very important argument for building up Guam's bases is China's declared preference for U.S. power and influence to be reduced because it views our forward presence at this time to be excessive. China may try to limit U.S. military bases and access in East and Southeast Asia and to lessen U.S. ties to allies like Japan and South Korea or even a unified If we are forced to limit our access to some of our current allies through their denial of bases or forward operating locations (FOL's) for our use, then the argument for Guam's expansion is made stronger. China would be hardpressed to criticize any massive buildup in Guam due to the fact that America has a fundamental right to increase any amount of military forces on its own soil. This would be significantly different from any buildup in countries closer to China. However, the question is how to engage China as we ponder its intentions. Second, we can engage China by reducing its concerns about the immediate presence of military bases in Asian countries. Luckily, as discussed above, China has given military expansion and modernization a priority three levels below its booming economy. Perhaps, this is due to its observation that although the U.S. is in the immediate area, the U.S. has shown no imperialistic ambitions nor taken any aggressive action towards China or its neighbors. But we cannot be certain that these are China's reasons for giving a low priority to its military. It is in the best interests of the U.S. to remove any excuse for China to modernize and enlarp its military. One way to do this is to decrease our military presence in Japan and to a smaller scale, in Korea, (pending reunification) and move them to Guam. As pointed out by the RAND study, the Philippines, Northwest Australia, Malaysia, Indonesia, Singapore, Vietnam and Thailand are all within comfortable range of proposed U.S. Air Force air assets. China, Taiwan and Japan are also within effective striking distance with long range, high-speed heavy bombers, capable of delivering sizable numbers of munitions. The U.S. Navy, with its continuously moving aircraft carrier task forces can also quickly move into any area in the Asia Pacific region.



**GUAM AFF

Guam Good – Deterrence

Guam deployments mean deterrence is retained post the plan

Masaaki 3 (Professor of International Relations at the Ryukyus University, Sheffield Center for Japanese Studies, p (Gabe, “Japan and Okinawa: Structure and Subjectivity”, |JC). 65)
The most effective solution to the Okinawa 'base problem' would be to withdraw the US marines from the island, though perhaps not the other troops and personnel. The marines make up 63 per cent of the troops and utilize 75 per cent of the area of the bases. The mission of the marines on Okinawa is part of US forward-deployment strategy to meet aggression far from the US homeland. They are not trained to play a role in the defence of Japan. Because many of the crimes committed by US service personnel and injury from exercises have been linked to the marines, their withdrawal would be the most effective way to create a feeling among the residents that the situation has significantly improved. Advances in what has been called the revolution in military affairs have included matters ranging from the use of military reconnaissance satellites to the ability to move a unit of troops, lightly equipped, from the continental US to far-flung sites, speedily and effectively. In this regard, strategies have also been developed to hone the ability to develop military operations offshore in any region where conflicts are anticipated so that supplies of missiles, firepower, ammunition, fuel and water can be readily secured. Thus, even if the marines have to be reassigned east of Guam, the use of new strategies for combat troops makes it possible to move military personnel into an area of conflict whenever signs of trouble appear. In this regard, the US-Japan negotiations over the removal of nuclear weapons during the Okinawa reversion provide a good reference point. The US military insisted to the very end that nuclear weapons had to be stored on the island of Okinawa or US and Japanese national security would be threatened. However, the nuclear weapons stored in Okinawa were becoming outdated and, ultimately, President Richard Nixon made a political decision to remove them in the hopes of improving US-Japan relations.

Guam military infrastructure can sustain redeployment while increasing US power projection and deterrence 

Yoshida 10 – Writer for the Global Realm (Kensei, July 14, “Okinawa and Guam: In the Shadow of U.S. and Japanese “Global Defense Posture”, http://theglobalrealm.com/2010/07/14/okinawa-and-guam-in-the-shadow-of-u-s-and-japanese-%E2%80%9Cglobal-defense-posture%E2%80%9D/ |JC)

Prime Minister Koizumi Junichiro recalled in June 2005 that his government had tried to convince the other prefectures to accept a replacement facility. Every one of them agreed with the necessity of reducing Okinawa’s burden, he said, but none wanted a U.S. base to be relocated to its backyard and therefore, he said, he had no choice but to settle on Okinawa for the sea-based facility. The deadline is long past, but no light is seen at the end of the tunnel. Why? The sea-based facility concept soon gave way to a landfill plan and the “roadmap” introduced the idea of Marine relocation of from Okinawa to Guam. The Futenma Replacement Facility would be constructed with v-shaped runways across the tip of the Henoko Peninsula and in the adjacent sea next to Camp Schwab, an ammunition storage area and a deep-water bay where nuclear submarines and aircraft carriers could be based. The neighborhoods around the MCAS Futenma, located in the middle of a residential area with schools, hospitals, shops and restaurants, have long suffered the disturbance of low-flying helicopter noise and accident danger. In August 2004, an MCAS-based cargo helicopter crashed into the wall of the administration building of a university some 300 meters away from the fence line. It injured no Okinawan but damaged some houses and cars. Many people were shocked and angered not only by the crash but also by the colonial status of their island when U.S. forces cordoned off the off-base site of the crash from local police, government officials and university administrators, and removed the remains of the burned helicopter without permission. The Japanese government did not protest the U.S. invasion into the off-base civilian district and paid compensation for the damage. Futenma citizens and many other Okinawans reinforced their demand that the dangerous Marine Corps base be closed and removed immediately. Japan was made responsible for conducting a pre-construction environmental assessment of the replacement site (known as a habitat of dugong, an endangered species protected under Japanese and U.S. law), land-filling the waters around the peninsula, building the new facility at its cost by 2014, and then handing it rent-free to the United States for use by the Marine Corps. 
[CONTINUED]

Guam Good – Deterrence
[CONTINUED]

The Guam relocation was conditional on “1) tangible progress toward completion of the FRF, and 2) Japan’s financial contributions to fund development of required facilities and infrastructure on Guam.” But local fishermen and other Henoko villagers, environmentalists, and peace activists, supported by many Okinawans outside Henoko and Japanese mainlanders, so fiercely and persistently opposed the intrusion of a new U.S. military base on the island, one-fifth of which is already occupied by U.S. forces, that the Japanese government has not been able to even start the construction 14 years after the 
SACO agreement and four years after the roadmap agreement. In April 2009, the Marine realignment to Guam became an 
international agreement (Agreement Between the Government of the U.S. and the Government of Japan Concerning the Implementation of the Relocation of the III Marine Expeditionary Force Personnel and Their Dependents from Okinawa to Guam) when it was approved in the Lower House of the Diet by the Liberal Democratic Party and the Clean Government Party, although it was rejected in the Upper House where the Democratic Party and the Social Democratic Party held a majority. The September, 2009 general election further complicated the issue. The Democratic Party, which had campaigned on a platform calling for “equal partnership” with the United States and a review of the Status of Forces Agreement and the contentious U.S. force realignment in Japan, came into power by a landslide victory over the Liberal Democratic Party which had governed Japan for the past half century almost without interruption. Before and after being sworn in as prime minister, party leader Hatoyama Yukio vowed to fight to move the Marine Corps air station out of Okinawa. A month later, U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates visited Tokyo and disputed Hatoyama’s campaign pledge, demanding the new Tokyo government to abide by the 2006 roadmap agreement in view of the vital importance of the Japan-U.S. alliance. Without the relocation of the MCAS by the deadline, he said, there would be no relocation of Marines from Okinawa to Guam and no return of facilities south of Kadena, and that he could not guarantee congressional approval of U.S. funding for the Marine relocation. He was contradicting himself. Gates had visited Guam in May 2008 to look at construction already started in preparation for the Marine relocation from Okinawa and called the military buildup on the island “one of the largest movements of military assets in decades,” which he said would “continue the historic mission of the United States military presence on Guam: serve as the nation’s first line of defense and maintain a robust military presence in a critical part of the world.” [5] “That’s especially critical now,” he added, “in light of the diffuse nature of the threats and challenges facing our nation in the 21st century — a century that will be shaped by the opportunities presented by the developing nations of Asia.” Most Japanese media sided with the U.S. position, calling on Hatoyama to honor the 2006 roadmap agreement in adherence to the Japan-U.S. “(military) alliance” which Hatoyama himself said formed the core of Japan’s foreign policy and the bilateral relationship. In the meantime, the Marine relocation plan, now combined with U.S. Pacific Command’s “Guam Integrated Military Development Plan” has been making steady progress towards building command, training and housing facilities for the Marines and their dependents, upgrading the Andersen Air Force Base, constructing a deep-water wharf in Apra Harbor for visiting nuclear aircraft carriers and installing an Army missile defense task force. A number of projects are already underway with the money allocated by both governments, cost-sharing ratio unchanged. Actually, the military expansion in Guam preceded the 2006 realignment agreement. According to the CRS (Congressional Research Service) Report for Congress in January, 2010, “(A)s the Defense Department has faced increased tensions on the Korean peninsula and requirements to fight the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, the Pacific Command (PACOM), since 2000, has built up air and naval forces on Guam to boost U.S. deterrence and power projection in Asia.” [6] Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld, who visited Guam in November, 2003, was quoted by a U.S. diplomat in Tokyo as saying repeatedly after the trip, “What about Guam? Let’s build up Guam.” [7] The U.S. had been forced to close its naval base at Subic Bay, the Philippines, in 1992 after the Philippine Senate voted against extending the lease and, at home, Washington was about to kick off the fifth round of base realignment and closure (BRAC), or the first since the cold war ended. According to Rumsfeld, the military, having built up bases since World War Two, had 24 per cent more capacity than it needed.

Guam Good – Deterrence

Guam relocation satisfies our allies while still pertaining a deterrent effect in the Pacific Theatre

RIVERA 2 – Colonel (JERRY, April 9, “Guam USA: America's Forward Fortress in Asia-Pacific”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf |JC)
3. Deterring threats and coercion against U.S. interests---The military must have a range of options to discourage aggression or coercion. U.S. forces can discourage future threats through a forward deterrence in critical areas of Asia-Pacific. This will require the continuous upgrading of forward deployed and stationed forces along with global intelligence, strike and information assets with a minimum of reinforcement from cWtside the theater. These will include the strategic basing of our military forces to enable them to quickly respond in time to crises, non-nuclear forces with the ability to strike with precision at fixed and mobile targets in the AOR, passive defenses, and "rapidly deployable and sustainable" forces that can decisively defeat any aggressor. The question is how far forward the military should be. Without question, routine patrols to ensure freedom of navigation of both sea and air are mandatory. In the meantime, the presence of U.S. troops in both Japan and Korea is satisfactory although it is causing some adverse reactions. But should the two Koreas unite and Japan takes full responsibility for its defense, we may find ourselves out of these two countries. That is why it is so important to start the planning process now in anticipation of the unknown. However, there is a possible solution: make a strategic move to a permanent location where the U.S. has full legal rights to expand its personnel, weaponry, logistics, equipment, and base infrastructure. At the same time, it must be at a location far enough away to remove any justification or excuse for a potential competitor to speed up expansion and modernization of their military yet close enough to our allies and friends to demonstrate our commitment to them to remain in the region. It is apparent that our allies' objection to increasing military personnel in both Japan and Korea or in another country in the region is based on appeasing China. The obvious location then is Guam and if needed, her sister islands in the Northern Marianas.

Solves deterrence 

RIVERA 2 – Colonel (JERRY, April 9, “Guam USA: America's Forward Fortress in Asia-Pacific”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf |JC)

Both the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) Report of 2001 and a RAND study support military expansion of the U.S. Navy, Air Force, Marines, and possibly the U.S. Army on Guam as well as the development of bases.. The QDR mentions the increase of aircraft carrier battle group presence in the Western Pacific and options for home porting cruise missile submarines and surface combatant ships. The RAND study recommended the buildup of Guam as a major hub of power projection throughout Asia with sufficient stockpiles of ammunition, spare parts, equipment and other logistics to support the rapid deployment of U.S. Air Force assets anywhere in the Asia Pacific region. The RAND study specified basing 100150 fighters, up to 50 long-range bombers, and an unspecified number of C-130 aircraft for permanent stationing at Andersen Air Force Base, Guam.31 These, combined with the firepower of aircraft carrier battle groups, should provide adequate deterrence against any aggressor in the region.

Guam Good – Guam Economy

Military buildup in Guam jumpstarts their economy

Yoshida 10 – Writer for the Global Realm (Kensei, July 14, “Okinawa and Guam: In the Shadow of U.S. and Japanese “Global Defense Posture”, http://theglobalrealm.com/2010/07/14/okinawa-and-guam-in-the-shadow-of-u-s-and-japanese-%E2%80%9Cglobal-defense-posture%E2%80%9D/ |JC)

With the island mired in a deep slump in the 1990s and the 2000s as a result of sluggish tourism and the post-cold war closure of a number of bases, Guam’s political and economic leaders had been calling on Washington to send back the military. To Governor Felix P. Camacho, with many businesses idle and workers out of jobs, the Marine relocation was a dream come true. In his “2008 State of the Island Address,” Camacho enthusiastically welcomed the Marine relocation to the island: “In a few short years, this island as we know it, will be transformed by the work we do today. The Guam Buildup, as I like to call it, has generated much excitement and confidence in the future. The accompanying investments, construction and population growth will present tremendous opportunity for new and better jobs, higher wages and an improved quality of life for the citizens of Guam. We have only one opportunity to get it right. In this upcoming period of significant growth, we must not squander this precious opportunity. Our stewardship of the resources entrusted to us will determine the inheritance we leave future generations.” The Governor repeated the message in October 2009 by stating: “We are at the beginning of a period of tremendous opportunity. The growth in jobs, income, and the long term improvement of our roads, utilities and community facilities, which the military build up will bring, is unprecedented. There has never been, in my life time, a greater opportunity to improve the quality of life for all Guamanians.”


Guam Good - Heg
Guam is comparatively better for troop deployment then Japan – sovereignty, surge capabilities, and radial response.

Kan and Niksch 7 – Specialist in National Security Policy and Specialist in Asian Affairs (Shirley and Larry, January 16, “Guam: U.S. Defense Deployments”, http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/4418.pdf |JC), 

Rationales. One rationale for the military build-up on Guam is its status as a U.S. territory. Thus, the United States is not required to negotiate with sovereign countries on force deployments or face the risks of losing bases or access. As Commander of Pacific Air Forces, General William Begert reportedly pointed out in April 2004, “Guam, first of all, is U.S. territory. I don’t need overflight rights. I don’t need landing rights. I always have permission to go to Guam. It might as well be California or New Jersey.” Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld visited Guam in November 2003 and indicated an interest in building up Guam as he considered a new round of base closings.12 In contrast, the United States had to close Subic Bay Naval Base and Clark Air Force Base in the Philippines in 1992, and countries like South Korea could restrict the use of U.S. forces based there. U.S. forces based in Guam also do not have to contend with political sensitivities over nuclear powered vessels. Morever, some countries, including allies, have raised questions about their support for U.S. forces in a possible conflict between the United States and the People’s Republic of China (PRC). For example, while in Beijing in August 2004, Australian Foreign Minister Alexander Downer reportedly expressed doubts about whether any U.S. military help for Taiwan’s defense against China would involve invoking Australia’s defense treaty with the United States.13 Another rationale is the expansion of options that Guam offers to the evolving U.S. force structure. Admiral Fallon expressed his vision for Guam as a staging area from which ships, aircraft, and troops can “surge” to the Asian theater. He stressed “flexibility,” saying “we need to have forces ready to react,” and we must have built-in flexibility” to meet emergencies (including disaster relief).14 In 2004, the Navy held “Summer Pulse 04,” its first exercise of a plan to increase readiness to “surge” operations in response to a crisis or emergency. The Navy simultaneously deployed seven carrier strike groups in five theaters around the world. In June 2006, PACOM held the “Valiant Shield” exercise that brought three aircraft carriers to waters off Guam. A third rationale is the need to counter what commanders call the “tyranny of distance.” PACOM, headquartered in Honolulu, has an area of responsibility that encompasses almost 60% of the world’s population, over 50% of the earth’s surface, the Pacific and Indian Oceans, 16 time zones, and five of seven U.S. defense treaties. U.S. forces on Guam are much closer to East Asia, where the United States has alliances with Australia, Japan, South Korea, Thailand, and the Philippines. The United States also has concerns in Asia about threats to peace and stability in the Korean peninsula, East China Sea, South China Sea, and Taiwan Strait; terrorist threats in Southeast Asia; humanitarian crises; and security for sea lines of communication (SLOCs), particularly through the Straits of Malacca. For example, the Korean peninsula is about 2,000 miles from Guam but about 4,500 miles from Honolulu. Table 1 compares sailing distances and time from Guam, Honolulu, Seattle, and San Diego to the Philippines, an ally where the U.S. military closed bases in 1992 but subsequently has strengthened defense cooperation.


Guam Good – Heg

Guam buildup is critical to US power projection, hegemony, and protection of the Strait of Malacca – but the Okinawa rebasing dispute is a central hurdle

Caryl 7- Newsweek International, (Christian, “America's Unsinkable Fleet”, http://www.newsweek.com/id/68465/output/print) |JC)

So why all the fuss over a tropical island just 30 miles long, known mainly for its white-sand beaches and glorious sunsets? The answer: the Pentagon has begun a major redeployment of U.S. forces in the region, pulling troops and equipment out of sometimes unreliable allies and beefing up its presence in more-congenial locales. First on its list is Guam, a U.S. territory since 1898 that is fast becoming the linchpin of Washington's new Asia strategy. Current U.S. forces on the island number just a few thousand but within a decade will total well over 20,000--about the same size as the Bush administration's planned surge in Iraq. By comparison, there are some 29,000 U.S. troops left in South Korea, yet despite the dangers of a nuclear-armed North, that number is expected to drop significantly. At a time when most of the world's attention is focused on the United States' misadventures in Iraq and Afghanistan, Pentagon planners are quietly working on ways to fortify the U.S. presence in East Asia. And they're looking to do so in ways that will give them a free hand in a wide range of contingencies--including fighting regional terrorists and a possible showdown with China. Guam offers the U.S. military both proximity to potential hot spots and the advantages of operating off U.S. soil. The transfer of forces to the island also reflects the Pentagon's determination to give regional allies such as South Korea and Japan more responsibility for their own security. Guam, a sleepy but diverse place that looks like a cross between Micronesia and Middle America, has long served as a U.S. air base and way station for troops traveling through the Pacific. At the end of the cold war, the Pentagon began shutting down some facilities on the island. But then came September 11, and a dramatic reassessment of America's global forces. Former secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld began to advocate the lily-pad strategy: rather than relying on large, static bases in Germany and South Korea, the Pentagon should create a global network of jumping-off points for quick responses to unpredictable attacks. Guam is an ideal lily pad, since the United States can act there without seeking permission from allies, says Honolulu-based defense analyst Richard Halloran. Declares Carl Peterson of the Guam Chamber of Commerce: "This is the U.S. in Asia. This is the tip of the spear." The island has already become a convenient base for fighting Washington's "Global War on Terror" in Indonesia and the Philippines. Small wonder that Brig. Gen. Douglas H. Owens, the commanding officer of Guam's Andersen Air Force Base, describes the island as "an unsinkable aircraft carrier." It's also well positioned for possible trouble to come. As Rear Adm. Charles Leidig, U.S. Navy commander on Guam, points out, if you take a map and draw a circle with Guam at the center and a radius of 1,500 nautical miles--equivalent to three hours' flying time or two to three days by ship--you come close to the main islands of Japan, Okinawa, Indonesia and the Philippines. China and the Korean Peninsula are only a bit farther off. So are several of the world's most important sea lanes, such as the Strait of Malacca, through which some 50 percent of the world's oil passes each year. The Pentagon, however, may be building up its forces on Guam with even bigger game in mind. "The larger strategic rationale [for the shift] can be summed up in one word, and that's 'China'," says Halloran. "They [the Bush administration] don't want to contain China, and they couldn't. What they are trying to do is to deter the Chinese. That's what the buildup on Guam is all about." The nature of the U.S. reorganization reinforces this point. Washington and Tokyo have agreed to move 8,000 Marines to Guam from Okinawa by 2014, at a cost of $10 billion (60 percent of which will be paid for by the Japanese government). But this is only the most public part of a broader buildup that has largely escaped notice. If all the pieces come together, it could mean billions more in Defense Department funds and a total increase in Guam's population (which is currently just 170,000) of 35,000. Guam is already home to a major U.S. Navy port and one of the biggest bases in the U.S. Air Force, featuring twin two-mile-long runways. Not long after September 11, flights of massive B-52 bombers began returning to Andersen to carry out regular training missions. Now the Air Force has begun to prepare for the deployment of tanker aircraft and up to 48 fighter planes, including the state-of-the-art F-22 Raptor. Andersen has also already started construction of a $52.8 million project that will house up to 10 Global Hawks--large unmanned spy planes that, according to Pacific Command Air Force Gen. Paul Hester, could end up replacing aging U-2 spy planes now based in South Korea. Meanwhile, the Navy has turned its port at Guam's Apra Harbor into a home for two Los Angeles-class nuclear-powered attack submarines, with a third to come later this year. It also plans to refurbish wharves to accommodate aircraft carriers and to transform Guam into a base for its new Littoral Combat Ship (a shallow-draft stealth ship designed to operate close to shore) and Trident submarines. The Tridents, immense cold-war-era craft converted to fire Tomahawk cruise missiles, can also be used by Navy Special Operations Forces, who can set off on missions in mini-submarines launched through the Tridents' missile ports. Guam is already home to an undisclosed number of Navy SEALs, many of whom have seen duty in the war on terror, and their number will likely grow. 
[CONTINUED]
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Guam's new capabilities, however, are designed for more than just low-intensity conflicts. The attack submarines that will soon be based there, for example, probably wouldn't be much use in a conflict with North Korea or Qaeda-allied terrorists in the Philippines; the presence of 
the subs, experts say, is clearly aimed at the possibility of a naval confrontation with China over the Taiwan Strait. Similarly, analysts argue, the stationing of F-22s and tanker planes on Guam points to the Pentagon's desire to ensure dominance in the air should it have to fight the Chinese. China's media often worry about just this scenario, but not everyone agrees that China is the main target of the Guam buildup. Evan Medeiros of the RAND Corporation says "the initial impetus and primary driver" were to restructure the U.S. military for the wide range of operations it now faces, from fighting the war on terror to chasing pirates and conducting humanitarian missions. In the complicated post-9/11 world, the United States believes it must be able to respond to various threats as flexibly as possible. This means keeping its forces close to the action. In the past that's required basing them in other countries' territories. But Guam offers an almost unique combination of a good location, excellent facilities (including a topnotch harbor, vast warehouses and massive airfields) and a lack of political restraints. As Kurt Campbell, a former White House staffer and Defense Department official now at the Center for a New American Security, says, "[Guam is] a point from which you can do a variety of things. And it's a place to remind people that you're still focused on the region." Campbell points out that these secondary missions, such as protecting sea lanes, countering weapons proliferation and conducting relief missions, remain important; the U.S. military's humanitarian efforts after the tsunami of December 2005 gave a huge boost to the country's reputation in Asia. Brad Glosserman, executive director of Pacific Forum CSIS, a Hawaii-based think tank, agrees. The Asia-Pacific region, he says, "is a jigsaw puzzle where all the pieces are changing shape and size all the time. China's the big story--but there are also changes going in on  Japan, India, South Korea, Taiwan." One such development driving the move to Guam has been the steady withdrawal of the United States from South Korea in recent years (more than 9,000 troops have left in the last three years)--a result, in part, of rising anti-Americanism there and Rumsfeld's reluctance to keep troops in politically sensitive places. Some Air Force units that have pulled out of South Korea have already arrived on Guam; others may be yet to come. That, along with the planned removal of the Marines from Okinawa, has led some commentators to characterize the Guam expansion as evidence of a virtual U.S. retreat from East Asia. But Campbell and others disagree: "I would see this not as a retrenchment but as a diversification." Indeed, after years of maintaining an even balance between its Atlantic and Pacific fleets, the U.S. Navy is now clearly emphasizing its force in Asia. Whatever the rationale, the changes represent good news for Guam's population. The locals were hit hard in the early 1990s when the U.S. military's post-cold-war drawdown, combined with the Asian financial crises and the resulting plunge in tourism, caused the loss of thousands of skilled and unskilled jobs on the island. Guamanians are hoping that the Pentagon's new plan can bring billions in investment into the territory as well as new support for its sagging infrastructure. Contractors are already maneuvering for deals to build housing and other structures. Real-estate prices shot up 50 percent between 2005 and 2006 and there were more property sales in the fourth quarter of last year than in all of 2003. To be sure, hurdles remain, such as ensuring that the Marines from Okinawa actually make the move. The deal, which requires Japanese cooperation, has already run into political problems there. Then there's the possibility that local activists in Guam will throw a wrench into the works. Some of Guam's indigenous Chamorro people, who wield great influence on the island, have opposed the changes, warning that the military could overrun the island. The Pentagon, which already controls one third of the territory, has promised not to expand this share, but that pledge could prove hard to keep. Still, most Guamanians support the buildup, given their traditional patriotism--traumatic memories linger of Japan's occupation during World War II--and the potential economic benefits the rebasing will bring. Guam's significance as a regional base and steppingstone for U.S. military power therefore seems set to grow exponentially. Notes Gov. Felix Camacho: "We can no longer be ignored as some distant American territory." He seems right about that. If, as many in the region predict, the 21st century ends up belonging to the nations of the Pacific--and conflict in the region rises--Guam will have to get used to being in the headlines.

AT Travel Times/Distance

Inevitable military innovation will boost response times

RIVERA 2 – Colonel (JERRY, April 9, “Guam USA: America's Forward Fortress in Asia-Pacific”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf |JC)

Let us not forget our technological know how. We have the potential to invent new aircraft and weaponry that will eliminate the disadvantage of being farther away in Guam and the Marianas. As we invent newer aircraft that are able to fly faster and farther with no need for in-air refueling that can still deliver an equally lethal but lighter payload, Guam and its sister islands will become more and more ideal as a forward base. Withdrawing to the Marianas is not abandoning our friends and allies in the region. They will know that we are nearby on U.S. soil, where the U.S. has an inherent right to be, keeping an eye out for them just several hours away by air and several days by sea. As part of that strategy, U.S. military forces will constantly be flying and sailing from Guam and visiting all our Asian friends and allies, just let them know we are in the neighborhood. Sooner or later, the U.S. will have to move out of it current bases in Korea and Japan. Sooner is better than later. The longer the U.S. delays in withdrawing to Guam, the more expensive it will cost to construct the needed infrastructure.
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