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Strategy Page

The 1nc should make the following args: 

1. Politics DA & a Counterplan – It is a net Benefit and can outweigh a mitigated case 

2. Kurds DA – It is a net benefit and you have sold arguments for why it turns the case.   Your arg is that US withdrawal triggers a Kurdish-Arab civil war
3. Heg Bad Turns – You have 3 different impact turns 

4.  Appeasement DA. 

5. Case Defense to both Advantages.  Do not forget to make uncarded answers.  

This file was originally produced by ENDI.  

Kurds DA – 1nc Shell     1/

Kurds fear being locked out of the political process.  Flexible withdrawal timetable assuages them 
Richter 5/13/10 [Paul Richter, “Kurds urge U.S. intervention to end Iraq stalemate,” Los Angeles Times, May 13, 2010, pg. http://articles.latimes.com/2010/may/13/world/la-fg-us-iraq-20100514]

The spokesman for Iraq's Kurdish region criticized the Obama administration Thursday in Washington for not doing enough to end the current political impasse and urged American officials to embark on "intense shuttle diplomacy" between the deadlocked political parties.

Qubad Talabani, who represents the Kurdish regional government in northern Iraq, said U.S. officials in Iraq have had limited involvement in efforts by political parties to form a government in the two months since the inconclusive national elections in March.

Talabani said the Obama administration appeared determined to avoid the perception that it is "trying to concoct a democratic Iraq." But, he said, the U.S. must "look out for its interests" to ensure the country has a stable, democratic government.

"It would be a shame to see an undemocratic government, after all the sacrifices," Talabani said in an interview after an appearance at the Nixon Center think tank in Washington.

Talabani, who is the son of Iraq's president, Jalal Talabani, said that U.S. officials have remained largely on the sidelines, but most neighboring states, including Iran, Saudi Arabia, Syria and Turkey have been "heavily involved" with the politics in Iraq.

"There has got be serious thought given to how the United States applies its leverage," he said. "They've got to help us get our act together."

Christopher Hill, U.S. ambassador to Iraq, has said the nation's Sunni Arabs must be adequately represented in the new government.

Talabani said that although U.S. officials have urged a "stable representative government," they have refrained even from calling for a democratic state. He acknowledged, however, that both Hill and Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton have stepped up their calls for compromise.

The protracted standoff has raised fears of violence, especially if it appears that the country's Sunni Arab minority will lose out in the new power structure.

Iraq's ethnic Kurds have long worried about domination by the larger Sunni and Shiite Muslim populations, and they have often appealed to U.S. officials to look out for their interests along with what they see as those of the country as a whole.

U.S. officials have insisted that the political standoff would not affect plans to withdraw U.S. combat troops from Iraq by August. But Talabani said that, in meetings with Kurdish officials, U.S. military officials have emphasized that they have flexibility to slow the withdrawal should violence increase dangerously in the country.

He said U.S. military officials have told him that "nothing is written in stone." At the same time, Talabani said, U.S. officials have expressed confidence that they will be able to handle nearly any contingency with the 50,000 troops that will remain after August.
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Withdrawal leaves the Kurds isolated.  They must be reassured to prevent a Kurdish-Arab war 

Salih 09 [Mohammed A. Salih, “KURDS WORRY THAT U.S. WILL PULLOUT BEFORE CONFLICTS WITH IRAQI ARABS SETTLED,” Albion Monitor   March 4, 2009, pg. http://www.albionmonitor.com/0902a/copyright/kurdpact2.html]
(IPS) -- When President Barack Obama announced his plan last week to pull out all U.S. combat troops from Iraq by September 2010, the news did not generate much enthusiasm among Iraqi Kurds. 

A simple math operation reveals the reasons behind the Kurds' anxiety -- add the withdrawal plan to the recent staggering victory of Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki's supporters in the country's recent provincial elections. 

Kurds are now counting on Obama's oft-repeated pledge for a "responsible" withdrawal, hoping their interests will be preserved. But a review of statements by Kurdish and U.S. officials reveals the two sides are mostly talking at cross purposes when they speak of "responsibility." 

Recently, Kurdish Prime Minister Nechirvan Barzani gave his interpretation of the term "responsible." 

"I restate that the role of the United States should be to help resolve the problems in Iraq such as Article 140, the oil law, and the law on the distribution of its oil wealth," Barzani told reporters in the northern city of Irbil, tallying the list of contentious issues between Kurds and Iraqi government. 

Article 140 refers to a constitutional provision to settle the critical issue of disputed territories between Kurds and Iraqi Arabs, including the gold-prize contested city of Kirkuk which is afloat on some of the world's largest oil reserves. 

But for the U.S., "responsibility" appears to mean making sure Iraqi security forces can take over the task of protecting the country against rebellious forces once it leaves. To achieve that end, the U.S. is equipping and training Iraqi security forces. But this is hardly reassuring to Kurds, many of whom see a conflict with Baghdad forthcoming in some form in the future. 

When asked whether the U.S. will act to resolve the problems between Iraqi Arabs and Kurds before leaving the country, U.S. State Department spokesman Robert Wood replied: "It's not really up to the United States to reassure anyone" and that Iraqis had to work out their differences through their "democracy." 

But the balance of power in Baghdad is quickly tilting toward forces which Kurds do not perceive as amenable. Just shortly before Obama officially declared the U.S. withdrawal plan, the Kurds' number one opponent in Baghdad, PM Maliki, found himself in a boosted position as his coalition of the State of Law scored a quite unexpected victory in nine of Iraq's 18 provinces including Baghdad, the country's most populous city of around six million. With Kurds and Baghdad at odds over several crucial issues, Obama's withdrawal plan would only further strengthen Maliki's position. 

Disputes between the country's Kurds and central government go back to the early days of the foundation of modern Iraq by British colonialism in 1920s. At the heart of contention are large chunks of territory marking the separation line between Kurdish and Arab Iraq. 

Iraqi governments, most notably under Saddam Hussein, expelled tens of thousands of Kurds and Turkomans from those areas and replaced them with Arab settlers. While Kurds want to annex these areas to their autonomous region known as Kurdistan, the vast majority of the country's Arab political parties vehemently oppose such plans. Kurdish attempts to expand their federal region have sparked fierce reactions in Baghdad. 

Spearheading a growing trend in Iraqi politics to abort Kurdish efforts and stalling the establishment of new autonomous regions is Shia Prime Minister Maliki. He has called for further centralization of power in Baghdad, accusing Kurds of going overboard with their demands. 

Besides strengthening Maliki's position, the provincial elections delivered a major blow to the Kurds' only powerful ally in Arab Iraq that advocates federalism: the Supreme Iraqi Islamic Council, previously known to be the most powerful Shia Arab party in the country. 

With their power in Baghdad thought to be in decline, Kurdish leaders are these days loudly beating their anti-Maliki drum to draw international attention to their problems with the rest of Iraq. PM Barzani told the Associated Press last month that he thinks Maliki is seeking a "confrontation" with the Kurds. 

Kurdish officials have even reportedly called on Obama to appoint a special envoy to resolve their long-standing problems with Iraqi Arabs. 

One Kurdish official took it even further, telling the Associated Press that al-Maliki was a "second Saddam." The alleged statement by Kamal Kirkuki, Kurdish parliament deputy speaker, was so ill-calculated that he had to issue a statement denying that he ever gave an interview to the AP. 

As tensions appear to escalate, a consensus is taking shape among many analysts that things are moving toward a possible flare-up point. 

"The threat (of conflict) is real," Kirmanj Gundi, head of the Kurdish National Congress (KNC) in North America, told IPS in a phone interview from Nashville, Tennessee, where the largest Kurdish community in North America resides. 

"It's unfortunate that the Kurdish leadership became more vocal about this only recently," Gundi said. KNC is a non-profit organization lobbying for Kurdish interests in the U.S. and Canada. 

But concerns about a possible outbreak of conflict between Kurds and the Iraqi government have gone far beyond Kurdish circles. 

"It is critical for the U.S. to start thinking about this now because as we proceed with the disengagement, our influence will wane in Iraq," said Henry Barkey from the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, of the need for the U.S. to address existing problems between Kurds and the Iraqi government before it leaves the war-torn country. 

Barkey authored a report for the Washington-based think-tank on how to prevent conflict over Kurdistan. "Therefore, we need to hit the iron when it is hot. And so, it is very important to help and we haven't done this in the past, to help look at some of these issues," Barkey said on the sidelines of an event at Carnegie to discuss his report last month. 

While Washington appears indifferent, at least in its official discourse, to calls for helping forge a common understanding between Iraqi Kurds and Arabs, tensions are continuing to build. 

In an attempt to flex its muscles, the Iraqi government recently announced it will not recognize the visas stamped by Kurdish government on the passports of foreign visitors. It also tried to send an army division to take over security tasks in Kirkuk but had to halt the plan for the time being as it met stiff Kurdish opposition. 

The coming two years -- from now until the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq -- will be decisive in determining how the Kurds' relations with the central government and the country's Arabs will turn out. But all signs are that Iraq is far from a long-term stability. 
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This is the most dangerous flashpoint.  The war will escalate to involve US, Iran & Turkey 

Eshel 09 [David Eshel, “The Inevitable Fate of Post US Iraq,” Defense Updates, April 11, 2009, pg. http://defense-update.com/analysis/analysis_us_withdrawal__iraq_110409.html]

More acute danger lurks in Iraq's Kurdish north. It is probably in Kirkuk where the disputes seem most intractable. At its simplest, this is an old-fashioned turf war. The Kurds want the city and its hinterlands to be folded into the northern province of Kurdistan. Turkomans, a distinct ethnic group sharing ancestry with modern Turks and Arabs, would prefer it to remain outside Kurdish hegemony, in the separate Tamim province. But all know that outside Kirkuk is one of Iraq's largest oil fields and that is what makes Kirkuk such a highly dangerous flashpoint. 

So far the Kurdish semi-autonomic region was virtually protected by U.S. troop presence. Once these leave, the Kurds no doubt will again strive towards full autonomy, if not a fully independent statehood. This is where both Ankara and Tehran will come in, to avert such a move, using force if needed. Will Washington remain passive and watch the Kurds butchered by both Turkish Sunni and Iranian Shiites?
Kurds DA – U: No Withdrawal from Kirkuk now

No withdrawal from Kirkuk

Ricks 2/25/10 [Thomas E. Ricks, “Odierno requests more combat forces in Iraq -- beyond the Obama deadline,” Foreign Policy, Thursday, February 25, 2010 - 2:39 PM, pg. http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/25/odierno_requests_more_combat_forces_in_iraq_beyond_the_obama_deadline]
In a move that could force President Obama to break his vow to get all combat troops out of Iraq by August of this year, his top commander in Iraq recently officially requested keeping a combat brigade in the northern part of the country beyond that deadline, three people close to the situation said Wednesday. Gen. Raymond Odierno asked for a brigade to try to keep the peace in the disputed city of Kirkuk, but only got a polite nod from the president when the issue was raised during his recent meetings in Washington, according to two of the people familiar with the discussions. If the brigade in northern Iraq is indeed kept in Iraq past the deadline, there will be a fan dance under which it no longer will be called a combat unit, but like the six other combat brigades being kept past the deadline, will be called an advisory unit. I can imagine the press releases that will follow-"Three U.S. Army soldiers were killed last night in an advisory operation . . . ." The feeling in the corridors of the White House is that the general is asking the right questions, but a bit clumsily, and certainly too early for political comfort, especially in Iraq, which is about to hold a national election. So I suspect the administration's bottom line for Odierno was, Hey, Shreko, put a sock in it until after the Iraqi elections, because what we need is a new Iraqi government to be formed so it can quietly begin talking to us about re-visiting some of those 2008 SOFA agreements about future troop levels. This debate is just beginning. I expect that Obama actually is going to have to break his promises on Iraq and keep a fairly large force in Iraq, but of course that won't be the first time he's had to depart from his campaign rhetoric on this war. 
US is increasing troops to in the Kurdish region 

Sly 6/16/10 [Liz Sly, “U.S. mission in north Iraq: Get Kurd and Arab forces cooperating,” Los Angeles Times, June 16, 2010, pg.  http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/16/world/la-fg-iraq-north-20100617]

Reporting from Khazna, Iraq — At a small but heavily fortified outpost on the edge of this dust-blown town, a contingent of American soldiers has recently taken up residence alongside Kurdish and Arab forces in what is likely to be one of the last new missions undertaken by the U.S. military in Iraq.

Known simply as Checkpoint 3, the outpost in Nineveh province is one of about two dozen erected over the last six months along a line stretching across northern Iraq from Syria in the west to Iran in the east. It marks the ill-defined and highly disputed border between Kurdish- and Arab-controlled territories.

At a time when U.S. forces elsewhere in the country are dismantling smaller bases in preparation either to withdraw or to regroup in larger camps, about 800 U.S. troops have been dispatched to posts along this line.

After U.S. combat troops have completed their withdrawal this summer, leaving behind a force of 50,000 to focus on training and advising Iraqi security forces, these soldiers will remain as advisors. This mission won't be wrapped up until the end of 2011, when the last U.S. troops are scheduled to leave, U.S. military officials say.

The deployment is a sign of how seriously U.S. commanders view the threat of an Arab-Kurdish conflict. An initiative of Army Gen. Ray T. Odierno, the commander of American troops in Iraq, the deployment of U.S., Arab and Kurdish forces was originally billed as a means to protect lightly guarded towns and villages on both sides of the line that were hit last summer by Al Qaeda in Iraq suicide bombings.

U.S. commanders worried that the bombings were an attempt to ignite sectarian strife in an already tense area.

Kurds DA – U:  Kurdistan stable now

Kurdistan stable now

Fly 5/4/10 - Executive Director of the Foreign Policy Initiative [Jamie M. Fly, “Kurdistan: A Middle East haven?” Foreign Policy, June 4 2010,  pg.  http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/04/kurdistan_a_middle_east_haven]

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

Kurds DA – Lk Ext

Slowing withdrawal prevents a war over Kirkuk 

Phillips 3/5/10 - Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs @ The Heritage Foundation. [James Phillips, “Charting U.S. Policy after Iraq’s Elections”, The Heritage Foundation, March 5, 2010, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/Charting-US-Policy-after-Iraqs-Elections]

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

US troops key to prevent Kurdish backlash and war

Boot 5/24/10 - Senior Fellow for National Security Studies at the Council of Foreign Relations) [Max Boot “The Way of the Kurds,” Council of Foreign Relations, May 24, 2010, pg. http://www.cfr.org/publication/22138/way_of_the_kurds.html

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

Kurds DA – Lk Ext

US troops near Kirkuk key to prevent a civil war 

Schofield 09 [Matt Schofield (The Kansas City Star Editorial Board), “A good exit: Big U.S. military base in Kirkuk could stabilize Iraq,” The Kansas City Star, June 15, 2009 - 12:35pm., pg. http://voices.kansascity.com/node/4819] 

The fate of Kirkuk, a prosperous and now generally peaceful northern city, is the most dangerous item on the United States’ Iraq menu, the most likely thing to plunge this country into a sustained armed conflict.

“The solution is easy; everyone has to act like partners in building this country,” explains Iraqi analyst Khalid Hamza. “The reality is that everyone is acting like pirates, fighting over how to split the booty.”

One potential answer: a beefed-up U.S. air base and military training center right on the edge of town.

Kirkuk is a symbol of Kurdish struggle, both today and under Saddam Hussein, when Arabization pushed Kurds out of the region. The historical ownership of the place is a source of debate. Arabs and Turkmen also claim it.

Nassar al-Roubaie, a Sadrist member of Parliament, notes: “The solution to Kirkuk is an exchange of needs. We’re on the right path as long as we remember this.”

But nobody remembers.

The problem is simply understood. Kirkuk has oil. A lot of it. This is a city of 800,000 in a province with at least 13 percent of Iraq’s oil wealth.

In the north, Kurds see it as the rightful and perfect capital of an autonomous Kurdish state. Outside of the north, Iraqis wonder why, when Iraqi oil wealth is spread around evenly, with the Kurds getting more than just what is in their area, the Kurds care so much about Kirkuk.

The reality is the Kurds want Kirkuk because they want an independent Kurdish nation. Kurds claim Kirkuk historically; the shorthand is that it’s their Jerusalem, without religious significance. They think the Ottomans promised them independence early in the 20th century, and they were wrongly denied by Turkey, Iran and Syria. Today, they insist they won’t claim the adjoining bits of Turkey, Syria or Iran, where more than 20 million ethnic Kurds live, as a part of a greater Kurdistan.

But most in the region are sure that’s what they want. That dream is dead if they don’t control Kirkuk. Kurdistan would be a landlocked new nation, surrounded by enemies. Without its oil riches, it would have no serious hope to survive.

But Kurdistan is a future issue. Right now, the central issue is purely Kirkuk. Retired Lt. Col. John Nagl, co-author of the U.S. counterinsurgency strategy, describes efforts to solve the issues there as “kicking the can down the road for as long as we can; nobody wants to deal with it. Nobody else in Iraq has any idea, either.(... “It’s one of those things that if you’re handling it, you listen respectfully as you’re being briefed, promise to make a full report, and then two years later your replacement does the same.”

Robert W. Olson, Middle Eastern professor at the University of Kentucky, specializes in Kurdish issues and has traveled to the area.

“There are big problems up north. These issues could lead to violent conflict, and are we going to allow a sustained war between Baghdad and the Kurds?” The United Nations has proposed making Kirkuk an autonomous region of its own, not part of the Kurdish north or the Arab west. It’s a kind of Jerusalem solution. It’s a start.

But only a start. Maintaining security is going to demand a mediator on the ground. That means a full-time U.S. government mediator to work out details, even organize conferences to hash out differences. It will also mean a continuing American troop presence. 

President Barack Obama has pledged to have U.S. troops out of Iraq by the end of 2011. Troops is a loose term, though, and leaves some wiggle room. And pretty much everyone who studies the situation believes the U.S. will keep 30,000 to 40,000 troops here.

Meanwhile, the U.S. now has an air base just outside Kirkuk. It uses that air base as a training ground for what will become the Iraqi air force.

America needs to expand that base and its mission. It should continue to build Iraq’s future air force. But it should also be turned into a joint operating base used for training Iraqi ground forces. In fact, Egypt has a standing offer to train thousands of Iraqi troops each year, but it insists training take place in Egypt because it doesn’t have access to training facilities in Iraq. This base could become an international training center.

At the same time, it would host enough fast-moving aircraft to patrol Iraq’s skies, providing the air support Iraq will need for years to come. A base in Kirkuk has the advantage of not being in Baghdad, symbolically important for the United States to be seen as something different from occupier. But it would be a U.S. base, smack dab in the middle of a region where animosity between officials runs high.

There are dangers. It would be an obvious target, and Americans could be trapped if Iraq boils over. But the point is to ensure Iraq doesn’t boil over, and there are few places in Iraq where U.S. forces are more secure. The United States is still largely liked in the north.

A large base in Kirkuk, the size of U.S. bases in South Korea, for instance, could serve everyone’s interests.

Kurds DA – Lk Ext

Kurds fear withdrawal. It will trigger an Arab-Kurdish civil war 
Cockburn 09 - Middle East correspondent [Patrick Cockburn, “Arab-Kurd tensions rise as US pulls out”, New Zealand Herald, August 12, http://www.nzherald.co.nz/world/news/article.cfm?c_id=2&objectid=10590097]

President Barack Obama's administration is alarmed by the prospect of Iraq splitting apart just as the US pulls its troops out. But Washington can also see the danger of becoming more deeply enmeshed in the Arab-Kurdish conflict.
US withdrawal also frightens the Kurds, the one Iraqi community that supported the US-led invasion. They can see the political and military balance is swinging against them just as they are faced by Maliki's rejuvenated Iraqi Government commanding the increasingly confident 600,000-strong Iraqi security forces.

A report by the International Crisis Group concluded recently that "without the glue that US troops have provided, Iraqi political actors are otherwise likely to fight all along the trigger line following a withdrawal, emboldened by a sense that they can prevail, if necessary, with outside help."

Anti-Kurdish feeling is running high in the rest of Iraq, as is fear of Iraqi Arab revanchism in Kurdistan. Ethnic and sectarian hatred is strongest in the disputed territories where different communities live side by side.

Asked about the prospect of an Arab-Kurdish civil war, people from Mosul say that for them it started six years ago. Some 2000 Kurds from the city have been killed and another 100,000 have fled.

Kurds fear a Baghdad power gap. Withdrawal will trigger war

Butters 09 - American journalist based in the Middle East. [Andrew Lee Butters, “Why Kurds vs. Arabs Could Be Iraq's Next Civil War” Time Magazine, July 22,  http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1911998,00.html]

While the rest of Iraq was in the grip of insurgency and sectarian civil war, the Kurds quietly advanced their economic-development policies, building an international airport, business hotels and hydro-electric dams and — most important — doing oil deals. They explained this autonomous engagement with international oil markets on the grounds that they couldn't wait for the barely functional Iraqi state to get its house in order. Indeed, such is the dismal state of Iraq's oil production (not yet back at pre-invasion levels, which were a fraction of its full potential) that in June, the Iraqi government allowed the Kurds to begin pumping oil extracted from newly developed Kurdish oil fields through federal pipelines for export sale to Turkey. (Currently, only Iraqi government companies can sell oil, the revenue from which is shared among the regions.) 

Kurds have also grown impatient with Baghdad's stance on disputed territories. According to the Iraqi constitution, the central government should hold a referendum in the Kurdish-populated areas of four Iraqi governorates in northern Iraq (including Kirkuk) to determine whether they should remain under Baghdad's control or become part of the KRG. But even before that takes place, the constitution commits the Iraqi government to a potentially explosive reversing of Saddam's "Arabization" policies in these areas, moving Arabs out and Kurds in.

The Iraqi government has postponed the referendum several times from its original date in 2007, citing the understandable excuse that it could spark a new civil war between Kurds and Arabs.

But now that Iraq's government is increasingly stable, Kurdish leaders fear that Baghdad is merely playing for time, allowing the Iraqi military to grow in strength and capability as the U.S. moves to draw down, allowing the Iraqi government eventually to settle the issue the old-fashioned way: with tanks. Already, Kurdish and Iraqi forces have nearly clashed on several occasions in the disputed territories.
Kurds fear US withdrawal

Fly 5/4/10 - Executive Director of the Foreign Policy Initiative [Jamie M. Fly, “Kurdistan: A Middle East haven?” Foreign Policy, June 4 2010,  pg.  http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/04/kurdistan_a_middle_east_haven]

Support for a larger U.S. military presence in the region appears to have widespread support.  Even students debated the merits of a base with 5,000 vs. 10,000 American troops with our group. The Kurds are concerned that as the U.S. military continues its drawdown and planned withdrawal from Iraq next year, continued instability in Baghdad could lead to renewed violence in disputed areas along the Green Line between Kurdistan and the rest of Iraq in cities such as Kirkuk.  

Kurds DA – Lk Ext
The dispute over Kirkuk is unique. Troops are needed there 

China Daily 09 [China Daily, “Kirkuk oil may make or break Iraq's future,”Updated: 2009-11-05 10:29, pg. http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/world/2009-11/05/content_8917607_2.htm]

A different divide

The Kurdish-Arab dispute over Kirkuk is different from Iraq's main political dispute between Sunni Arabs and Shiite Arabs, which plays out more in the capital of Baghdad and surrounding areas.

The Sunni-Shiite split has less relevance in Kirkuk where both Kurds and Arabs are mostly Sunni Muslims. There, the fear among Arabs - both Sunnis and Shiites - is that Kurds will gobble up all jobs and government benefits if Kirkuk joins Kurdistan.

	


The US has been watching the debate intensely for any repercussions it may have for a US military withdrawal. 

Under a plan by President Barack Obama, all US combat troops will be out of the country by the end of August 2010, leaving about 50,000 trainers and support troops in Iraq. Those remaining troops would leave by the end of 2011.

US military commanders say the majority of the troop departures would come about 60 days after the planned Iraqi election - the idea being to get the country on stable footing before making any major troop changes. 

Any delay in the election date could possibly push back the troop withdrawal. US officials have said that they are still hoping the Jan 16 date will go forward, but say their troop draw-down plan is not set in stone.

Election politics

As the election approaches, tensions have increased with Arab lawmakers saying Kirkuk is an Iraqi city and Kurdish lawmakers boycotting a parliament session last week over the issue.

Iraq's central government should have tried to resolve the underlying Kirkuk issue long before now, asserts Mohammed Ihsan, the former Minister of Disputed Territories, who is now in the Kurdistan regional government.

"They forget that without sorting out this issue, you cannot develop a serious partnership throughout the country," Ihsan said.

But a Turkomen lawmaker, Abbas al-Bayati, said Iraq's parliament has not given up hopes of a deal on the election law. "Delaying the elections is a red line. Elections must not be postponed at any price."

Kurds DA– Impx Ext: Iraq War

Instability in Kirkuk makes Iraqi war inevitable.  This is the beat ev that will be read on this question.  It is reverse causal 
AP 08 [Associated Press, “Kirkuk dispute fuels ethnic tensions in Iraq,” August 15th, 2008, Pg. http://www.ankawa.com/english/?p=1412]

The fate of Kirkuk, where an estimated 850,000 Kurds, Turkomen and Arabs uneasily coexist, is a litmus test for the ability of Iraq’s ethnic and sectarian leaders to compromise on critical issues. At stake is the country’s ability to preserve its recent decline in violence with genuine national reconciliation.

“Kirkuk is a test case for a stable Iraq,” Soner Cagaptay, director of the Turkish program at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy, said Friday. “If Kirkuk remains stable, Iraq will become more stable. If Kirkuk blows up, Iraq might fracture along ethnic and sectarian lines.”

The Kurds want to annex Kirkuk and surrounding Tamim province into their self-ruled region in northern Iraq.

Most Turkomen and Arabs want the province to remain under central government control, fearing the Kurds would discriminate against them.

But for the Kurds, who consider Kirkuk their ancestral capital, no issue is more important than gaining control of the province.

Rallies to press that demand have drawn thousands of people daily. It was at the beginning of one of these demonstrations, late one morning on July 28, that the suicide bomber struck. Startled protesters ran for cover in nearby buildings, some still holding up the banners and Kurdish flag, a yellow sun against red, white and green stripes.

Dozens of angry Kurds then charged the Turkomen headquarters, leaving three Turkomen injured. But U.S. and Iraqi authorities later blamed al-Qaida in Iraq — not the Turkomen — for the bombing, which killed 25 Kurds and wounded 187.

Much is at stake in Kirkuk. Without a deal acceptable to the Kurds, it will be difficult to get Kurdish cooperation on a range of issues, including a new oil law which the Kurds have blocked for more than a year.

But any power-sharing agreement must also be accepted by the Arabs and the Turkomen, the country’s third largest ethnic group, if the U.S. and its Iraqi allies hope to achieve stability in the north, where al-Qaida and other extremist groups remain active.

Kurdish lawmakers blocked passage this month of a bill calling for provincial elections — a major U.S. goal — because the original legislation contained a power-sharing deal including Kurds, Turkomen and Arabs.

Nezhet Abdulgani, an official of the Iraqi Turkomen Front whose offices were attacked in the July 28 riot, warned there could be “worse days ahead” as politicians wrestle with the Kirkuk issue.

“The crisis is serious, because the Kurds can hold up any legislation they don’t like, such as the electoral law,” said Joost Hiltermann, Middle East director of the International Crisis Group. “It illustrates the importance of Kirkuk as an unresolved issue in undermining political progress in Iraq.”

The United States and the United Nations are trying to broker a compromise. The parliament reconvenes Sept. 9 after a summer recess.

“Kirkuk is a key both for unity and division,” said Mohammad al-Khalid al-Jeburi, an Arab member of the provincial council for Tamim province, of which Kirkuk is the capital. “If you turn it toward division, it could divide entire Iraq. If you turn it toward unity, then Iraq will be in cohesion.”

Ethnic tensions simmer beneath Kirkuk’s outward calm.
Turkomen try not to look at Kurdish police, who patrol the city in trucks with heavy machine guns. Kurds are in full control of not only the city police force, but also municipal offices and the provincial council.

There are no reliable statistics to reflect the dramatic demographic changes after the war but the Kurds now appear to make up at least half of the population, with Turkomen being the second largest ethnic group. Arabs are the third largest group and an Assyrian population is dwindling.

Neighborhoods have long been divided along ethnic lines. Turkomen, who control much of the commerce, dominate in the city center, including the ancient citadel where men play dominos in the shade to escape the stifling summer heat.

Kurds live in the northern districts while Arabs live mostly in the southern part of town.

Still, Turkish music is popular among both Kurds and Arabs. Posters of Turkish singers hang in shops in almost every neighborhood. And in a police station recently, Kurdish police were watching a Turkish soap opera.

Kurds who migrated from rural areas of northern Iraq wear checkered turbans but most others wear pants and shirts like Turkomen.

The multiculturalism masks deep-seated hostilities.

Arabs and Turkomen, who also have historical roots in Kirkuk, accuse Kurdish groups of packing more Kurds into the city to gain control in a referendum on the area’s future — promised under the Iraqi constitution but repeatedly delayed.

The Kurds believe transferring the city to their control would redress the injustice they suffered when the Iraqi government launched a campaign in the mid-1970s to make the region Arab.

Thousands of Kurdish villages were razed and tens of thousands of Kurds were forcibly resettled. Thousands more were forced out during wars between the government and Kurdish separatists.

Many Kurds have returned to the area since the fall of Saddam Hussein’s regime in 2003. In newly flourishing Kurdish neighborhoods, merchants hawk their wares and the streets are lined with cars.

Still, the Kurds insist many more have not returned — a charge the Arabs and Turkomen contest, insisting more Kurds have returned than were forced to leave.

“We have not been able to return half of the displaced (Kurdish) people to Kirkuk,” Kurdish regional President Massoud Barzani told the English-language Kurdish paper Globe.

Turkomen and Sunni Arabs want guarantees to protect their position in Kirkuk and insist on equal distribution of seats in the 41-member provincial council in Tamim. Christian Assyrians would get 4 percent of the seats.

Ezved Rashid Salihi, the imam of the Turkoman mosque of Haci Osman in the Musalla neighborhood, accuses the Kurds of carrying out a policy of assimilation that threatens the Turkomen’s future as a community.

“They have changed the Turkish name of the Delibas mosque into Dilbas in Kurdish,” he said.

Iraq’s 2005 constitution says the Turkoman language is official in areas where it is spoken by “a density of population.”

But Sermet Salihli, who works at the Turkoman television station Turkmeneli, complains that there are no Turkish signs at government offices in the city.

The conflict has the potential to extend beyond Iraq.

Turkey, Iran and Syria have long feared that Kurdish rule of Kirkuk would encourage separatist sentiment within their Kurdish minorities.
Kurds DA – Impx Ext: Independent Kurdistan

Instability leads to Kurdish independence
Butters 07 - American journalist based in the Middle East. [Andrew Lee Butters, “Kurdistan: Iraq's Next Battleground?” Time Magazine, April 12, http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1609787-2,00.html]

For the Bush Administration, the central question is how long the Kurds can be persuaded to remain part of a united Iraq. The overwhelming majority of Kurds would like to break free of Iraq and form an independent nation. So far, Kurdish leaders have been a constructive force in holding Iraq together, helping to write and adopt a national constitution that, although it gave great powers to the regions, has kept Iraq intact as a federal state. Kurds are serving at the highest levels of the Iraqi government, including as President, Foreign Minister and Deputy Prime Minister. But it's doubtful that spirit of cooperation will last. The further that Iraq slides into civil war, the more the Kurds will want to insulate themselves from it, by carving out more political and economic autonomy. Even if they stop short of outright secession, the Kurds could still unleash new conflicts in Iraq if their impatience with the fecklessness of the Baghdad government prompts them to take action on their own. The most explosive flashpoint is Kirkuk, the disputed oil-rich city that the Kurds lay claim to. As Iraq's Kurdish President, Massoud Barzani, said on March 22 during the farewell visit of departing U.S. Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad, "Our patience is not unlimited." So what happens to Iraq when it runs out?

Kurds DA – Impx Ext: Turns the case

Conflict over Kirkuk will devastate US exit strategy 

Eshel 09 [David Eshel, “The Inevitable Fate of Post US Iraq,” Defense Updates, April 11, 2009, pg. http://defense-update.com/analysis/analysis_us_withdrawal__iraq_110409.html]

The American withdrawal from Iraq, even if phased and gradual, will present a mammoth proportional logistical operation. Large sections of the long exit routes, especially those through the dangerous Basrah bottleneck, are highly susceptible to hostile fire. A safer exit route would therefore be through northern Kurdish controlled Iraq and Turkey. Turkish Foreign Minister Ali Babacan said the United States has requested that Ankara be prepared to help it withdraw from war-torn Iraq. Indeed, Washington had made the request but did not provide details of its pullout plans. The sprawling Incirlik Air Base in remote southern Turkey already serves as the passageway for 70 percent of the air cargo bound for American troops in Iraq. By land, the Habur Gate - a dust-blown border checkpoint - is used to ship construction materials, food, fuel and other non-lethal items from Turkey into Iraq. The Eastern Mediterranean ports will render excellent loading point for heavy equipment. But Ankara might well ask Washington to pay a high price for its generosity. When matters will heat up in Kurdistan, the bill will be presented to Barack Obama to keep mum, as Turkish troops re-enter Iraq, apparently to chase PKK terrorists. The Jordanian port of Aqaba, accessible via the Iraq-Jordan land route could also become an option for U.S. withdrawal.
Withdrawal causes us to get drawn back in – turns the aff

Cole 09 - (Professor of History at the University of Michigan, specializes in the middle east and southeast asia [Juan Cole, “Juan Cole: Obama's First Hundred Days in the Greater Middle East” April 2009, pg. http://hnn.us/roundup/entries/80251.html
Many US observers, who are withdrawal fundamentalists, do not understand that the advances made by the Iraqi army depend heavily on US logistical and air support, and that a precipitous withdrawal might well leave the country in chaos. They also don't understand that an Iraq in chaos would be unacceptable to the US and its regional allies, and would draw American troops right back in. Obama's measured withdrawal, which has the support of the Iraqi government, is a good compromise and has a 50/50 chance of success. The heavy-casualty bombings of recent weeks in Baghdad and Mosul are a security, not a military challege, and probably will not affect the timeline. 

Failure in Iraq will crush US leadership

Kristol & Kagan 03 (William & Robert, “Do What It Takes in Iraq”, The Weekly Standard, September 1, l/n)

For all our admiration for this bold, long-term vision, however, there is reason to be worried about the execution of that policy in the first and probably most important test of our "generational commitment." Make no mistake: The president's vision will, in the coming months, either be launched successfully in Iraq, or it will die in Iraq. Indeed, there is more at stake in Iraq than even this vision of a better, safer Middle East. The future course of American foreign policy, American world leadership, and American security is at stake. Failure in Iraq would be a devastating blow to everything the United States hopes to accomplish, and must accomplish, in the decades ahead.
Kurds DA – A/T: Obama will not leave troops in N. Iraq

Obama will not deny Odierno’s request 

Baker & Nordland 4/27/10 [PETER BAKER and ROD NORDLAND, “Obama Sticks to a Deadline in Iraq,” New York Times, Published: April 27, 2010, pg. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/28/world/middleeast/28iraq.html]

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.” 

Neg: A/T – Leadership Adv – N/U (1nc)

1.  No risk of this advantage unless they win a delay – All of their internal link evidence assumes that the US will take a credibility hit if the US fails to meet its established timetable.  They do not have an arg in the 1ac that proves that a delay is in the offering. 

2. Conditions on the ground are meeting Obama’s expectations.  No delay   

Baker & Nordland 4/27/10 [PETER BAKER and ROD NORDLAND, “Obama Sticks to a Deadline in Iraq,” New York Times, Published: April 27, 2010, pg. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/28/world/middleeast/28iraq.html]

The delay and messy aftermath of the Iraqi election mean it may be months before the next government is formed, even as tens of thousands of American , troops pack to leave. Yet Mr. Obama has not had a meeting on Iraq with his full national security team in months, and the White House insists that it has no plans to revisit the withdrawal timetable. 

The situation presents a test for Mr. Obama’s vow to end the war, perhaps the most defining promise he made when he ran for president. While Mr. Obama has proved flexible about other campaign promises and deadlines, his plan to pull out combat forces by August and the remaining 50,000 trainers and advisers by December 2011 has been the most inviolate of policies. 

By sticking to the deadline, Mr. Obama effectively is abandoning the thesis he adopted on the recommendation of military and civilian advisers in February 2009 that a large American military presence was needed long enough to provide stability during the post-election transition. 

Instead, the president is now relying on the conclusion that Iraqis are stepping up to the challenges of governing and security that for too long depended on Americans. 

“We see no indications now that our planning needs to be adjusted,” said Ben Rhodes, a deputy national security adviser to Mr. Obama. “We did anticipate an extended period of government formation,” and recent Iraqi-led missions that have killed leaders of Al Qaeda in Iraq show “their growing capacity to provide for security, which of course is critical to ending our combat mission at the end of August.” 
Neg: A/T – Leadership Adv – N/U 

Withdrawal on pace 

RFE 3/12/10 [Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, “U.S. Says Iraq Troop Withdrawal Remains On Schedule,” May 12, 2010, pg. 

http://www.rferl.org/content/US_Says_Iraq_Troop_Withdrawal_Remains_On_Schedule/2039486.html]

The U.S. Defense Department says the planned withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq remains on schedule and has not been delayed because of surges of violence or difficulties in forming a new Iraqi government. Pentagon spokesman Geoff Morrell told reporters on May 11 that the United States military now has about 94,000 troops in Iraq and remains on track to reduce the force to 50,000 by September, as pledged by President Barack Obama. Morrell added that the number of U.S. troops in Iraq is expected to fall to 91,000 by the end of May. The U.S. spokesman made his comments a day after a wave of attacks in Iraq left at least 110 people dead and hundreds of others injured.

No Delay.  Logistics and politics prevents 

Baker & Nordland 4/27/10 [PETER BAKER and ROD NORDLAND, “Obama Sticks to a Deadline in Iraq,” New York Times, Published: April 27, 2010, pg. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/28/world/middleeast/28iraq.html]

For Mr. Obama, shifting the deadline would prove complicated for both logistical and political reasons. As he pulls troops out of Iraq, he has been sending more to Afghanistan, putting pressure on the armed forces. And with his liberal base angry at the Afghan troop buildup, any delay of the Iraq drawdown could provoke more consternation on the left.
Things are on track.  No delay 

Baker & Nordland 4/27/10 [PETER BAKER and ROD NORDLAND, “Obama Sticks to a Deadline in Iraq,” New York Times, Published: April 27, 2010, pg. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/28/world/middleeast/28iraq.html]

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.” 
Iraq’s on the path to stability 

Palm Beach Post 10 [Opinion Staff, “Don’t delay U.S. troop withdrawal from Iraq,” May 12th, 2010 , http://blogs.palmbeachpost.com/opinionzone/2010/05/12/don%E2%80%99t-delay-us-troop-withdrawal-from-iraq/]

Iraq definitely still has political problems. Most seriously, it hasn’t been able to form a government after recent elections. That instability has encouraged insurgents to renew attacks, as they did on Monday, killing 120 people. But in other ways, Iraq is on a path to stability. It has a much larger trained security force than it had just a few years ago. And it is making economic progress. For example, oil production is nearly back to the 2.5 million barels per day Iraq was pumping before the war.

Neg: A/T – Leadership Adv – No one will follow (1nc)

Economic crisis prevents them from solving leadership advantage

Kyaw 09 - Former Ambassador and Permanent Representative of Germany to the EU (Dietrich von Kyaw, “How to revitalize the US-European Partnership”, The Christian Science moniter, June 8, 2009, pg. http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/Opinion/2009/0108/p09s02-coop.html]
In the years to come, of course, America's leadership role will depend largely on how Washington deals with the deep financial and economic crisis.
The need for more stringent regulation of financial markets, increased public spending, and other measures to stimulate consumption and bail out troubled industries, while still promoting meaningful investment in the future, are already on the agenda. Expenditures will lead to an even higher public debt.

Thus the US is likely to continue living beyond its means, spending more than it earns and not saving enough. And the Federal Reserve will face intensifying political pressures from Congress and the White House over monetary policy.

Consequently, European leaders worry that the US will shift much of the burden onto the shoulders of its partners, not least by a further competitive devaluation of the dollar and by protectionist legislation. That could create friction not only with China and Japan, but also with the European Central Bank and the EU.

Stability-oriented Germany, the EU's economically most important member state, with its high savings rate, its quite successful efforts at balancing the budget, and a high dependence on free trade, would be particularly affected. No government enjoys being "invited" to help bail out those primarily responsible for a crisis, especially when it faces a crucial election year, as the German government does in 2009.

Neg: A/T – Leadership Adv – No one will follow (1nc)

US leadership is irrelevant.  No one’s following 
Victor 08 - Professor on International Law and Relations @ University of California, San Diego (David G. Victor, “Blowhard in Chief”, Newsweek, May 1, 2008, pg.  http://www.newsweek.com/2008/04/30/blowhard-in-chief.html>) 

Leadership matters when it comes to greenery because solving most environmental issues requires a change in direction. Leaders can send signals and forge new paths. But in the area where the world thinks a single leader towers above all—namely the choice of the next American president—leadership actually matters a lot less. America's president is powerful, to be sure, but American politics has been fragmenting over the last few decades. Alone, the president often has a weak impact on real American policies that affect the environment. 

The U.S. record on international environmental issues is highly uneven for reasons that have little to do with George W. Bush's leadership. His administration has been tarred across the planet for reckless leadership on international environmental issues. (Its actual record, while dreadful, is not a uniform failure. It has done useful things in a few areas, such as a thoughtful initiative to help conserve forests in the Congo Basin.) But the signature of Bush's reckless foreign policy in this area, his decision to withdraw from the Kyoto treaty barely three months after taking office, actually has its roots in the Clinton administration. Clinton was highly committed to environmental issues and his vice president, Al Gore, was an even more passionate leader. Their zealous diplomats negotiated a treaty that was larded with commitments that the United States never could have honored. The promise to cut U.S. emissions 7 percent below 1990 levels is a good example. Because actual emissions were rising steadily, it would have been impractical to turn them around in time to meet the 2012 Kyoto deadline. The U.S. Congress never could have passed the requisite legislation, and no leader in the White House could have changed that voting arithmetic. The U.S. withdrawal from the Kyoto Protocol was inevitable. 

What does this mean for America's credibility in the world? When the American president promises, should anyone listen? 

Increasingly, other countries are learning that the answer is no—because American leaders have a habit of promising a lot more than they can deliver. Environmental issues are particularly prone to overpromising, and not just by the United States. Europe, too, is fresh with unrealistic claims by political leaders. The European Union, for example, has launched negotiations for the post-Kyoto agreement by claiming that Europeans will cut greenhouse-gas emissions 20 percent to 30 percent by 2020—an outrageous goal considering that most of Europe (with the exception mainly of Britain and Germany) will fail to meet their existing targets, and emissions are actually rising. Europe as a whole would blow through its Kyoto targets if not for its generous use of a scheme that lets them take credit for overseas investment in low-carbon technologies—despite mounting evidence that many of those overseas credits don't actually deliver real reductions in emissions. Smart politicians know that the benefits lie mainly in the promising today and not in the delivery long in the future. 

Neg: A/T – Leadership Adv – Not Stable (1nc)

Heg can’t provide stability – power is inherently limited and its unsustainable – only a multipolarity can solve

Weber et al 07  Professor of Political Science and Director of the Institute for International Studies at Berkeley (Steven with Naazneen Barma, Matthew Kroenig, and Ely Ratner, Ph.D. Candidates at the University of California-Berkeley and Research Fellows at its New Era Foreign Policy Center, [“How Globalization Went Bad,” Foreign Policy, Issue 158, January/February,)
Axiom 1: Above a certain threshold of power, the rate at which new global problems are generated will exceed the rate at which old problems are fixed. Power does two things in international politics: It enhances the capability of a state to do things, but it also increases the number of things that a state must worry about. At a certain point, the latter starts to over take the former. It's the familiar law of diminishing returns. Because powerful states have large spheres of influence and their security and economic interests touch every region of the world, they are threatened by the risk of things going wrong—anywhere. That is particularly true for the United States, which leverages its ability to go anywhere and do anything through massive debt. No one knows exactly when the law of diminishing returns will kick in. But, historically, it starts to happen long before a single great power dominates the entire globe, which is why large empires from Byzantium to Rome have always reached a point of unsustainability. That may already be happening to the United States today, on issues ranging from oil dependency and nuclear proliferation to pandemics and global warming. What Axiom 1 tells you is that more U.S. power is not the answer; it's actually part of the problem. A multipolar world would almost certainly manage the globe's pressing problems more effectively. The larger the number of great powers in the global system, the greater the chance that at least one of them would exercise some control over a given combination of space, other actors, and problems. Such reasoning doesn't rest on hopeful notions that the great powers will work together. They might do so. But even if they don't, the result is distributed governance, where some great power is interested in most every part of the world through productive competition. Axiom 2: In an increasingly networked world, places that fall between the networks are very dangerous places—and there will be more ungovemed zones when there is only one network to join. The second axiom acknowledges that highly connected networks can be efficient, robust, and resilient to shocks. But in a highly connected world, the pieces that fall between the networks are increasingly shut off from the benefits of connectivity. These problems fester in the form of failed states, mutate like pathogenic bacteria, and, in some cases, reconnect in subterranean networks such as al Qaeda. The truly dangerous places are the points where the subterranean networks touch the mainstream of global politics and economics. What made Afghanistan so dangerous under the Taliban was not that it was a failed state. It wasn't. It was a partially failed and partially connected state that worked the interstices of globalization through the drug trade, counterfeiting, and terrorism. Can any single superpower monitor all the seams and back alleys of globalization? Hardly. In fact, a lone hegemon is unlikely to look closely at these problems, because more pressing issues are happening elsewhere, in places where trade and technology are growing. By contrast, a world of several great powers is a more interest-rich environment in which nations must look in less obvious places to find new sources of advantage. In such a system, it's harder for troublemakers to spring up, because the cracks and seams of globalization are held together by stronger ties. Axiom 3: Without a real chance to find useful allies to counter a superpower, opponents will try to neutralize power, by going underground, going nuclear, or going ''bad." Axiom 3 is a story about the preferred strategies of the weak. It's a basic insight of international relations that states try to balance power. They protect themselves by joining groups that can hold a hegemonic threat at bay. But what if there is no viable group to join? In today's unipolar world, every nation from Venezuela to North Korea is looking for a way to constrain American power. But in the unipolar world, it's harder for states to join together to do that. So they turn to other means. They play a different game. Hamas, Iran, Somalia, North Korea, and Venezuela are not going to become allies anytime soon. Each is better off finding other ways to make life more difficult for Washington. Going nuclear is one way. Counterfeiting U.S. currency is another. Raising uncertainty about oil supplies is perhaps the most obvious method of all. Here's the important downside of unipolar globalization. In a world with multiple great powers, many of these threats would be less troublesome. The relatively weak states would have a choice among potential partners with which to ally, enhancing their influence. Without that more attractive choice, facilitating the dark side of globalization becomes the most effective means of constraining American power.
Neg: A/T – Leadership Adv – Turn: Nuclear War (1NC)
Hegemony causes nuclear war and no impact to US withdrawal – Peaceful transition to multipolarity

Layne 06 Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service, Texas A&M University(Christopher “The Peace of Illusions” (p. 169-  171)
Rather than being instruments of regional pacification, today America's alliances are transmission belts for war that ensure that the U.S. would be embroiled in Eurasian wars. In deciding whether to go war in Eurasia, the United States should not allow its hands to be tied in advance. For example, a non-great power war on the Korean Peninsula-even if nuclear weapons were not involved-would be very costly. The dangers of being entangled in a great power war in Eurasia, of course, are even greater, and could expose the American homeland to nuclear attack. An offshore balancing grand strategy would extricate the United States from the danger of being entrapped in Eurasian conflicts by its alliance commitments. Offshore balancing is a strategy of burden shifting, not burden sharing. As such, it would devolve to other states the costs and risks of their defense. From the late 1940s to the present U.S. alliance commitments have turned geostrategic logic on its head, because these commitments have imposed the greatest burdens-both economically and in terms of danger-on the alliance partner (the United States) whose security is least at risk. In World War II's immediate aftermath, it made sense for the United States to allow Western Europe and Japan to shelter temporarily under its strategic umbrella while they got back on their feet. Today, however, there is no inherent reason why the United States should be compelled to bear the costs or run the risks of shielding other states from direct attack or protecting their overseas interests from regional turmoil. Western Europe, Japan, and South Korea, for example, have the economic and technological wherewithal to provide fully for their own security. However, by promising its allies that it will defend them, America's current hegemonic grand strategy gives them strong incentives free ride on the back of U.S. security guarantees. An offshore balancing strategy would shift strategic responsibilities to where they properly belong: from the United States to those allies whose interests and security are most immediately implicated. By devolving full responsibility for their defense to U.S. allies, offshore balancing would take advantage of the unique geostrategic advantages that allow the United States to benefit from multi polarity, exercise a free hand strategically, and avoid being automatically engulfed in Eurasian conflicts because of its alliance commitments. As an offshore balancer, the United States would reap security advantages from a reversion to multipolarity. The United States is far removed from powerful rivals and shielded from them both by geography and its own hard power. Consequently, as an insular great power, the United States is far less vulnerable to the effects of "instability" than are the major powers of Eurasia, and it could-and should-insulate itself from possible future Eurasian great power wars. For the United States, the risk of conflict and the possible exposure of the American homeland to attack, rather than arising from any direct threat to the United States itself, derive directly from the overseas commitments mandated by hegemony's all-encompassing definition of U.S. interests. Of course, proponents of current U.S. grand strategy will object that, by retracting its security umbrella, the United States will create Eurasian security vacuums that will cause re-nationalization and a reversion to destabilizing multipolarity. Ironically, however, America's hegemonic grand strategy is failing in this respect already, because re-nationalization is occurring gradually, even though the United States is acting as a regional stabilizer. On its present grand strategic course the United States will end up with the worst of both worlds: notwithstanding the U.S. military presence, Eurasia is becoming more multipolar and more volatile. This means that instead of increasing the chances of peace, its alliances expose the United States to the rising probability of becoming entrapped in a future Eurasian war. Just as their West European counterparts did during the cold war, America's major Eurasian allies understand the dilemmas of extended deterrence in a nuclear world. In 1961, French president de Gaulle told President Kennedy that Europe could never believe that the United States really would risk the destruction of New York in order to save Paris.35 Today, U.S. allies have similar-well-founded-doubts about whether the United States would risk Seattle or Los Angeles to defend Tokyo or Taipei. America's Eurasian allies are starting to re-nationalize because they understand that the credibility of U.S. security guarantees is eroding. Instead of foregoing military autonomy (re-nationalizing) they have every reason to make sure they can defend themselves if they are abandoned by the United States. The result is that security competitions of increasing intensity-like that between China and Japan-are taking place even though the U.S. military presence in East Asia is supposed to prevent them from happening.

Neg: A/T – Leadership Adv – Turn: Russia-China Alliance (1nc)
Predominance spurs a Russia-China military alliance that 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. 

Neg: A/T – Leadership Adv – Turn: Russia-China Alliance (2NC)
Heg causes the rise of a Russia-China alliance – the Roberts evidence is fantastic – it indicates that increasing hegemony causes increasing military cooperation between Russia & China because they think the US will exert their military superiority and attack them.

The impact outweighs – 

A. Magnitude – Russia, China, and the US have the 3 biggest stockpiles in the world – thousands of nukes would be unleashed – and Roberts says it would cause “hegemony of the cockroach.”

B. Probability – the US can’t even occupy the country of Iraq let alone contain the Russian and Chinese armies – this proves we would have to resort to using nuclear weapons – escalating to extinction.

AND

Heg can’t solve – Russia-China alliance would be capable of defeating the US.

The Pantagraph, 97 


(1/4)

It is obvious that a new alliance is being formed that will combine Russia’s vast weapons production capacity with China’s vast industrial capacity and billion-plus population. If you add to this alliance the vast oil supplies and wealth of the Islamic world beginning with the Islamic countries of the former Soviet Union, as the article indicates is happening, the possibilities are too frightening to imagine. The creation of a vast Eastern alliance stretching from Russia in the north down through China and into the Middle East and Africa held together by a hatred of the West, a hatred of Israel and a distaste for both democracy and freedom would set the stage for a war that the West would most likely lose. I personally believe that such an alliance is inevitable, as is the war that will follow it.

Neg: A/T – Leadership Adv – Turn: Terrorism (1nc)
Overseas bases become a lightning ground for terrorism and makes conflicts more likely to escalate

Vine 09 - Assistant Prof of Anthropology at American University (David, Too Many Overseas Bases, FPIF, feb 25)
Bases abroad have become a major and unacknowledged “face” of the United States, frequently damaging the nation’s reputation, engendering grievances and anger, and generally creating antagonistic rather than cooperative relationships between the United States and others. Most dangerously, as we have seen in Saudi Arabia and Yemen, and as we are seeing in Iraq and Afghanistan, foreign bases create breeding grounds for radicalism, anti-Americanism, and attacks on the United States, reducing, rather than improving, our national security. Proponents of maintaining the overseas base status quo will argue, however, that our foreign bases are critical to national and global security. A closer examination shows that overseas bases have often heightened military tensions and discouraged diplomatic solutions to international conflicts. Rather than stabilizing dangerous regions, our overseas bases have often increased global militarization, enlarging security threats faced by other nations who respond by boosting military spending (and in cases like China and Russia, foreign base acquisition) in an escalating spiral. Overseas bases actually make war more likely, not less.

Nuclear War

SID – AHMED  04   Political Analyst [Mohamed, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm]

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain – the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody.  So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded.  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.

.

Neg: A/T – Leadership Adv – Turn: Terrorism (2NC)
Heg causes terrorism – Eland evidence says that THE ONLY REASON why 9//11 happened was cuz of blowback against US power. Interventionism in the middle east serves as a lightning rod for hatred– decrease in American power results in a decrease in terrorism

Terror Attack o/w

A) Magnitude – We would retaliate with nuclear weapons and would draw in Russia and China into a global nuclear war – causing total human extinction – Corsi

B) Makes heg ineffective – relatiation means no one would consider us trustworthy and it would make the world too chaotic for heg to work

Heg causes terrorism

Layne 06  Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service, Texas A&M University

(Christopher “The Peace of Illusions” (p. 190-191)
The events of 9/11 are another example of how hegemony makes the United States less secure than it would be if it followed an offshore balancing strategy. Terrorism, the RAND Corporation terrorism expert Bruce Hoffman says, is "about power: the pursuit of power, the acquisition of power, and use of power to achieve political change."86 If we step back for a moment from our horror and revulsion at the events of September 11, we can see that the attack was in keeping with the Clausewitzian paradigm of war: force was used against the United States by its adversaries to advance their political objectives. As Clausewitz observed, "War is not an act of senseless passion but is controlled by its political object."88 September 11 represented a violent counterreaction to America's geopolitical-and cultural-hegemony. As the strategy expert Richard K. Betts presciently observed in a 1998 Foreign Affairs article: It is 'hardly likely that Middle Eastern radicals would be hatching schemes like the destruction of the World Trade Center if the United States had not been identified so long as the mainstay of Israel, the shah of Iran, and conservative Arab regimes and the source of a cultural assault on Islam.89 U.S. hegemony fuels terrorist groups like al Qaeda and fans Islamic fundamentalism, which is a form of "blowback" against America's preponderance and its world role.90 As long as the United States maintains its global hegemony-and its concomitant preeminence in regions like the Persian Gulf-it will be the target of politically motivated terrorist groups like al Qaeda. After 9/11, many foreign policy analysts and pundits asked the question, "Why do they hate us?" This question missed the key point. No doubt, there are Islamic fundamentalists who do "hate" the United States for cultural, religious, and ideological reasons. And even leaving aside American neoconservatives' obvious relish for making it so, to some extent the war on terror inescapably has overtones of a "clash of civilizations:' Still, this isn't-and should not be allowed to become-a replay of the Crusades. Fundamentally 9/11 was about geopolitics, specifically about U.S. hegemony. The United States may be greatly reviled in some quarters of the Islamic world, but were the United States not so intimately involved in the affairs of the Middle East, it's hardly likely that this detestation would have manifested itself in something like 9/11. As Michael Scheurer, who headed the CIA analytical team monitoring Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda, puts it, "One of the greatest dangers for Americans in deciding how to confront the Islamist threat lies in continuing to believe-at the urging of senior U.S. leaders-that Muslims hate and attack us for what we are and think, rather than for what we do."91 It is American policies-to be precise, American hegemony-that make the United States a lightning rod for Muslim anger
And heg doesn’t solve – terrorists aren’t dettered by military power because it falls out of asymmetric power calculations – terrorists don’t fear our military

Eland 08  senior fellow at the Independent Institute

(ivan, Mediterranean Quarterly Volume 19, Number 3, Summer 2008, Back to the Future: Rediscovering America’s Foreign Policy Traditions

During the Cold War, at least a plausible argument could be made for some [End Page 94] US intervention overseas to counter Soviet encroachment. But the Cold War is long over, the Soviet rival is in the dustbin of history, and the gains from interventionism have been drastically reduced while the costs have skyrocketed. The only type of attack that cannot be deterred by the US nuclear arsenal is that from terrorists — as was demonstrated on 9/11. Retaliation for US interventionism in the Arab-Muslim world is al Qaeda’s primary motive for attacking the United States. Specifically, Osama bin Laden’s biggest gripes are with US — that is, non-Muslim — occupation of Muslim lands and meddling in their politics by supporting corrupt dictators and Israel. Because conventional and nuclear military power have very little utility in stopping terrorist attacks and because the United States has an open society, with thousands of miles of borders and many possible targets, homeland security efforts will likely have only limited effect. Naturally, in the short term, the utmost effort should be made to capture or kill bin Laden and eradicate al Qaeda, but in the long term the only way to effectively deal with anti – United States terrorism is to reduce the motivation of terrorists to attack America in the first place. Poll after poll in the Muslim world indicates that Muslims like US political and economic freedoms, technology, and even culture but hate US meddling in their world. Thus, practicing military restraint, rather than interventionism, would make Americans safer at home. Protecting its citizens and property should be the first goal of any government, but the US quest for an informal global empire actually undermines this objective. Empire does not equal security — in fact, it sabotages it. 

Neg: A/T – Leadership Adv – Turn: Terrorism (2NC)
And, even if terrorist resentment is inevitable – US policy magnifies the effect by catalyzing local issues into general Anti-Americanism 

Posen 07 Ford International Professor of Political Science at MIT and Director of the MIT Security Studies Program

(Barry R. “The Case for Restraint” The American Interest, November/December)

Al-Qaeda and other similar, but less ambitious, groups have also professionalized the training of their soldiers and terrorist operatives. They learn from one another, adapt to local circumstances, and profit from the more general availability of weaponry. The ease of international travel and trade allows human and material resources to be shifted rapidly from place to place. This turns U.S. interventions into opportunities for transnational anti-system groups like al-Qaeda to assist local resistance movements and to harness the power of nationalism and politicized religion to their more diffuse but still distinctly anti-American agenda.

Multipolarity solves - allowing other countries to have their own spheres of influence would force them to work regionally to solve terrorism

Schwarz and Layne 02 Editor of the Atlantic, Research Fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty at the Independent Institute
(Benjamin and Christopher “A New Grand Strategy” Atlantic Monthly, January 1st)

Recognizing the legitimacy of other great powers' spheres of influence offers the United States a further strategic advantage. The Persian Gulf and Central Asia show why. Russia and China both are profoundly concerned about the spread of Islamic fundamentalism on their peripheries. In Chechnya, in Central Asia (where Russian troops help to defend the former Soviet republics of Uzbekistan and Tajikistan), and in the Caucasus, Moscow has fought major military campaigns to protect its southern flank against militant Islam. China, too, is combating terrorism fomented by Islamic separatists, in the Xinjiang province. Last June, Beijing and Moscow entered into a security relationship, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (which also embraces three of the former Soviet republics in Central Asia), to coordinate efforts to combat the common threat to their security posed by these Islamic fundamentalist terrorist groups – groups linked to the Taliban and Osama bin Laden. Similarly, India, a possible future great power, has been battling Islamic terrorists who are waging a proxy war on Pakistan's behalf to wrest the disputed province of Kashmir away from New Delhi. Simply put, for reasons of security and access to oil, Russia, China, India, Western Europe, and Japan have strong reasons – stronger than America's – to pacify Central Asia and the Persian Gulf. By adopting an offshore balancing strategy, the United States will compel them to do so.

Neg: A/T – Leadership Adv – Turn: Terrorism Ext. 

Terrorism is the primary threat to American security – without heg it burns out

Posen 07 Ford International Professor of Political Science at MIT and Director of the MIT Security Studies Program

(Barry R. “The Case for Restraint” The American Interest, November/December)

Today the most imminent U.S. security problem has to do not with conquest or intimidation but safety. Here, at least, the consensus view is correct. The main discrete threat is al-Qaeda, but if the foregoing analysis is right, there are deeper forces feeding that organization than its interpretation of religious texts. These forces could give rise to other violent organizations. In other words, al-Qaeda is not the problem, but a particularly threatening example of a condition of global disorder and disaffection capable of giving rise to numerous such groups, Islamist and otherwise. This condition is the problem, which American power and actions over the years have done a good deal, albeit inadvertently, to cause, but cannot now easily or by themselves redress. Moreover, the United States has squandered one relatively constant factor that should work in its favor. Al-Qaeda’s very nature condemns it to theatrical terrorist attacks against innocent people, and such attacks have a way of alienating potential supporters. By overstressing offensive action in Iraq, and in particular by occupying an Arab country, the United States has added credence to the al-Qaeda story in the Arab world, and done a terrible job of telling its own.

Hegemony is the direct cause of terrorism – this ev is reverse causal

Eland 98   Director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute 

(Ivan, "DOES U.S. INTERVENTION OVERSEAS BREED TERRORISM?: The Historical Record" Cato briefing no 50)

All of the examples of terrorist attacks on the United States can be explained as retaliation for U.S. intervention abroad. Empirically validating the connection between an interventionist foreign policy and such attacks is more critical than ever now that terrorists can more readily obtain weapons of mass destruction and seem to be more willing to use them. The extensive number of incidents of terrorism linked to U.S. foreign policy implies that the United States could substantially reduce the chance of catastrophic terrorist attacks if it lowered its military profile overseas. 16 The United States needs to adopt a new policy that would use military force only as a last resort in the defense of truly vital national interests. The Cold War has ended, yet the United States continues to use its worldwide military dominance to intervene any- where and everywhere in an effort to maintain its defense perimeter far forward. In a changed strategic environment in which ostensibly weak terrorist groups might acquire weapons of mass destruction, such an extended defense perimeter may actually increase the catastrophic threat to the American homeland. Even the U.S. Department of Defense admits the problem: Indeed, a paradox of the new strategic environment is that American military superiority actually increases the threat of nuclear, biological, and chemical attack against us by creating incentives for adversaries to challenge us asymmetrically. These weapons may be used as tools of terrorism against the American people 

Foreign policy is the number one cause of terror, other countries have cultures and economies like us, they don’t get attacked

Eland 98  Director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute 

(Ivan, "DOES U.S. INTERVENTION OVERSEAS BREED TERRORISM?: The Historical Record" Cato briefing no 50)

The logic behind the claim that there are other primary causes for terrorism against the United States needs to be examined. Many other Western nations are wealthy; have an extensive industrial and commercial presence overseas; export their culture along with their products and services; and believe in religious freedom, economic opportunity, and respect for the rights of the individual. Yet those nations--Switzerland and Australia, for example--seem to have much less of a problem with worldwide terrorism than does the United States.
Neg: A/T – Iran Adv – Fears instability (1nc)

Iran won’t destabilize Iraq- 3 reasons

Nordland 10 - Staff writer (ROD NORDLAND, “Iran Wants Sunnis in Iraqi Politics”, the New York Times, April 10, 2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/11/world/middleeast/11iraq.html)
“The Islamic Republic of Iran has played an active role in encouraging the conduct of the election and encouraging Iraqis to participate actively in the election,” Mr. Qomi said. Now, it was only natural that it was encouraging efforts to form a government, the Iranian ambassador said. He said Iran had good relations with all factions in Iraq, “including especially good relations and cooperation with the brothers from the Sunni community.”

 “This is a real change in Iran’s stand regarding Iraq,” said Ghassan al-Attiya, an Iraqi political analyst based in London. “The Iranians want to have a role in Iraq similar to the role of Syria dominating Lebanon. Because they don’t want any political instability in the next few months that would make the Americans reconsider their withdrawal, they want to avoid Sunni discontent.”
Neg: A/T – Iran Adv – Fears instability
Iranian influence on Iraq limited

Corbin 3/17/10 - Deputy U.S. Assistant Secretary of State, Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs [Michael, “Iraq Update,” Council for Foreign Relations, March 17, http://www.cfr.org/publication/21699/iraq_update.html]

Well, Iran is -- we always overestimate Iranian influence in Iraq. And the Iranians, remember, wanted all the Shi'a parties to unite together. They wanted Maliki to join the main Shi'a Islamic party. Maliki refused to do that. The Shi'as were not -- the Iranians were unsuccessful. The Iranians were unsuccessful in the provincial elections last year; they were unsuccessful in defeating the security agreement with the United States and the Strategic Framework Agreement.

What we see is that the Iranian, who have their own problems, would like to influence things in Iraq, but they are going to have a very difficult time doing that. They've tried to use soft power, but they don't have the economic wherewithal to make a difference now that Iraq is pursuing its oil. They do not have the ability to mobilize people the way they used to. And if, as I argue, people are voting for Sadrists because they're voting to throw people out rather than voting to support Iran, I think it further supports that.

Iran fears civil war.  It will not destabilize Iraq 
Beehner 06 – Former senior writer on the Council of Foreign Relations  [Lionel, “Iraq’s Meddlesome Neighbors,” Council on Foreign Relations, August 31, http://www.cfr.org/publication/11377/iraqs_meddlesome_neighbors.html#p4]

Yet a full-blown civil war in Iraq is not in Iran's interest either. Tehran fears Iraq may splinter into three states, which might embolden its own domestic Kurdish population to push for greater autonomy. The result, according to the United States Institute of Peace, is Tehran is "hedging its bets" by developing relations with all of Iraq's factions, including secular and religious militias, the largely Sunni insurgents, and other ethnic communities. "Iranians like to keep all their bases covered," says Michael Knights, a London-based associate of the Washington Institute for Near East Policy. A recent report (PDF) by British think tank Chatham House claims Iran now wields more influence in Iraq than the United States. 
Neg: A/T – Iran Adv – It wants the US out (1nc)

Iran wants US out of Iraq

Al Jazeera 4/18/10 (Al Jazeera, “Iran demands US troop withdrawal”, Iranian, 18-Apr-2010, http://www.iranian.com/main/news/2010/04/18/iran-demands-us-troop-withdrawal)

The Iranian president has called on the US to withdraw its troops from the Gulf region and Afghanistan.

"The region has no need for alien troops and they should return home and let the regional states take care of their own affairs," Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said in a speech marking the country's annual Army Day on Sunday.

"They must leave the region and this is not a request but an order, and the will of the regional nations," he said.

He said the deployment of US and Nato troops in Iraq and Afghanistan under the pretext of fighting terrorism had not only failed, but also increased insecurity in both countries.
Neg: A/T – Iran Adv – It wants the US out

Iran wants US troops out of Iraq.  Presence is an insult and humiliation to the region

Tran 08 - Reporter on international news, previously worked as a correspondent for the Guardian in Washington

(Mark Tran, guardian, “Iran demands withdrawal of foreign troops from Iraq”, 3 March 2008, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2008/mar/03/iran.iraq)

The presence of foreign powers in Iraq was a "humiliation" to the region and they should leave, the Iranian president, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, said today.

Ahmadinejad took a swipe at the US and its allies after meeting the Iraqi president, Jalal Talabani, on the last day of his two-day visit to Baghdad. He is the first Iranian leader to visit Iraq since the two countries fought an eight-year war in the 1980s.

Describing the presence of foreign forces in Iraq as an "insult to the regional nations and a humiliation", Ahmadinejad said: "We believe that the major powers who have come to the region … should respect the will of nations and leave this region. That's the best service they can offer these nations." 

Iran wants foreign forces out of Middle East

Voice of Russia 10 (The Voice of Russia, " Iran demands foreign troop withdrawal”, Apr 18, 2010, http://english.ruvr.ru/2010/04/18/6567277.html)

Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said on Sunday that “the pervasive presence of foreign forces in the Middle East is the main reason behind regional conflicts”. Speaking at a ceremony marking Iran's National Army Day earlier on Sunday, Ahmadinejad demanded an immediate withdrawal of all foreign troops from the region. Maintaining Mideast peace is only possible through join efforts of regional nations, Ahmadinejad stressed, separately praising his country’s armed forces and latest military hardware, which was on display during a military march-past outside Tehran earlier in the day. 
Neg: A/T: Iran Adv - No Impx  – No US-Iran war (1nc) 

Obama will not go to war against Iran.  This ev alone will reduce the risk of the adv to close to ZERO 

Brenner 1/5/10 - Senior Fellow @ the Center for Transatlantic Relations, SAIS-Johns Hopkins University [Michael Brenner, “Obama Will Not Strike Iran,”  Huffington Post, January 5, 2010 02:23 PM, Huffington Post, pg. http://www.huffingtonpost.com/michael-brenner/obama-will-not-strike-ira_b_412058.html]

As I have argued on another occasion, it is erroneous and unavailing to seek understanding of the taproots for Obama's foreign policy in his Oslo or West Point speeches. What he decided to do in AfPak, in Palestine, in Somalia, on extraordinary rendition and open-ended detention did not arise from some well defined conception of the world -- much less a 'doctrine.' It will be no different when he makes his fateful decision about Iran. We should look instead at the interplay of pressures -- whether originating out there or, equally important, among some of his strong willed advisers. That interplay will take place within a presidential mental space that is constantly active but without direction. The style of earnest conviction is a constant; its content is in perpetual flux.

Will not those pressures push his thinking in the direction of war? They admittedly are quite strong. The proponents include David Petraeus and his troop of warrior monks who have held Obama spellbound, the loud right wing chorus, the Israeli lobby, and the anxious Gulf states who seem (almost) ready to resolve their agonized doubts in a spasm of air strikes -- especially since Washington has not presented a serious diplomatic alternative. The first is most significant. For Obama instinctively defers to established power centers and their propriety wisdom. The Pentagon shares this status with the Wall Street barons, the health care industry and the intelligence apparatus. Obama always sounds tough. But his words only have follow through when aimed at those he sees as weak and of low standing, e.g. Karzai, most Pakistani leaders, liberal Democrats.

Yet, despite the Pentagon's exalted standing in White House eyes, the outcome will not accord with their importuning advice. That is not because of any onset of foreign policy wisdom in the White House. The key is Obama's personality. His much noted aversion to confrontation is one element. A deep seated reluctance to do anything that could put his political fortunes beyond his control is another element. He is by nature an undeviating partisan of the path of least resistance. Obama has neither the temperament nor the stomach to be a war president. The presidential commands to shoot at half dozen Somalis in an open boat, to fire cruise missiles into the wilds of northern Yemen or to ramp up drone attacks in Waziristan require little more than Nintendo game bravura. Even the Afghan escalation was treated more as an exercise in intra-mural politics than a grave historic decision. A statesman feeling that his country's fate rests in his hands does not senselessly set dates for exit strategies and map off-ramps before his escalated campaign has even begun. Nor does he allow senior officials to contradict him within days in ways that dissolve his authority in Washington while shredding his credibility among parties in the region parties. Moreover, Obama could commit to Afghanistan in the confidence that whatever happened, the outcome could be spun. Short of an improbable decisive defeat, there would always be opportunity to craft the narrative and to skew the meaning of what happened.

Iran is of a different order. The Iranians are stubborn and willful. Instinctively, Obama may realize that they are more Bibi Netanyahu than Mahmoud Abbas. War there opens a Pandora's box. It would be militarily uncontrollable, diplomatically uncontrollable, and -- above all -- politically uncontrollable. Confidence in the power of spin could reach its limits. Obama's political future itself could spin out of his control. Those disconcerting realities are to be avoided at almost all costs. What of the costs encountered in stymieing his generals? Of offending hawkish sentiment at home and in the Middle East?

There are two things to say on this point. First, the political survival instinct trumps all. Especially so when your convictions about what American security dictates are so ductile. Second, Obama has another security card to play -- his grammatically correct war against terror. Its value has been markedly increased by the underwear bomber incident and ensuing wave of fear. Here is the crucial factor that will serve as Obama's get-out-of-jail pass from the Iranian box he finds himself in. An energetic, high-publicity campaign to safeguard America from the terrifying, hydra-headed al-Qaida can distract the public from the war cries of the air strike hawks. It can burnish his image as a stern leader earnest in protecting his fellow citizens. It is steroids for muscular postures. Results are immeasurable. It avoids a point of no return. Rahm Emanuel will whisper it seductively into a receptive ear. The White House stays in control. It is a natural for this president at this time. Obama will grab for it.

Neg: A/T - Iran Adv: No Impx  – No US-Iran war

Obama will not take risks.  No war 

Brenner 1/5/10 - Senior Fellow @ the Center for Transatlantic Relations, SAIS-Johns Hopkins University [Michael Brenner, “Obama Will Not Strike Iran,”  Huffington Post, January 5, 2010 02:23 PM, Huffington Post, pg. http://www.huffingtonpost.com/michael-brenner/obama-will-not-strike-ira_b_412058.html]

These telltales of military action notwithstanding, there are reasons for skepticism that Barack Obama will pull the trigger. They are rooted in his political character. Its two most prominent traits are an absence of conviction and a lack of policy/political courage. The past year has provided abundant evidence to confirm this contention. Together, they militate strongly against high risk behavior. What line of reasoning leads to this judgment?

It doesn’t fit his overall agenda for Iran 

Brenner 1/5/10 - Senior Fellow @ the Center for Transatlantic Relations, SAIS-Johns Hopkins University [Michael Brenner, “Obama Will Not Strike Iran,”  Huffington Post, January 5, 2010 02:23 PM, Huffington Post, pg. http://www.huffingtonpost.com/michael-brenner/obama-will-not-strike-ira_b_412058.html]

Let us look first at the facilitating factors. One is the high ambiguity as to current realities and future dangers. Iran's progress toward acquiring the capability to build a nuclear weapon is obscure. There are serious technical gaps, challenging thresholds to cross and no signs of urgency on Tehran's part. That allows for the period of decision to be stretched out -- if there is motive to do so. Second, any threat to the United States' forces and core interests in the region is not only well into the future but purely conjectural. This is unlike the immediate direct threat to Americans -- if not the country's core interests -- posed by terrorists. Third, Obama's public remarks about Iran have pointed in all directions: an invitation to talks; cries of havoc; a diplomatic campaign to mobilize backing for stricter sanctions. Finally, there is the mounting political turmoil inside Iran that adds an element of uncertainty as to who is in charge, who will be in charge and how military action could affect internal dynamics -- including the prospects for regime change.

Obama is cautious.  He will not overreact 

Brenner 1/5/10 - Senior Fellow @ the Center for Transatlantic Relations, SAIS-Johns Hopkins University [Michael Brenner, “Obama Will Not Strike Iran,”  Huffington Post, January 5, 2010 02:23 PM, Huffington Post, pg. http://www.huffingtonpost.com/michael-brenner/obama-will-not-strike-ira_b_412058.html]

These circumstances allow Obama to temporize, in a number of respects. One, he approaches big policy choices with an adaptive mind unburdened by pronounced beliefs. On foreign policy, he operates without a finely etched cognitive map. There is no overarching strategy or underlying philosophy. He navigates with few or any fixed reference points. Images of him as a strong willed person with dedicated purpose are belied by his conduct on every matter of consequence -- domestic as well as international.

Neg: A/T – Iran Adv – Turn: prevent denuclearizing Iran 

Turn: Military threat key to denuclearizing Iran.  Troop removal takes it off the table.

Young 3/17/10 - Opinion editor of the Daily Star (Michael Young, “Obama’s timidity threatens US leadership in the region”, The National, March 17, 2010, <http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100318/OPINION/703179924/0/FRONTPAGE>)

In dealing with Iran and Syria, Washington’s mettle has also been wanting. Mr Obama made a campaign pledge that he would engage both countries without conditions. Implicit in this undertaking was that his predecessor, George W Bush, had missed an opportunity to advance American interests by refusing to open a dialogue with Tehran and Damascus. A year later, however, Mr Obama’s engagement of Iran has failed, and while his administration has sent an ambassador back to Damascus, it gained nothing in exchange from the Syrian regime. Syria continues to undermine US interests in Iraq, the Palestinian areas and Lebanon, and has shown no intention of distancing itself from Iran.

The Obama administration has also publicly taken off the table a military operation to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. Not only has the US reassured the Iranians on this count, it has not concealed its refusal to approve an Israeli attack on Iran. Regardless of whether Washington’s judgment is sound, brinkmanship is an essential part of successful negotiations. If Mr Obama’s allies see the president as passive, as accepting Iran’s fait accompli, they will not be motivated to act themselves; or worse, they will react in disparate ways, probably to Tehran’s advantage.

Neg: DA Link 

Pentagon wants the Iraq war to continue 
Hayden 3/3/10 – Fomer CA State Representative & Senator [ Hayden, “Pressure from the 'longer warriors': Obama to cave on Iraq withdrawal?,” The Rag Blog, March 3, 2010, pg. http://theragblog.blogspot.com/2010/03/tom-hayden-obama-to-cave-on-iraq.html] 

The reason U.S. military combat may continue in Iraq is that the Pentagon has not won the war. On the one hand, the U.S. has installed a brutal authoritarian Shiite-dominated coalition in power in Baghdad, one closely aligned with the Pentagon's strategic enemies in Iran. That's not a victory. That same Shiite coalition has used its power to purge the minority Sunni candidates from running in the elections scheduled for next month. Gen. Ray Odierno recently stated the obvious, that the key Iraqi politicians purging the Sunni candidates "clearly are influenced by Iran." [NYT, Feb. 17, 2010]
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