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Contention One is Inherency -

United States troop interactions in Iraq are due to stay past the deadline of the SOFA agreement
MARTIN Chulov, The Guardian's Iraq correspondent, Middle East reporter since 2005, Wednesday 12 May 2010, (http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/may/12/iraq-us-troop-withdrawal-delay, Iraq violence set to delay US troop withdrawal

The White House is likely to delay the withdrawal sof the first large phase of combat troops from Iraq for at least a month after escalating bloodshed and political instability in the country .General Ray Odierno, the US commander, had been due to give the order within 60 days of the general election held in Iraq on 7 March, when the cross-sectarian candidate Ayad Allawi edged out the incumbent leader, Nouri al-Maliki.American officials had been prepared for delays in negotiations to form a government, but now appear to have balked after Maliki's coalition aligned itself with the theocratic Shia bloc to the exclusion of Allawi, who attracted the bulk of the minority Sunni vote. There is also concern over interference from Iraq's neighbours, Iran, Turkey and Syria. Late tonight seven people were killed and 22 wounded when a car bomb planted outside a cafe exploded in Baghdad's Sadr City, a Shia area, police and a source at the Iraqi interior ministry said. The latest bomb highlights how sectarian tensions are rising, as al-Qaida fighters in Iraq and affiliated Sunni extremists have mounted bombing campaigns and assassinations around the country. The violence is seen as an attempt to intimidate all sides of the political spectrum and press home the message to the departing US forces that militancy remains a formidable foe. Odierno has kept a low profile since announcing the deaths of al-Qaida's two leaders in Iraq, Abu Omar al-Baghdadi and Abu Ayub al-Masri, who were killed in a combined Iraqi-US raid on 18 April. The operation was hailed then as a near fatal blow against al-Qaida, but violence has intensified ever since. All US combat forces are due to leave Iraq by 31 August, a date the Obama administration is keen to observe as the president sends greater reinforcements to fight the Taliban in Afghanistan – a campaign he has set apart from the Iraq war, by describing it as "just". Iraqi leaders remain adamant that combat troops should leave by the deadline. But they face the problem of not having enough troops to secure the country if the rejuvenated insurgency succeeds in sparking another lethal round of sectarian conflict. "The presence of foreign forces sent shock waves through Iraqis," said Hoshyar Zebari, the foreign minister. "And at the beginning it was a terrifying message that they didn't dare challenge. But then they got emboldened through terrorism and acts of resistance. And as the Americans are leaving, we are seeing more of it." Zebari said Iraq's neighbours were taking full advantage of the political stalemate. He also hinted that they may be directly backing the violence. "They too have been emboldened, because we haven't been able to establish a viable unified government that others can respect," he said. "In one way or another, Iran, Turkey and Syria are interfering in the formation of this government. "There is a lingering fear [among some neighbouring states] that Iraq should not reach a level of stability. The competition over the future of Iraq is being played out mostly between Turkey and Iran. They both believe they have a vested interest here." The withdrawal order is eagerly awaited by the 92,000 US troops still in Iraq – they mostly remain confined to their bases. This month Odierno was supposed to have ordered the pullout of 12,500, a figure that was meant to escalate every week between now and 31 August, when only 50,000 US troops are set to remain – all of them non-combat forces. US patrols are now seldom seen on the streets of Baghdad, where the terms of a security agreement between Baghdad and Washington are being followed strictly: this relegates them to secondary partners and means US troops cannot leave their bases without Iraqi permission. US commanders have grown accustomed to being masters of the land no longer, but they have recently grown increasingly concerned about what they will leave behind. Zebari said: "The mother of all mistakes that they made was changing their mission from liberation to occupation and then legalising that through a security council resolution." Earlier this week, Allawi warned that the departing US troops had an obligation enshrined in the security agreement and at the United Nations security council to safeguard Iraq's democratic process. He warned of catastrophic consequences if the occupation ended with Iraq still politically unstable. 

US will not withdraw because it has no interest in losing power over oil lands or global business

(Tom Engelhardt, co-founded American Empire Project, Middle East Online, 4/26/10, “Why We Won’t Leave Afghanistan or Iraq”, http://aljazeera.com/news/articles/39/Why-we-wont-leave-Afghanistan-or-Iraq.html)

All evidence indicates that Washington doesn’t want to withdraw -- not really, not from either region. It has no interest in divesting itself of the global control-and-influence business, or of the military-power racket. That’s hardly surprising since we’re talking about a great imperial power and control (or at least imagined control) over the planet’s strategic oil lands.  And then there’s another factor to consider: habit. Over the decades, Washington has gotten used to staying. The U.S. has long been big on arriving, but not much for departure. After all, 65 years later, striking numbers of American forces are still garrisoning the two major defeated nations of World War II, Germany and Japan. We still have about three dozen military bases on the modest-sized Japanese island of Okinawa, and are at this very moment fighting tooth and nail, diplomatically speaking, not to be forced to abandon one of them. The Korean War was suspended in an armistice 57 years ago and, again, striking numbers of American troops still garrison South Korea.  Similarly, to skip a few decades, after the Serbian air campaign of the late 1990s, the U.S. built-up the enormous Camp Bondsteel in Kosovo with its seven-mile perimeter, and we’re still there. After Gulf War I, the US either built or built up military bases and other facilities in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, and Bahrain in the Persian Gulf, as well as the British island of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean. And it’s never stopped building up its facilities throughout the Gulf region. In this sense, leaving Iraq, to the extent we do, is not quite as significant a matter as sometimes imagined, strategically speaking. It’s not as if the US military were taking off for Dubuque.  A history of American withdrawal would prove a brief book indeed. Other than Vietnam, the U.S. military withdrew from the Philippines under the pressure of “people power” (and a local volcano) in the early 1990s, and from Saudi Arabia, in part under the pressure of Osama bin Laden. In both countries, however, it has retained or regained a foothold in recent years. President Ronald Reagan pulled American troops out of Lebanon after a devastating 1983 suicide truck bombing of a Marines barracks there, and the president of Ecuador, Rafael Correa, functionally expelled the U.S. from Manta Air Base in 2008 when he refused to renew its lease. ("We'll renew the base on one condition: that they let us put a base in Miami -- an Ecuadorian base," he said slyly.) And there were a few places like the island of Grenada, invaded in 1983, that simply mattered too little to Washington to stay.  Unfortunately, whatever the administration, the urge to stay has seemed a constant. It’s evidently written into Washington’s DNA and embedded deep in domestic politics where sure-to-come "cut and run" charges and blame for "losing" Iraq or Afghanistan would cow any administration. Not surprisingly, when you look behind the main news stories in both Iraq and Afghanistan, you can see signs of the urge to stay everywhere.  In Iraq, while President Obama has committed himself to the withdrawal of American troops by the end of 2011, plenty of wiggle room remains. Already, the New York Times reports, General Ray Odierno, commander of U.S. forces in that country, is lobbying Washington to establish “an Office of Military Cooperation within the American Embassy in Baghdad to sustain the relationship after... Dec. 31, 2011.” (“We have to stay committed to this past 2011,” Odierno is quoted as saying. “I believe the administration knows that. I believe that they have to do that in order to see this through to the end. It’s important to recognize that just because US soldiers leave, Iraq is not finished.”)  If you want a true gauge of American withdrawal, keep your eye on the mega-bases the Pentagon has built in Iraq since 2003, especially gigantic Balad Air Base (since the Iraqis will not, by the end of 2011, have a real air force of their own), and perhaps Camp Victory, the vast, ill-named U.S. base and command center abutting Baghdad International Airport on the outskirts of the capital. Keep an eye as well on the 104-acre US embassy built along the Tigris River in downtown Baghdad. At present, it’s the largest “embassy” on the planet and represents something new in “diplomacy,” being essentially a military-base-cum-command-and-control-center for the region. It is clearly going nowhere, withdrawal or not.  In fact, recent reports indicate that in the near future “embassy” personnel, including police trainers, military officials connected to that Office of Coordination, spies, U.S. advisors attached to various Iraqi ministries, and the like, may be more than doubled from the present staggering staff level of 1,400 to 3,000 or above. (The embassy, by the way, has requested $1,875 billion for its operations in fiscal year 2011, and that was assuming a staffing level of only 1,400.) Realistically, as long as such an embassy remains at Ground Zero Iraq, we will not have withdrawn from that country.  Similarly, we have a giant U.S. embassy in Kabul (being expanded) and another mega-embassy being built in the Pakistani capital Islamabad. These are not, rest assured, signs of departure
Contention 2 is Iraqi Stability

The ISF is strong enough to maintain internal Iraqi stability, staying any longer only serves to risk a step backward

Timothy R. Reese, US Army Colonel on the Baghdad Operations Command Advisory Team, 7-31-09, “Text of Colonel Reese’s Memo”  NYT, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/31/world/middleeast/31advtext.html
As the old saying goes, “guests, like fish, begin to smell after three days.” Since the signing of the 2009 Security Agreement, we are guests in Iraq, and after six years in Iraq, we now smell bad to the Iraqi nose. Today the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) are good enough to keep the Government of Iraq (GOI) from being overthrown by the actions of Al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI), the Baathists, and the Shia violent extremists that might have toppled it a year or two ago. Iraq may well collapse into chaos of other causes, but we have made the ISF strong enough for the internal security mission. Perhaps it is one of those infamous paradoxes of counterinsurgency that while the ISF is not good in any objective sense, it is good enough for Iraq in 2009. Despite this foreboding disclaimer about an unstable future for Iraq, the United States has achieved our objectives in Iraq. Prime Minister (PM) Maliki hailed June 30th as a “great victory,” implying the victory was over the US. Leaving aside his childish chest pounding, he was more right than he knew. We too ought to declare victory and bring our combat forces home. Due to our tendency to look after the tactical details and miss the proverbial forest for the trees, this critically important strategic realization is in danger of being missed. Equally important to realize is that we aren’t making the GOI and the ISF better in any significant ways with our current approach. Remaining in Iraq through the end of December 2011 will yield little in the way of improving the abilities of the ISF or the functioning of the GOI. Furthermore, in light of the GOI’s current interpretation of the limitations imposed by the 30 June milestones of the 2008 Security Agreement, the security of US forces are at risk. Iraq is not a country with a history of treating even its welcomed guests well. This is not to say we can be defeated, only that the danger of a violent incident that will rupture the current partnership has greatly increased since 30 June. Such a rupture would force an unplanned early departure that would harm our long term interests in Iraq and potentially unraveling the great good that has been done since 2003. The use of the military instrument of national power in its current form has accomplished all that can be expected. In the next section I will present and admittedly one sided view of the evidence in support of this view. This information is drawn solely from the MND-B area of operations in Baghdad Province. My reading of reports from the other provinces suggests the same situation exists there.

Withdrawal increases Middle Eastern cooperation – no risk of U.S. invasion post-withdrawal

Christopher Fettweis, Ph.D., assistant professor of national security affairs at the U.S. Naval War College, December 2007.Survival 49.4, On the Consequences of Failure in Iraq, p. 83—98

The biggest risk of an American withdrawal is intensified civil war in Iraq rather than regional conflagration. Iraq's neighbours will likely not prove eager to fight each other to determine who gets to be the next country to spend itself into penury propping up an unpopular puppet regime next door. As much as the Saudis and Iranians may threaten to intervene on behalf of their co religionists, they have shown no eagerness to replace the counter-insurgency role that American troops play today. If the United States, with its remarkable military and unlimited resources, could not bring about its desired solutions in Iraq, why would any other country think it could do so?17 Common interest, not the presence of the US military, provides the ultimate foundation for stability. All ruling regimes in the Middle East share a common (and understandable) fear of instability. It is the interest of every actor - the Iraqis, their neighbours and the rest of the world - to see a stable, functioning government emerge in Iraq. If the United States were to withdraw, increased regional cooperation to address that common interest is far more likely than outright warfare
The Iraqi Security Forces have learned all they can from the US and are capable of securing Iraq, maintaining our presence only risks destabilization

Timothy R. Reese, US Army Colonel on the Baghdad Operations Command Advisory Team, 7-31-09, “Text of Colonel Reese’s Memo”  NYT, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/31/world/middleeast/31advtext.html
The rate of improvement of the ISF is far slower than it should be given the amount of effort and resources being provided by the US. The US has made tremendous progress in building the ISF. Our initial efforts in 2003 to mid-2004 were only marginally successful. From 2004 to 2006 the US built the ISF into a fighting force. Since the start of the surge in 2007 we have again expanded and improved the ISF. They are now at the point where they have defeated the organized insurgency against the GOI and are marginally self-sustaining. This is a remarkable tale for which many can be justifiably proud. We have reached the point of diminishing returns, however, and need to find a new set of tools. The massive partnering efforts of US combat forces with ISF isn’t yielding benefits commensurate with the effort and is now generating its own opposition. Again, some touch points for this assessment are: 1. If there ever was a window where the seeds of a professional military culture could have been implanted, it is now long past. US combat forces will not be here long enough or with sufficient influence to change it. 2. The military culture of the Baathist-Soviet model under Saddam Hussein remains entrenched and will not change. The senior leadership of the ISF is incapable of change in the current environment. a) Corruption among officers is widespread b) Neglect and mistreatment of enlisted men is the norm c) The unwillingness to accept a role for the NCO corps continues d) Cronyism and nepotism are rampant in the assignment and promotion system e) Laziness is endemic f) Extreme centralization of C2 is the norm g) Lack of initiative is legion h) Unwillingness to change, do anything new blocks progress i) Near total ineffectiveness of the Iraq Army and National Police institutional organizations and systems prevents the ISF from becoming self-sustaining j) For every positive story about a good ISF junior officer with initiative, or an ISF commander who conducts a rehearsal or an after action review or some individual MOS training event, there are ten examples of the most basic lack of military understanding despite the massive partnership efforts by our combat forces and advisory efforts by MiTT and NPTT teams. 3. For all the fawning praise we bestow on the Baghdad Operations Command (BOC) and Ministry of Defense (MoD) leadership for their effectiveness since the start of the surge, they are flawed in serious ways. Below are some salient examples: a) They are unable to plan ahead, unable to secure the PM’s approval for their actions b) They are unable to stand up to Shiite political parties c) They were and are unable to conduct an public relations effort in support of the SA and now they are afraid of the ignorant masses as a result d) They unable to instill discipline among their officers and units for the most basic military standards e) They are unable to stop the nepotism and cronyism f) They are unable to take basic steps to manage the force development process g) They are unable to stick to their deals with US leaders It is clear that the 30 Jun milestone does not represent one small step in a long series of gradual steps on the path the US withdrawal, but as Maliki has termed it, a “great victory” over the Americans and fundamental change in our relationship. The recent impact of this mentality on military operations is evident: 1. Iraqi Ground Forces Command (IGFC) unilateral restrictions on US forces that violate the most basic aspects of the SA 2. BOC unilateral restrictions that violate the most basic aspects of the SA 3. International Zone incidents in the last week where ISF forces have resorted to shows of force to get their way at Entry Control Points (ECP) including the forcible takeover of ECP 1 on 4 July 4. Sudden coolness to advisors and CDRs, lack of invitations to meetings, 5. Widespread partnership problems reported in other areas such as ISF confronting US forces at TCPs in the city of Baghdad and other major cities in Iraq. 6. ISF units are far less likely to want to conduct combined combat operations with US forces, to go after targets the US considers high value, etc. 7. The Iraqi legal system in the Rusafa side of Baghdad has demonstrated a recent willingness to release individuals originally detained by the US for attacks on the US.Yet despite all their grievous shortcomings noted above, ISF military capability is sufficient to handle the current level of threats from Sunni and Shiite violent groups. Our combat forces’ presence here on the streets and in the rural areas adds only marginally to their capability while exposing us to attacks to which we cannot effectively respond.The GOI and the ISF will not be toppled by the violence as they might have been between 2006 and 2008. Though two weeks does not make a trend, the near cessation of attacks since 30 June speaks volumes about how easily Shiite violence can be controlled and speaks to the utter weakness of AQI. The extent of AQ influence in Iraq is so limited as to be insignificant, only when they get lucky with a mass casualty attack are they relevant. Shiite groups are working with the PM and his political allies, or plotting to work against him in the upcoming elections. We are merely convenient targets for delivering a message against Maliki by certain groups, and perhaps by Maliki when he wants us to be targeted. Extremist violence from all groups is directed towards affecting their political standing within the existing power structures of Iraq. There is no longer any coherent insurgency or serious threat to the stability of the GOI posed by violent groups

US presence in Iraq is generating its own opposition staying longer risks increasingly likely conflict

Timothy R. Reese, US Army Colonel on the Baghdad Operations Command Advisory Team, 7-31-09, “Text of Colonel Reese’s Memo” NYT, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/31/world/middleeast/31advtext.html
Our combat operations are currently the victim of circular logic. We conduct operations to kill or capture violent extremists of all types to protect the Iraqi people and support the GOI. The violent extremists attack us because we are still here conducting military operations. Furthermore, their attacks on us are no longer an organized campaign to defeat our will to stay; the attacks which kill and maim US combat troops are signals or messages sent by various groups as part of the political struggle for power in Iraq. The exception to this is AQI which continues is globalist terror campaign. Our operations are in support of an Iraqi government that no longer relishes our help while at the same time our operations generate the extremist opposition to us as various groups jockey for power in post-occupation Iraq. The GOI and ISF will continue to squeeze the US for all the “goodies” that we can provide between now and December 2011, while eliminating our role in providing security and resisting our efforts to change the institutional problems prevent the ISF from getting better. They will tolerate us as long as they can suckle at Uncle Sam’s bounteous mammary glands. Meanwhile the level of resistance to US freedom of movement and operations will grow. The potential for Iraqi on US violence is high now and will grow by the day. Resentment on both sides will build and reinforce itself until a violent incident break outs into the open. If that were to happen the violence will remain tactically isolated, but it will wreck our strategic relationships and force our withdrawal under very unfavorable circumstances.  For a long time the preferred US approach has been to “work it at the lowest level of partnership” as a means to stay out of the political fray and with the hope that good work at the tactical level will compensate for and slowly improve the strategic picture. From platoon to brigade, US Soldiers and Marines continue to work incredibly hard and in almost all cases they achieve positive results. This approach has achieved impressive results in the past, but today it is failing. The strategic dysfunctions of the GOI and ISF have now reached down to the tactical level degrading good work there and sundering hitherto strong partnerships. As one astute political observer has stated “We have lost all strategic influence with the GoI and trying to influence events and people from the tactical/operational level is courting disaster, wasting lives, and merely postponing the inevitable.”

The U.S. must maintain its withdrawal timeline – extending troop deployments destroys Iraqi stability by incentivizing insurgent violence

Raed Jarrar political consultant for the American Friends Service Committee, and a senior fellow at Peace Action 5/27/2010 “Don't reward violence in Iraq by extending US troop withdrawal deadline,” Juneau Empire, http://www.juneauempire.com/stories/052710/opi_645328218.shtml)
President Obama should not bow to the Beltway voices urging him to keep U.S. troops longer in Iraq. At a speech at West Point on Saturday, Obama said: "We are poised to end our combat mission in Iraq this summer." His statement, which the cadets greeted with applause, is a reaffirmation of his pledge to have all U.S. combat forces leave Iraq by Aug. 31. Any remaining armed forces are required to leave Iraq by the end of 2011 in accordance with the binding bilateral Security Agreement, also referred to as the Status of Forces Agreement. But Washington pundits are still pushing Obama to delay or cancel the U.S. disengagement, calling on him to be "flexible" and take into consideration the recent spike of violence in Iraq. Hundreds of Iraqis have been killed and injured during the last few months in what seems to be an organized campaign to challenge U.S. plans. While most Iraqis would agree that Iraq is still broken, delaying or canceling the U.S. troop removal will definitely not be seen as "flexibility," but rather as a betrayal of promises. Iraqis believe that prolonging the military occupation will not fix what the occupation has damaged, and they don't think that extending the U.S. intervention will protect them from other interventions. The vast majority of Iraqis see the U.S. military presence as a part of the problem, not the solution. Linking the U.S. withdrawal to conditions on the ground creates an equation by which further deterioration in Iraq will automatically lead to prolonging the U.S. military presence. Some of the current Iraqi ruling parties want the U.S. occupation to continue because they have been benefiting from it. Some regional players, including the Iranian government, do not want an independent and strong Iraq to re-emerge. And other groups, including al-Qaeda, would gladly see the United States stuck in the current quagmire, losing its blood, treasure and reputation. Connecting the pullout to the prevalent situation would be an open invitation to those who seek an endless war to sabotage Iraq even further, and delaying it will send the wrong message to them. By contrast, adhering to the current time-based plan would pull the rug from under their feet and allow Iraqis to stabilize their nation, a process that may take many years but that cannot begin as long as Iraq's sovereignty is breached by foreign interventions. If the Obama administration reneges on its plans, it will effectively reward those responsible for the bloodshed and further embolden them. Such a decision would most likely have serious ramifications for the security of U.S. troops in Iraq, and will impede the security and political progress in the country. And delaying the U.S. pullout will not only harm the U.S. image around the world, which Obama has been trying hard to improve, but it will also be the final blow to U.S. credibility in Iraq. The mere promise of a complete withdrawal has boosted Iraqi domestic politics and enhanced the U.S. perception in the country. Unless Obama delivers on his promises, many of these achievements will be lost, and Iraq will be sent back to square one. 

An Iraqi civil war will escalate to middle-east conflict

Derrick V. Frazier, Assistant Professor, Political Science; and Robert Stewart-Ingersoll, Assistant Professor, Grand Valley State University, 5-2-08, “Another Inconvenient Truth: Why a U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq Would Be a Mistake,” http://acdis.illinois.edu/newsarchive/newsitem-AnotherInconvenientTruthWhyaUSWithdrawalfromIraqWouldBeaMistake.html
To these strategic regional considerations, we should also consider what would happen if a full scale civil war were to break out. Civil wars tend to spread in disease-like fashion to surrounding countries, particularly if these countries possess similar dynamics of ethnic unrest. Unfortunately, in the Middle East countries surrounding Iraq do exhibit characteristics that make them susceptible to civil conflicts. These characteristics include persistent economic, political, and social grievances that seem to correlate highly with ethnic identities and repressive police states that lack popular legitimacy or peaceful means through which to resolve these grievances. Thus, we would expect that escalated conflict in Iraq will lead to outright conflict in these countries or widespread destabilization.

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

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

The impact is extinction

Yonah Alexander, professor and director of the Inter-University for Terrorism Studies, 8/28/2003, Washington Times

Last week's brutal suicide bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically that the international community failed, thus far at least, to understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threats to the very survival of civilization itself.Even the United States and Israel have for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns.It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned by the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al Qaeda terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation's commercial and military powers.Likewise, Israel and its citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Agreements of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago, are still "shocked" by each suicide attack at a time of intensive diplomatic efforts to revive the moribund peace process through the now revoked cease-fire arrangements [hudna]. Why are the United States and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modern terrorism surprised by new terrorist "surprises"?There are many reasons, including misunderstanding of the manifold specific factors that contribute to terrorism's expansion, such as lack of a universal definition of terrorism, the religionization of politics, double standards of morality, weak punishment of terrorists, and the exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare.Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact.The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns.[continues]Thus, it behooves those countries victimized by terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated by Winston Churchill to the House of Commons on May 13, 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror, victory however long and hard the road may be: For without victory, there is no survival."
Contention 3 is international leadership credibility-

Staying in Iraq decimates US Credibility – US soft power will suffer.

Raed Jarrar Political Analyst 2010 The progressive http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/05/26-1)

At a speech at West Point on Saturday, May 22, Obama said: “We are poised to end our combat mission in Iraq this summer.” His statement, which the cadets greeted with applause, is a reaffirmation of his pledge to have all U.S. combat forces leave Iraq by Aug. 31. Any remaining armed forces are required to leave Iraq by the end of 2011 in accordance with the binding bilateral Security Agreement, also referred to as the Status of Forces Agreement.  But Washington pundits are still pushing Obama to delay or cancel the U.S. disengagement, calling on him to be “flexible” and take into consideration the recent spike of violence in Iraq. Hundreds of Iraqis have been killed and injured during the last few months in what seems to be an organized campaign to challenge U.S. plans.  While most Iraqis would agree that Iraq is still broken, delaying or canceling the U.S. troop removal will definitely not be seen as “flexibility,” but rather as a betrayal of promises. Iraqis believe that prolonging the military occupation will not fix what the occupation has damaged, and they don’t think that extending the U.S. intervention will protect them from other interventions. The vast majority of Iraqis see the U.S. military presence as a part of the problem, not the solution.  Linking the U.S. withdrawal to conditions on the ground creates an equation by which further deterioration in Iraq will automatically lead to prolonging the U.S. military presence. Some of the current Iraqi ruling parties want the U.S. occupation to continue because they have been benefiting from it. Some regional players, including the Iranian government, do not want an independent and strong Iraq to re-emerge. And other groups, including Al Qaeda, would gladly see the United States stuck in the current quagmire, losing its blood, treasure and reputation.  Connecting the pullout to the prevalent situation would be an open invitation to those who seek an endless war to sabotage Iraq even further, and delaying it will send the wrong message to them. By contrast, adhering to the current time-based plan would pull the rug from under their feet and allow Iraqis to stabilize their nation, a process that may take many years but that cannot begin as long as Iraq’s sovereignty is breached by foreign interventions.  If the Obama administration reneges on its plans, it will effectively reward those responsible for the bloodshed and further embolden them. Such a decision would most likely have serious ramifications for the security of U.S. troops in Iraq, and will impede the security and political progress in the country.  And delaying the U.S. pullout will not only harm the U.S. image around the world, which Obama has been trying hard to improve, but it will also be the final blow to U.S. credibility in Iraq. The mere promise of a complete withdrawal has boosted Iraqi domestic politics and enhanced the U.S. perception in the country.  Unless Obama delivers on his promises, many of these achievements will be lost, and Iraq will be sent back to square one. 

Military Presence in Iraq hurts soft power.

(Joseph Nye, Sultan of Oman Professor of International Relations and served as Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, Political Science Quarterly 2004, 119(2), p. 255)

Anti-Americanism has increased in the past few years. Thomas Pickering, a seasoned diplomat, considered 2003 "as high a zenith of anti Americanism as we've seen for a long time." Polls show that our soft power losses can be traced largely to our foreign policy. "A widespread and fashion able view is that the United States is a classically imperialist power. ... That mood has been expressed in different ways by different people, from the hockey fans in Montreal who boo the American national anthem to the high school students in Switzerland who do not want to go to the United States as exchange students." An Australian observer concluded that "the lesson of Iraq is that the US's soft power is in decline. Bush went to war having failed to win a broader military coalition or UN authorization. This had two direct consequences: a rise in anti-American sentiment, lifting terrorist recruitment; and a higher cost to the US for the war and reconstruction effort." A Gallup International poll showed that pluralities in fifteen out of twenty-four countries around the world said that American foreign policies had a negative effect on their attitudes toward the United States.

Human rights violations in Iraq destroy US soft power

Raed Jarrar Poltiical consultant – American friends Service Committee, Foreign Policy in Focus 4/13/10
In the last seven years, one million Iraqis have been killed and millions more injured and displaced from their homes. The country's infrastructure was destroyed and Iraq's civil society has been severely damaged. A video posted this week by WikiLeaks is not an exception to how the US occupation operated in Iraq all along, but rather an example of it. While the video is shocking and disturbing to the US public, from an Iraqi perspective it just tells a story of an average day under the occupation. But even from the Pentagon's perspective, that attack was nothing exceptional. Reuters demanded an investigation into this particular attack because two of its employees were killed in it, and the Pentagon has already conducted an investigation that cleared all soldiers who took part of the attack of any wrongdoing. The video does not show an operation that went wrong, or where "rules of engagement" were not followed. It is simply how the US military has been doing business in Iraq for seven years now.  What is equally disturbing is the mainstream media coverage of the event. For example, in a piece published the day of the attack, The New York Times reported that two Iraqi Journalists were killed "as US forces clash with Militias." The New York Times' piece confirmed "American forces battled insurgents in the area" and covered the following statement from the US military:      The American military said in a statement late Thursday that 11 people had been killed: nine insurgents and two civilians. According to the statement, American troops were conducting a raid when they were hit by small-arms fire and rocket-propelled grenades. The American troops called in reinforcements and attack helicopters. In the ensuing fight, the statement said, the two Reuters employees and nine insurgents were killed. ''There is no question that coalition forces were clearly engaged in combat operations against a hostile force,'' said Lt. Col. Scott Bleichwehl, a spokesman for the multinational forces in Baghdad.  Now, after the video was leaked, we know that none of this is true. Iraqis killed in the attack were not "insurgents." US troops were not "hit by small-arms fire and rocket-propelled grenades," the attack helicopters were not "called in" in response to hostilities and there was no "ensuing fight" that caused the massacre. In fact, after watching the video, there is no question that the US forces were clearly NOT engaged in combat operations against a hostile force. In addition to making the entire story up, the Pentagon has very conveniently omitted the part about the two children being injured.  This story is similar to hundreds of other stories printed by The New York Times and other mainstream media during the last seven years. Imagine how many tens of thousands of Iraqis who were labeled as "insurgents" and "militias" were killed and injured the same way. Imagine how many Iraqi children were killed and injured without a mention by the Pentagon or mainstream media. A number of international organizations, including Amnesty International, are now calling for an independent and impartial investigation into the July 12, 2007, helicopter attack shown in the leaked video. But I think this leaked video tells a bigger story than the attack itself. It tells a story of systemic, cold-blooded murder, and the shameful cover up by mainstream media and silence by international organizations.  Remembering the last seven years and conducting investigations is important, but what is more important and urgent is to end this occupation. This month marks both the seventh year of occupation and the beginning of the combat forces withdrawal in accordance with President Obama's plan. The current plan for US withdrawal is based on two sets of time-based deadlines. Obama's own plan to withdraw combat forces between April and August 31, 2010, and the bilateral security agreement's deadline for the withdrawal of all troops and contractors and shutting down all US bases by December 31, 2011.  While the Bush administration adopted a conditions-based withdrawal plan based on the mantra "as Iraqis stand up, we will stand down," the withdrawal doctrine under Obama has been time-based, not linked to conditions on the ground. The main problem with a condition-based withdrawal plans is that it creates an equation where deteriorating conditions lead to an extension of the military occupation. Unfortunately, many groups would like to see the US occupation of Iraq continue. Some groups, such as the Iraqi ruling parties or the military industrial complex in the United States, believe the occupation is in their self-interest. Others, such as al-Qaeda, hope to cripple the United States by keeping it engaged in a conflict that is taking an enormous toll on human lives, money and global reputation. And still others, such as Iran and other regional players, fear the re-emergence of a strong independent and united Iraq that would change the power balance in the Middle East.  The conditions on the ground are rapidly deteriorating in Iraq. After last month's general election, there is a dramatic spike in violence and growing threats to the security and political stability of the country. This week alone, hundreds of Iraqis were killed and injured because of car bombs, assassinations, and other armed attacks. Meanwhile, the Iraqi political establishment is struggling to form the new government. The US war machine is already trying to use this deterioration as an excuse to delay or cancel the withdrawal plan, or at least link it to conditions on the ground.  Going back to a condition-based plan will cost the US hundreds of billions more, will result in the deaths of countless more US soldiers and Iraqi civilians and, most importantly, will not bring Iraq closer to being a stable and prosperous country. The US occupation has never been a part of the solution and it will never be. Delaying or canceling the US withdrawal will only diminish what's left of US credibility and will add another layer of complications to the war-torn country.  

We’ll isolate several scenarios of soft power-

American soft power is key to democracy promotion

Joshua Muravchik, Ph.D. in IR. Scholar formerly at the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research and now a fellow at the School of Advanced International Studies of Johns Hopkins University. 1996. The imperative of American leadership: a challenge to neo-isolationism.  

Today, America can and should continue to be an engine of democracy. Although we had success at imposing democracy through military occupations, we cannot, as I have argued in the previous chapter, seek to spread democracy by the sword. If, however, we are drawn into occupying a country by dint of ill own aggression, as was the case with Iraq, we would be wise to try to democratize it. The late Turgut Ozal, former president of Turkey, said that he had urged the United States to do just that in 1991 but was told by Secretary of Stare Baker that Iraq was incapable of democracy. Ozal, who knew Iraq far better then Baker did, disagreed with that judgment. ' The United States could have ousted Saddam, pulled together an interim governing coalition of Iraqi dissidents, supervised an open election, and Still withdrawn within a year. Even if democracy had not taken hold firmly, there are degrees of democracy and undemocracy (as we see, for example, in the former Soviet republics), and the result might have been something imperfect but considerably more palatable than Saddam's continued rule.  Nonetheless, this situation was rare. and the main work of promoting democracy is peaceful. It consists of private and public diplomacy, overseas broadcasting, education and mining, assistance to democratic forces. and other forms of material aid. Diplomacy. Although external forces can succeed at promoting democracy, ultimately of course, it is indigenous people who must create and sustain it. The role of outsiders is to support and assist democrats and to swell their numbers. Sometimes it is also to persuade existing rulers to yield or relax power. The United States is by far the most influential country in the world. When our leaders speak our about the virtues of democracy and when we demonstrate our earnestness by calibrating democracy into the degree of friendliness we show to regimes and by embracing worthy dissidents, we strengthen those working to democratize their countries. We cannot easily bend other governments to our will. but pressure from Washington weighs heavily on most.

Democracy prevents multiple scenarios for extinction, nuclear war, and environmental degradation

Diamond 95 (Larry, Hoover Institution, Stanford University, December, PROMOTING DEMOCRACY IN THE 1990S, 1p. http://www.carnegie.org//sub/pubs/deadly/diam_rpt.html) 

Nuclear, chemical and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty and openness. The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.

B. Soft power is key to solving terrorism
Joseph S. Nye Professor of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, 3-7-2008 , http://abs.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/51/9/1351
Etzioni is correct that a successful policy of security first will require the combi- nation of hard and soft power. Combining the two instruments so that they reinforce rather than undercut each other is crucial to success. Power is the ability to get the outcomes one wants. In the past,it was assumed that military power dominated most issues, but in today’s world, the contexts of power differ greatly on military, economic, and transnational issues. These latterproblems, including everything from climate change to pandemics to transnational terrorism, pose some of the greatest challenges we face today, and yet few are susceptible to purely military solutions. The only way to grapple with these problems is through cooperation with others, and that requires smart power—a strategy that combines the soft power of attraction with the hard power of coercion. For example,American and British intelligence agen- cies report that our use of hard power in Iraq without sufficient attention to soft power has increased rather than reduced the number of Islamist terrorists throughout the past 5 years. The soft power of attraction will not win over the hard core terrorists but it is essential in winning the hearts and minds of mainstream Muslims,without whose sup- port success will be impossible in the long term. Yet all the polling evidence suggests that American soft power has declined dramatically in the Muslim world. There is no simple military solution that will produce the outcomes we want. Etzioni is clear on this and highly critical of the failure to develop a smart power strategy in Iraq. One wishes, however, that he had spent a few more pages developing one for Iran
Terrorist attacks has devastating effects on economies

Amy Zalman, Ph.D., Jul 23, 2010, (Economic Impact of Terrorism and the September 11 Attacks Direct Economic Impact Was Less than Feared, but Defense Spending Rose by 1/3, http://terrorism.about.com/od/issuestrends/a/EconomicImpact.htm)

The economic impact of terrorism can be calculated from a variety of perspectives. There are direct costs to property and immediate effects on productivity, as well as longer term indirect costs of responding to terrorism. These costs can be calculated quite minutely; for example, calculations have been made about how much money would be lost in productivity if we all had to stand in line at the airport for an extra hour every time we flew. (Not as much as we think, but the line of reasoning finally gave me a rationale for the unreasonable fact that first class passengers wait less. Maybe someone is guessing, rightly, that an hour of their time costs more than an hour of mine).

Economists and others have tried to calculate the economic impact of terrorism for years in areas beset by attacks, such as Spain's Basque region and Israel. In the last several years, most analyses of terrorism's economic costs begin with an interpretation of the costs of the September 11, 2001 attacks. 

The studies I examined are fairly consistent in concluding that the direct costs of the attack were less than feared. The size of the American economy, a speedy response by the Federal Reserve to domestic and global market needs, and Congressional allocations to the private sector helped cushion the blow. 

The response to the attacks, however, has been costly indeed. Defense and homeland security spending are by far the largest cost of the attack. However, as economist Paul Krugman has asked, should the expenditure on ventures such as the Iraq war really be considered a response to terrorism, or a "political program enabled by terrorism." 

The human cost, of course, is incalculable. The direct cost of the September 11 attack has been estimated at somewhat over $20 billion. Paul Krugman cites a property loss estimate by the Comptroller of the City of New York of $21.8 billion, which he has said is about 0.2 % of the GDP for a year ("The Costs of Terrorism: What Do We Know?" presented at Princeton University in December, 2004). 

Similarly, the OECD (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development) estimated that the attack cost the private sector $14 billion and the federal government $0.7 billion, while clean-up was estimated at $11 billion. According to R. Barry Johnston and Oana M. Nedelscu in the IMF Working Paper, "The Impact of Terrorism on Financial Markets," these numbers are equal to about 1/4 of 1 percent of the US annual GDP--approximately the same result arrived at by Krugman. So, although the numbers by themselves are substantial, to say the least, they could be absorbed by the American economy as a whole.

Hence the plan : The United States federal government should abide by the United States – Iraq Status of Forces Agreement.

Contention 4 is solvency –

Congressional action is crucial to assure on time withdrawal

Raed Jarrar Senior Fellow on the Middle East for Peace Action & Peace Action Education Fund and Iraq Consultant to the American Friends Service Committee May 2010  http://www.counterpunch.org/jarrar05172010.html
Within the U.S. peace movement, two equally damaging attitudes dominate: on the one hand, there are those who think Obama will end the war, and therefore they don't need to do anything about it. And on the other hand, there are those who think the occupation will never end, and therefor it is a lost cause. I personally stand in the middle. I think the withdrawal plan is good enough because it requires all U.S. armed forces and contractors to leave by the end of next year, but at the same time I don't think we have enough guarantees that it will become reality. Therefore, I believe we need to do a lot of work to make sure Obama implements the plan as promised. It is very important to understand how we've managed to reach to the the current plan, which is a good plan aimed at ending the occupation completely. But what is more important is to understand that this plan needs a lot of work until it becomes reality. We need to activate both our grassroots oversight and the congressional oversight to make sure the Obama Administration will abide by the plan and fulfill its promises and obligations. These 2 approaching deadlines are recognized and supported by existing congressional language. Section 1227 of the defense authorization and section 9010 of the defense appropriations, both for fy10, recognize and support the deadlines and their guiding doctrines. This language provides some congressional oversight, but more is needed. A number of national organizations in the US, including Peace Action, are calling for more congressional oversight and White House accountability. You can learn more about Peace Action's campaigns here The August 31st deadline is being challenged by the spike of violence in Iraq and by a drumbeat in Washington trying to use that violence as an excuse to justify prolonging the occupation. Giving into skepticism will take us to no where, and believing that Obama will do our work for us is not the answer either. We need to work hard to make sure that the plan for withdrawal becomes reality, and that this tragic war with Iraq comes to an end.  
Only a credible commitment to withdraw on time stops escalating war & maintains US leadership

Raed Jarrar senior fellow, peace action, The Progressive, 5/26/10 http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/05/26-1
While most Iraqis would agree that Iraq is still broken, delaying or canceling the U.S. troop removal will definitely not be seen as "flexibility," but rather as a betrayal of promises. Iraqis believe that prolonging the military occupation will not fix what the occupation has damaged, and they don't think that extending the U.S. intervention will protect them from other interventions. The vast majority of Iraqis see the U.S. military presence as a part of the problem, not the solution. Linking the U.S. withdrawal to conditions on the ground creates an equation by which further deterioration in Iraq will automatically lead to prolonging the U.S. military presence. Some of the current Iraqi ruling parties want the U.S. occupation to continue because they have been benefiting from it. Some regional players, including the Iranian government, do not want an independent and strong Iraq to re-emerge. And other groups, including Al Qaeda, would gladly see the United States stuck in the current quagmire, losing its blood, treasure and reputation. Connecting the pullout to the prevalent situation would be an open invitation to those who seek an endless war to sabotage Iraq even further, and delaying it will send the wrong message to them. By contrast, adhering to the current time-based plan would pull the rug from under their feet and allow Iraqis to stabilize their nation, a process that may take many years but that cannot begin as long as Iraq's sovereignty is breached by foreign interventions. If the Obama administration reneges on its plans, it will effectively reward those responsible for the bloodshed and further embolden them. Such a decision would most likely have serious ramifications for the security of U.S. troops in Iraq, and will impede the security and political progress in the country. And delaying the U.S. pullout will not only harm the U.S. image around the world, which Obama has been trying hard to improve, but it will also be the final blow to U.S. credibility in Iraq. The mere promise of a complete withdrawal has boosted Iraqi domestic politics and enhanced the U.S. perception in the country. Unless Obama delivers on his promises, many of these achievements will be lost, and Iraq will be sent back to square one. 

Setting a deadline promotes a relationship with the Iraqi people needed to leave the country peacefully and without backlash.

Lawrence J. Korb Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress 2/27/2009 “The Promised Withdrawal from Iraq”<http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/02/promised_withdrawal.html>

President Obama today made a critical change in our nation’s foreign policy in Iraq, reaffirming his full commitment to the Status of Forces Agreement negotiated by the Bush administration late last year. Obama’s announced he will remove all U.S. combat troops from Iraq by August 31, 2010 and honor the 2011 SOFA deadline for a complete withdrawal of all U.S. forces. This shows he remains committed to the promise he made to the American people during his campaign—that he would finally act to end this needless, mindless, senseless war. During his campaign, Obama promised to remove U.S. combat troops within 16 months, leaving behind a residual force with limited responsibilities. His announcement today largely fulfills these pledges. While the 19-month deadline is an extension of his earlier estimate, it still offers a strong commitment to remove U.S. forces from the country. His plan will benefit both the United States and Iraq, moving both nations toward a new era of responsible engagement in the Middle East. By setting a deadline for withdrawing combat forces, Obama has sent an unmistakable message that the United States fully supports a sovereign Iraq and is serious about upholding the principles set out in the SOFA. That agreement promised that U.S. troops would leave Iraqi cities by June 30, 2009, and vacate the country by the end of 2011. Obama’s plan would see all combat troops out of Iraq well before this deadline, leaving only a residual transition force in place until the agreement runs out. By strengthening our commitment to leave, and setting an earlier deadline for the end of combat operations, Obama has also taken an essential step in building trust with the Iraqi government and people. Even after the signing of the SOFA, some Iraqis publicly doubted whether the United States would leave the country. Obama’s announcement today is a definitive sign that he does not intend to keep forces in Iraq indefinitely, and will work toward fully turning over our responsibilities to the Iraqi government and security forces. This plan will also create momentum for Iraqi political progress. The set deadline will put Iraqi leaders and sectarian actors on notice that they must pursue meaningful reconciliation. Last month’s provincial elections were carried out without major incident, yet signals from members of the Sunni Awakening—the tribal groups whose support and manpower were a key cause of the drop in violence over the last few years—that they might resort to violence if they determined that election fraud had taken place, indicate that Iraqis still have work to do in this area. Obama’s announcement means that the Iraqis must take on the burden of ensuring the continuation of a peaceful political process. Obama’s announcement is the start of a meaningful shift in the American role in Iraq. The president was careful to note that a U.S. military withdrawal will enable a more comprehensive U.S. engagement in the region. As combat troops leave, we will increasingly transfer to a tripartite support mission: pursuing the remnants of Al Qaeda in Iraq, training the Iraqi security forces to carry out missions, and protecting American personnel who remain in the country. This modified mission, along with the redeployment of combat troops, will reduce the stress on our already overburdened servicemen and women, paving the way for a full withdrawal at the end of 2011.
Withdrawal causes political alignment, ending sectarian violence and increasing stability

(Zaid Ad Ali, attorney at New York Bar, 1/19/07, openDemocracy, “The United States in Iraq: The Complete Case For Withdrawal”, http://www.opendemocracy.net/conflict-iraq/withdrawal_4264.jsp)

The explosion at Mustansiriyah University that killed more than seventy people on 16 January 2007 sent a clear message: no one is safe in today's Iraq. The Iraqi government has reacted to the atrocity in a typically lethargic and dishonest manner, offering empty promises of swift justice and increased security. Meanwhile, very few observers remain hopeful that the escalation that the George W Bush administration announced on 10 January - involving the deployment of around 21,500 additional United States troops in Iraq - will improve the desperate current situation.  It is time for policymakers in the US to face up to the fact that the US occupation will never be able to achieve victory in Iraq, no matter how that goal is defined and what pattern of behaviour it entails.  This article argues that there is a clear and ineluctable causal link between the mere presence of the occupation authorities and the failure to reestablish law and order in the country. The only viable course of action is therefore that the US army should withdraw from Iraq as soon as possible. The article ends by offering some suggestions as to what measures can be taken to ensure that the country's post-occupation phase will be as peaceful and successful as possible.  A failure of reconstruction  The prerequisite to recommending a specific course of action is to offer an honest diagnosis of what has happened in Iraq since March-April 2003. Fortunately, most commentators now agree that the US occupation of Iraq, after apparent military success in the war that preceded it, got off to a very bad start. By virtue of a series of misguided administrative decisions - including the dissolution of the Iraqi army and blanket de-Ba'athification - the occupation authorities managed to destroy the Iraqi state in one fell swoop. One of the consequences of these blunders is that the US created enough space for armed groups of all kinds to mushroom across Iraq within a short period.  But this is only one part of the story. The combined effect of the US's policies in 2003 was the dismantling of the entire Iraqi state. The effect of everything that has happened since then, however, is even more disturbing. Despite all the efforts that have been made and all the monies that have been squandered, the US has clearly failed in the most important task that it had set itself: to put the pieces back together and rebuild a functioning state in Iraq.  Baghdad is now but a shadow of its former self, resembling Mogadishu more than anything else. In many areas of the country, the state is completely absent. Where the state does make its presence felt, the services that it provides have continued to deteriorate since 2003 - as if there is a cancer eating away at the heart of the state itself. The Bush administration often cites the December 2005 parliamentary elections and the drafting of the new constitution as positive developments, but they at best represent a distraction. A combination of reasons is often cited - sabotage, insurgency, corruption - to explain the failure to reconstruct the state, but the cause is more fundamental: it can be found in the nature of the occupation itself.  Whenever a society is occupied, the way in which it will interact with the occupying forces will be determined by a number of different factors. For example, it should be obvious that no occupation comes into existence in a historical vacuum. Indeed, the factual context in which an occupation comes into existence will have a major effect on the way the occupied society will react.  In that sense, the fact that the US occupation of Japan took place after one of the most violent wars in human history and after the use of overwhelming force against the occupied country was one of the major reasons why there was no post-war Japanese resistance to speak of (see John Dower, "A warning from history", Boston Review, February/March 2003). By contrast, the circumstances leading up to the American occupation of Vietnam led the people of that country to assume that the US was intending to replace France as a colonial power.  In that context, it is surprising how little attention observers, commentators and policymakers alike have paid to the incredibly sordid history of involvement in Iraq prior to its occupation of that country. The US has been involved in internal Iraqi affairs in different ways for at least half a century, and the more involved it has become the more disastrous the results for ordinary Iraqis. The details are often difficult to face up to, considering that we are talking about what should be the world's most important exporter of democracy and prosperity. From the start however, the US policy in relation to Iraq has been characterized by blind self-interest, inhumanity and racism.  A sordid history  Although it first became involved in Iraqi affairs through covert operations in the late 1950s, the US made its interests in the country abundantly clear during the Iraq-Iran war, when it offered billions of dollars in agricultural credits to the Iraqi regime, which was then able to divert monies to fund its costly war effort (1980-88) against Iran. The US also provided Iraqi generals with military support during the war. On a number of occasions it supplied them with advance warning of Iranian troop movements in order to facilitate the Iraqi war effort. This was done despite the fact that the Reagan administration was already aware at that point that the Iraqis were preparing to use chemical weapons on the battlefield, which is somewhat problematic considering the US's insistence that the rules of war should be respected at all times. When Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait in 1990, the US seized on the opportunity to launch a full-scale war against the Iraqi people. Hussein was given five months to withdraw, and during that time, thirty countries, led by the US, massed their armies along the Saudi-Iraqi border and in the Gulf. In one of the negotiation sessions, James A Baker made the notorious announcement to Tariq Aziz that Iraq was going to be "bombed in the stone age". That is exactly what happened. In violation of just about every rule of war imaginable, the US and its allies destroyed every piece of infrastructure, every industrial plant, and every governmental institution within their reach, whether civilian or not. Within a few weeks, the Iraqi economy was utterly devastated - the US managed to knock Iraq, which had previously been considered a middle-income economy, back into third-world status. To make matters worse, and in complete contempt for the people that it supposedly cared so much for, the US military for the first time used depleted uranium (DU), a type of nuclear waste, in its munitions. DU is one of the heaviest substances known to man, and it was used in order to increase the efficiency of anti-tank shells. Southern Iraq was the main battlefield during the course of the war and it bore witness to a number of massacres: thousands of Iraqi tanks were laid to waste with DU munitions, even as they withdrew from Kuwait. The effect is that a vast swathe of southern Iraq has been transformed into a toxic wasteland. Its land and water will be contaminated for many thousands of years. In the meantime, cancer rates and the number of malformed births amongst the already poor and downtrodden indigenous people of that area have skyrocketed. Prior to 2003, US officials dismissed the appeals by local Iraqi doctors as Ba'athist propaganda; the fact that these same doctors have continued their campaign against DU in the post-Ba'athist era has apparently left officials in the US unimpressed (see Zaid Al-Ali, "Iraq: the lost generation", 7 November 2004). The next chapter of US-Iraqi relations proved even more deadly for the Iraqi people. After the initial invasion of Kuwait took place in August 1990, the United Nations Security Council imposed the most comprehensive sanctions regime ever devised on Iraq in order to coerce it to withdraw from the country. The rules of the sanctions regime were simple: Iraq could not import or export anything for whatever reason. The effect on Iraq's economy - which was heavily dependent on food imports and on revenues generated by its oil industry - was devastating. After the war, the sanctions were maintained in order to encourage the Iraqi state to destroy its arsenal of non-conventional weapons. Iraq did this within months and - contrary to allegations by US officials - Iraq's non-conventional weapons programmes were never reconstructed. Nevertheless, the US decided that the sanctions should be maintained at all costs, regardless of the price that the Iraqi people would have to pay. It therefore blocked all efforts by the international community to have the sanctions lifted. It was clear from the start of the sanctions regime that it was utterly inhuman and could not continue without causing the death of hundreds of thousands of poor Iraqis. But that is precisely what happened: after the 1991 war, poverty rates continued to increase at incredible rates, and an increasing number of Iraqis were dying from preventable diseases because of a lack of access to basic medicines. After a significant amount of pressure, the US acquiesced in the creation of the oil-for-food programme. This mechanism was in theory designed to alleviate the suffering of poor Iraqis, but in fact just prolonged their misery. It allowed the Iraqi government to sell a limited amount of oil in order to purchase basic necessities for its population. These limits were set according to what was calculated to be the minimum amount that each Iraqi required to survive. After it was discovered that Iraqis were still starving despite the program, the limit on the sale of oil was doubled. Then it was found that this still meant that UN sniffer-dogs were better fed than the average Iraqi, and the limit was lifted altogether. But the decision came years too late for hundreds of thousands of Iraqis who perished as a result of the hardships imposed on them. Each time, the US was the one to set the limits of the programme. The latest chapter in the story of US-Iraqi relations started in 2003, when the US launched its unprovoked and unjustified attack on Iraq. It is now commonly accepted that the occupation that followed has served to bring yet new miseries to the most vulnerable Iraqis. A state of corruption Most people living in the west tend to forget this history as they were never directly affected by it. Iraqis however are acutely aware of the way that they have been violently oppressed with the connivance, complicity, or direct exercise of power by successive US administrations. In light of this knowledge, and given the context that Iraqis are living through, it is worth considering what type of person would accept to collaborate with the occupation forces in Iraq. It was clear from the start, and the way the situation has played out in practice has proven beyond any shred of a doubt, that the Iraqi government is populated by officials who are morally corrupt. It is commonly accepted that what was left of Iraq in 2003 has now fallen apart, but insufficient attention has been paid to the fact that one of the main culprits behind this state of affairs is the Iraqi government itself. Most analysts, most notably the Iraq Study Group, have accepted the superficial narrative according to which the Iraqi government is a "government of national unity" that is "broadly representative of the Iraqi people". Others have realised that the government has failed to satisfy its obligations to reestablish the rule of law, but have instinctively attributed this failure to a lack of initiative on the part of senior Iraqi officials. It should be obvious from the way the Iraqi state has evolved in the past three years that this narrative is completely mistaken. If Iraq has become the most corrupt country in the middle east it is not because the government is not capable of dealing with the issue - it is because the senior government officials are actually amongst the most corrupt people in the country. If violence is increasing, it is not because the government is unable to combat it, but because it is in fact involved in promoting it. If Iraq is not rife with sectarianism, it is not because Iraqis are inherently that way - far from it. It is because it was the only system on offer by a political class that depends on sectarianism to be relevant. If the reconciliation process is failing, it is not because Iraqis are 1AC barbarians, as western commentary often suggests or implies - it is because senior politicians prefer to eliminate their opponents than to compromise. If public services are continuing to deteriorate, it is not because the government doesn't have sufficient expertise to repair them - it is because senior officials are not affected in any way, and so they don't care. And if 3,000 Iraqis continue to leave the country every day, the government fails to act not because it is incapable, but because they are disinterested - their families already live comfortably abroad anyway. What is to be done? There is clearly only one option available: the Iraqi government must go. But the solution cannot merely be to replace it with a different group of individuals, whether through elections or through an appointment process similar to what took place in 2004.  It is not a coincidence that the Iraqi government has evolved in the way that it has - it was unavoidable given the presence of the US occupation. And as long as the occupation remains in place, any individual Iraqi that will accept to work in government will much more likely than not be of the same stock as the individuals currently in power. The presence of the US army in Iraq has a deeply corrosive influence on Iraqi society, and this is what policy makers in the US should come to terms with. In order for Iraq to function, the US military should withdraw from the country as soon as possible.  There are many Iraqis who are competent, honest, and non-sectarian and who would be willing to rebuild their country, so long as the circumstances are correct. What this means in practice is that the US army must leave in order to create enough space for these people to contribute. Hussein al-Muayed, Jawad al-Khalissi, Abdul Hussein Sha'ban and many others have been waiting in the wings for the past four years and will continue to boycott the political process so long as the occupation remains in place. They are all household names in Iraq, respected for their integrity, their intelligence, and their non-sectarian credentials, but they remain largely unknown in the west precisely because they refuse to collaborate with the occupation.  Some would no doubt argue that a withdrawal of US troops in Iraq would merely lead to an increase in violence. I would suggest that the alternative - staying the current course and maintaining the presence of US forces in Iraq - is much more likely to lead to more violence. A withdrawal will force a realignment of political forces in Baghdad. The government would probably collapse - not an unattractive proposition - and because truly competent and honest political forces would accept to participate in the post-occupation phase, there is a strong likelihood that the political wrangling that would ensue would lead to a more effective and non-sectarian government.  In any event, if the US does decide to withdraw, it could do so and still play a constructive role by implementing certain measures that would reduce the potential for violence. It could start by offering to take all collaborators with them as they withdraw from Iraq, in the way that President Ford did when US forces withdrew from Vietnam. In that case, 150,000 Vietnamese were resettled in the US. In Iraq, the numbers would necessarily be far lower considering that the apparatus established in Baghdad is nowhere near the size of what it was in Saigon. This initiative could be financed merely by redirecting a small fraction of what it is costing the United States to maintain the occupation in place.  Today, there are no good solutions to the catastrophe that the US has created in Iraq. There are only those options that we know will lead to a further escalation of the conflict, and those that have a chance of leading to a positive conclusion. At this stage, it is certain that the deployment of additional US troops to Iraq will merely lead to more death and suffering. On the other hand, a unilateral and immediate withdrawal of US troops offers the possibility and some hope that an effective and non-sectarian system of government may emerge in the aftermath.  After all, and in the final analysis, what the Iraqi people need now is not more armies, more war, and more violence. What they need is to recover their independence and to be given the space to govern themselves, by themselves. What they want and what they need is to be free once and for all. 

The ISF is strong enough to maintain internal Iraqi stability, staying any longer only serves to risk a step backward

Timothy R. Reese, US Army Colonel on the Baghdad Operations Command Advisory Team, 7-31-09, “Text of Colonel Reese’s Memo”  NYT, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/31/world/middleeast/31advtext.html
As the old saying goes, “guests, like fish, begin to smell after three days.” Since the signing of the 2009 Security Agreement, we are guests in Iraq, and after six years in Iraq, we now smell bad to the Iraqi nose. Today the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) are good enough to keep the Government of Iraq (GOI) from being overthrown by the actions of Al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI), the Baathists, and the Shia violent extremists that might have toppled it a year or two ago. Iraq may well collapse into chaos of other causes, but we have made the ISF strong enough for the internal security mission. Perhaps it is one of those infamous paradoxes of counterinsurgency that while the ISF is not good in any objective sense, it is good enough for Iraq in 2009. Despite this foreboding disclaimer about an unstable future for Iraq, the United States has achieved our objectives in Iraq. Prime Minister (PM) Maliki hailed June 30th as a “great victory,” implying the victory was over the US. Leaving aside his childish chest pounding, he was more right than he knew. We too ought to declare victory and bring our combat forces home. Due to our tendency to look after the tactical details and miss the proverbial forest for the trees, this critically important strategic realization is in danger of being missed.

Equally important to realize is that we aren’t making the GOI and the ISF better in any significant ways with our current approach. Remaining in Iraq through the end of December 2011 will yield little in the way of improving the abilities of the ISF or the functioning of the GOI. Furthermore, in light of the GOI’s current interpretation of the limitations imposed by the 30 June milestones of the 2008 Security Agreement, the security of US forces are at risk. Iraq is not a country with a history of treating even its welcomed guests well. This is not to say we can be defeated, only that the danger of a violent incident that will rupture the current partnership has greatly increased since 30 June. Such a rupture would force an unplanned early departure that would harm our long term interests in Iraq and potentially unraveling the great good that has been done since 2003. The use of the military instrument of national power in its current form has accomplished all that can be expected. In the next section I will present and admittedly one sided view of the evidence in support of this view. This information is drawn solely from the MND-B area of operations in Baghdad Province. My reading of reports from the other provinces suggests the same situation exists there.

The US withdrawal is key to stabilize the region and prevent sectarian violence

Jonathan Steele, “Defeat in Iraq: The Challenges for Obama and the Region” 2010 Journal of Intervention and Statebuilding, 4: 1, 23-34 http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17502970903086768)

Questions about Iraq’s medium-term stability remain. Most Sunni leaders seem to  have reconciled themselves to having a Shia-led government for the foreseeable  future. They see their task not as trying to overthrow it, but as pressing it to be  inclusive, fair and non-sectarian. The risk of a new outburst of Sunni versus Shia  violence cannot be discounted, if the Shia-led government frustrates legitimate  Sunni demands for a fair share of government jobs and reconstruction money. But   most Iraqis are tired of the blood-letting of 2006 and 2007 and would not easily  sanction another round of it.  In early 2009, the greater threat was that Arabs and Kurds might come to  blows. Tensions were growing over the oil-rich region of Kirkuk and the various  districts of Nineveh province around Mosul, which the Kurds claim as historically  theirs. Iraq’s federal constitution planted several mines which could explode  during negotiations between Baghdad and the Kurdistan regional government  over sharing taxes, oil revenues and other wealth. A violent flare-up over Kirkuk  could precipitate moves by the Kurds to secede, leading to the country’s collapse  into a Kurdish north and an Arab south.  Apocalyptic scenarios are easily drawn. Pessimistic forecasts tend to be  described as realism, while those who make the opposite case often stand  accused of naivety. In policy-making circles the default option is that worse is  more probable than better. Iraq suggests this may be wrong. Whatever  apprehension there may be in some quarters, the evidence of 2008 is that life  has improved for Iraqis as they begin to assume the US is finally leaving. 

Inherency

Troop withdraw will be delayed indefinitely – Violence will repeatedly push back the deadline

William Rivers Pitt, Political Activist and author, 5-14-10, “ Share Out of Iraq? Don't Hold Your Breath,” http://www.truth-out.org/out-iraq-dont-hold-your-breath59458
President Obama will not get the United States out of Iraq in his first term. If he wins a second term, it is highly unlikely he will get us out of Iraq before he finally leaves office.

Print that out and tack it to your wall. Six years from now, it will still be hanging there, yellow and curled, but entirely correct. We're not going anywhere.

Yeah, yeah, I know, the word from the White House ever since Obama first began to campaign has been that we'll be out of Iraq by 2011. That was the promise, oft-repeated, and I'm here to tell you that it's a load of bull. Iraq is the 51st state, now and forever, so praise the Lord and pass the taxpayer-funded ammunition, amen.

The reasons for this grim truth are myriad, and most recently have to do with another frenzy of violence and bloodshed in that ravaged, raped nation. A parliamentary election on March 7 failed to deliver majority control to either of the two major factions - one controlled by former Prime Minister Iyad Allawi, the other by current Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki - and the resulting power struggle has spilled into the streets. Again.

On Monday, more than 100 people were killed and 300 injured after a series of bombings and assassinations rippled across Iraq. In total, it appears there were more than 60 attacks; Baghdad, Mosul, Hilla, and other cities were rent by explosions and gunfire which, according to the power players, had a decidedly political edge. Matters have gotten so dangerous there that Allawi was compelled to lash out at his own government (such as it is) for sitting on their hands while people are getting killed: Allawi says he is under constant threat and that the government is doing little to help protect him. "We live every single day under a threat that we are going to be assassinated," he says. "I ask for support from the government, as an ex-Prime Minister ... Nobody cares a damn." Asked to specify what kind of support he has asked for, Allawi says, "Cars, communication gear, these bomb-detection, anti-detonator things ... These cost a lot of money. It's not free of charge. We need the government to protect us as they protect others. But this is not happening. I have to go to personal friends to donate a car, an armored car. It's ridiculous."Allawi is particularly furious that the impasse has allowed other rivals to whittle away at contested seats with a campaign of "de-Baathification" - that is, purging politicians with ties to Saddam Hussein's ousted Baath Party. "This smearing campaign was something unbelievable: the Baath Party is coming back to power, Saddam Hussein is coming out of his grave and things of this nonsense," he says. (Allawi's party crosses sectarian lines, while al-Maliki's is predominantly Shi'ite.)The violence didn't end on Monday. On Tuesday, two bombs went off in Mosul, one targeting the Iraqi police force and the other targeting an Iraqi military patrol. A suicide car bomb went off at a police checkpoint in Falluja, and hundreds of students tried to storm a local Parliament building in the Kurdish region of Iraq after the abduction and killing of a Kurdish journalist. This would all be disgusting by itself, but is made more so by the fact that these events have become so morbidly predictable. Advocates of the war, along with a herd of "professional" pundits, would argue that things are far better in Iraq than they used to be. Those unfortunate souls who have spent the first half of this week sweeping guts and eyeballs off the sidewalks, however, would probably beg to differ.

Which brings us to why we're not leaving. According to The Associated Press: U.S. commanders, worried about increased violence in the wake of Iraq's inconclusive elections, are now reconsidering the pace of a major troop pullout this summer, U.S. officials said Tuesday. The withdrawal of the first major wave of troops is expected to be delayed by about a month, the officials said. Waiting much longer could endanger President Barack Obama's goal of reducing the force level from 92,000 to 50,000 troops by Aug. 31. More than two months after parliamentary elections, the Iraqis have still not formed a new government, and militants aiming to exploit the void have carried out attacks like Monday's bombings and shootings that killed at least 119 people - the country's bloodiest day of 2010. The threat has prompted military officials to look at keeping as many troops on the ground for as long as possible without missing the Aug. 31 deadline. A security agreement between the two nations requires American troops to be out of Iraq by the end of 2011. In Baghdad and Washington, U.S. officials say they remain committed to the deadline, which Mr. Obama has said he would extend only if Iraq's security deteriorates. Getting out of Iraq quickly and responsibly was among Mr. Obama's top campaign promises in 2008. Extending the deadline could be politically risky back home - but so could anarchy and a bloodbath following a hasty retreat. Two senior administration officials said the White House is closely watching to see if the Aug. 31 date needs to be pushed back - if only to ensure that enough security forces are in place to prevent or respond to militant attacks. Both spoke on condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the administration's internal discussions. Already, the violence, fueled by Iraq's political instability, will likely postpone the start of what the top U.S. commander in Iraq, Army Gen. Ray Odierno, has called the withdrawal "waterfall" - sending home large numbers of troops in a very swift period.Read between the lines of that carefully-worded report, and the reality of the situation becomes all too clear. We made such an incredible mess in Iraq that continued violence is a brass-bound guarantee. Every act of violence gives more fuel to those who argue for staying. It's a perfect circle, and it is not going to stop.

The Pentagon is pushing for prolonged U.S. occupation of Iraq 

Jarrar 10 (Raed Jarrar, Senior Fellow on the Middle East for Peace Action & Peace Action Education Fund and Iraq Consultant to the American Friends Service Committee, Common Dreams.org, 2/25/10, http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/02/25-0)
This Monday, Army Gen. Ray Odierno, the top U.S. commander in Iraq, asked officials in DC to approve contingency plans to delay the withdrawal of US combat forces. The next day, the New York times published an op-ed asking president Obama to delay the US withdrawal and keep some tens of thousands of troops in Iraq indefinitely. Both the Pentagon and NY times article argue that prolonging the occupation is for Iraq's own good. According to these latest attempts to prolong the occupation, if the US were to leave Iraqis alone the sky would fall, a genocidal civil war will erupt, and Iran will takeover their nation and rip it apart. Excuses to prolong the military intervention in Iraq have been changing since 1990. Whether is was liberating Kuwait, protecting the region from Iraq, protecting the world from Iraq's WMDs, punishing Iraq for its role in the 9/11 attacks, finding Saddam Hussien and his sons, fighting the Baathists and Al-Qaeda, or the other dozens of stories the U.S. government never ran out of reasons to justify a continuous intervention in Iraq. Under President Bush, the withdrawal plan was linked to conditions on the ground, and had no fixed deadlines. Bush only promise what that "as Iraqis stand up, we will stand down". But Iraqis never managed to stand up, and the US never had to stand down  

After Odierno’s statement, US withdrawal from Iraq is questionable at best

(Raed Jarrar, Erik Leaver, 3/3/10, “Sliding Backwards on Iraq”, Middle East at Peace Action & Institute for Policy Studies, http://www.counterpunch.org/jarrar03032010.html)

Last week, President Obama's out-of-control military brass once again leaked a statement contrary to the president's position. This time the statement came from Army Gen. Ray Odierno, the top U.S. commander in Iraq, who officially requested to keep a combat brigade in the northern part of the country beyond the August 2010 deadline.  Floating this idea just two weeks before the Iraqi national elections is dangerous for Iraqi democracy, for U.S. soldiers on the ground, and for the future of U.S.-Iraqi relations.  Pentagon Scramble  Quickly responding to his soldiers marching out of step, Defense Secretary Robert Gates announced that there would have to be a "pretty significant" deterioration in the security situation in Iraq before he would consider delaying the planned withdrawal. But much of the damage was already done. Those supporting an extension immediately created an echo chamber in the media. Thomas Ricks, senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security, published an op-ed in The New York Times and another in Foreign Policy urging Obama to delay the withdrawals of combat troops scheduled this year, and cancel final troop withdrawals scheduled for the end of 2011. Ricks, who reported the leak by Odierno, is publicly betting that in four years the United States will have nearly 30,000 troops still on the ground. That's no way to make policy in Iraq. Rick's Foreign Policy piece went as far as claiming that Odierno "got a polite nod from the president when the issue was raised during his recent meetings in Washington."  Obama has consistently said he would comply with the August 31 deadline to remove combat forces from Iraq. He repeated this dozens of times on the campaign trail, stated it clearly at Camp Lejeune last year, and also repeated this policy in his Cairo speech. Vice President Biden affirmed this policy numerous times, saying in February, "You're going to see 90,000 American troops come marching home by the end of the summer." And just last week, the White House reaffirmed its intention to call an end to operation Iraqi Freedom by August 31.  Congress confirmed the president's policy by including clear language recognizing and supporting the deadlines for the withdrawal of combat forces in both the FY10 defense appropriations and defense authorization bills. Last month 28 members of Congress, including the chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, sent a letter to Obama commending him on his plan to withdraw combat forces by August 31, regardless of the situation on the ground.  Outrage in Iraq  Flying in the face of these consistent messages of assurance by the White House and Congress, Odierno's statement has harmed the president's credibility in Iraq and caused the first major storm of criticism inside the country since Obama's election in 2008.  The Iraqi media has been overwhelmed with political statements, analysis, and press releases condemning the possible prolongation of the U.S. occupation. In one statement, MP Omar Al-Jubouri, a Sunni from the National Iraqi Coalition, rejected the attempts to change the withdrawal plans, telling the Nina News Agency that while he "acknowledges the troubled administrative and security situation," he still "holds the U.S. forces responsible" for the deterioration. In another statement, covered by Al-Sabaah newspaper, MP Jamal Jaafar, a Shiite from the United Iraqi Alliance, argued that prolonging the U.S. presence "will cause more tension" among Iraqis. Jaafar also stated that the United States must "get an approval from the Iraqi government" if it was planning to leave even "one single soldier in Iraq beyond the withdrawal deadline included in the bilateral security agreement."  MP Abdul-Karim As-Sameraie, chairman of the Parliamentary Defense Committee, criticized the attempt to change the withdrawal plans and asked again for a public referendum on the bilateral security agreement. Such a measure could result in the cancellation of the agreement, potentially leading to an earlier U.S. withdrawal or having troops operate in Iraq without international legal safeguards.  Consequences of Waffling  An Obama flip-flop on the timetable for withdrawing U.S. troops would have serious consequences in the United States and Iraq. The U.S. global image will be tarnished, Obama's credibility will be called into question, and the administration will likely lose what little global political capital it gained in the last year.  But reneging on withdrawal would have the gravest consequences in Iraq. The Bush administration adopted a conditions-based withdrawal plan. The mantra was "as Iraqis stand up, we will stand down." But such plans for "condition-based" withdrawal create the very deteriorating conditions that lead to an extension of the military occupation.  Unfortunately, there is considerable support both inside and outside Iraq for the continuation of U.S. occupation. Some groups, such as the Iraqi ruling parties or the military industrial complex in the United States, believe occupation is in their self-interest. Others, such as al-Qaeda, hope to cripple the United States by keeping it engaged in a conflict that takes an enormous toll on human lives, money, and global reputation. And Iran and other regional players fear the reemergence of a strong, independent, and united Iraq. 

Solvency 

Iraq withdraw will be peaceful the Sunnis are too scared to start a civil war

Brendan O’Leary, Professor of Political Science @ UPENN, 2009, How to Get Out of Iraq with Integrity, “There will be no Baathist Revolution”, pp.79-83
The mere possibility of a significant withdrawal of American military forces—and their move away from direct counterinsurgency pacification. and policing duties throughout Arab Iraq—is already creating a major dilemma for Sunni Arab leaders whether they are urban or rural. tribal or party, Islamist or nationalist The insurgents will be tempted to claim credit for the American departure. But that departure will leave Sunni Arabs far more exposed to the long-run consequences of their displacement from domination. Sorne of them, I suspect, think like the playwright George Bernard Shaw, who hailed from the soon to be formerly dominant minority of Irish Protestants. In 1912, amid heated controversies over whether England should concede home rule to Ireland, Shaw claimed that he would rather be burned at the stake by Irish Catholics than protected by English rnen.” Analogously, some Sunni Arabs may claim to prefer to have their eyes blindfolded and the back of their heads drilled by Shia Arab militia men than to be protected by Americans But such bravado. I suspect, is a diminishing taste among a minority that must staunch its losses and assess what it can recover.

Sunni Arabs are reconsidering their need for alliances within Iraq. Many of them have rationally concluded that they cannot return to dominance throughout Iraq, at least not through force. Most have now acknowledged that the Shia Arabs Outnumber them and that the Kurds maybe their demographic equals. Resentment at loss of power may be giving way to a more rational sense of fear. They are tentatively exploring new vistas. Sunni tribal leaders in the northwest have made some practical alliances with Sunni Kurds, close to the Kurdistan Democratic Party In the Council of Representatives in Baghdad, some Sunni Arab nationalists are seeking alliances with those among the Shia Arabs and the Turkomen who favor a unitary and centralized Iraq. Generations of Arab nationalists, not just Baathists, have sought a unitary and centralized Iraq. and some Sunni Arabs believe it is not too late to repair bridges with some of their Shia co-nationals. it is, however, utterly unrealistic to expect, in the short or medium term, that the remainmg or the former Sunni Arab insurgents would voluntarily engage in comprehensive disarmament or decommission their weapons. Most Sunni Arabs distrust the new army, which they see as an instrument of a new Shia or Kurdish ascendancy. Even the Iraqi Islamic Party the sole major Sunni party to endorse the Constitution in 2005, maintains its own militia. The Sunni Arabs ofien distrust the new police even more than the army seeing them as controlled by the Batr Organization. These perceptions, of course, are reciprocated. Kurds and Shia Arabs have not forgotten how Sunni Arabs conducted themselves when they had their handson the whips. They fear Sunni Arabs have not lost their urge to dominate Iraq, especially through the army so they want to ensure that the new army is incapable of being the vehicle for a Sunni Arab general to seize power through a coup d’état—one reason why they are most reluctant to incorporate the Sunni Awakening Councils into the iraqi army.

All this might suggest a security impasse, in which it is impossible to see how anyone’s security can be improved except at the expense of others. That’s what leads many American and Iraqi analysts to anticipate further and more extensive bloodshed after a substantive American withdrawal. They think America’s substantive withdrawal or full exit will pave the way toward a fight to the finish. That is a possibility, but no longer the most likely one. Most Sunni Arabs have now imbibed a more realistic assessment of their long-run prospects. It is, however, obvious that any worthwhile security settlement must allow some Sunni Arabs to be armed, and that other Sunni Arabs must have some reasonable confidence in the security institutions in their neighborhoods. Granted the necessity of these premises, only two pausible policy courses within Iraq satisfy these conditons (though they can be combined).

Psychological Impacts

Studies Prove – Troops stationed in Iraq suffer from PTSD

Atkinson et al 9 (Michael P., Adam Guetz, Lawrence M. Wein, September 9, Management Science, http://mansci.journal.informs.org/cgi/reprint/55/9/iv) 

The tempo of deployment cycles in the Iraq War is higher than for any war since World War II, and military survey data suggest that posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD) is not uncommon among service members. To assure ample mental health resources to care for returning troops, it is important for the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) to forecast the timing and number of new PTSD cases over the coming years, which is complicated by the fact that many cases have delayed onset. We combine a dynamic mathematical model with deployment data and PTSD data from the Iraq War, and we estimate that the PTSD rate among Iraq War veterans will be approximately 35%, which is roughly double the rate from the raw survey data. This doubling is due to the time lag between the PTSD-generating event and the onset of symptoms and to the fact that many surveyed troops will do subsequent deployments. Consequently, the VA system, which is already experiencing significant delays for PTSD treatment provision, needs to urgently ramp up its mental health resource capacity. 

Patients suffering from PTSD have multiple physical and physiological effects 

Turner and Ward 7 (Hillarie and Lydia Sermons-Ward, January 1, American Psychiatric Association, http://www.psych.org/MainMenu/Newsroom/NewsReleases/2007NewsReleases/07-02hogepressrelease01032007.aspx)

The soldiers belonged to four Army combat infantry brigades, and 17 percent met screening criteria for PTSD. The AJP article, “Association of Posttraumatic Stress Disorder with Somatic Symptoms, Health Care Visits, and Absenteeism Among Iraq War Veterans” by Charles W. Hoge, M.D., of Walter Reed Army Institute of Research, found that injury was associated with a higher rate of PTSD. Of those wounded or injured at least once, 32 percent met PTSD criteria compared to 14 percent of those never injured. PTSD was strongly associated with all of the physical health measures in the survey. Approximately 50 percent of the soldiers with PTSD, but 20 to 25 percent of those without PTSD, stated that their health was poor or fair. Sleep problems and fatigue were reported by more than 70 percent of those with PTSD, compared to about 27 percent without PTSD. These high rates of physical health problems have important implications for the daily functioning of combat veterans and for the health care systems serving them. They also suggest that combat veterans who seek treatment for significant physical problems should be evaluated for PTSD. A relationship between PTSD and poor health has been shown in veterans of previous wars, including the 1991 Gulf War. Earlier studies generally were conducted many years after the return from combat, whereas this survey occurred one year after Iraq combat, and the soldiers were still on active duty. “The study affirms the significant mental health burden of combat, which affects nearly one in five soldiers,” stated AJP Editor in Chief Robert Freedman, M.D. “Combat-induced stress afflicts them with chronic pain, fatigue, sleeplessness and worry over their health.” 

Democracy Key

Democracy prevents multiple scenarios for extinction, nuclear war, and environmental degradation

Larry  Diamond, Hoover Institution, Stanford University,1995 December, PROMOTING DEMOCRACY IN THE 1990S, 1p. http://www.carnegie.org//sub/pubs/deadly/diam_rpt.html
Nuclear, chemical and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty and openness. The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.

Regional Instability Impacts

Regional instability causes global crises and nuclear war

John Steinbach, nuclear specialist, Secretary of the Hiroshima-Nagasaki Peace Committee of the National Capitol Area, 2002, Centre for Research on Globalisation, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat to Peace,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html

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

Regional instability causes global crises and nuclear war

John Steinbach, nuclear specialist, Secretary of the Hiroshima-Nagasaki Peace Committee of the National Capitol Area, 2002, Centre for Research on Globalisation, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat to Peace,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html

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

An Iraqi civil war would escalate into global war


Niall Ferguson, the Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University and William Ziegler Professor at Harvard Business School, 9-11-06, “The Next War of the World,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2006/09/the_next_war_of_the_world.html

What makes the escalating civil war in Iraq so disturbing is that it has the potential to spill over into neighboring countries. The Iranian government is already taking more than a casual interest in the politics of post-Saddam Iraq. And yet Iran, with its Sunni and Kurdish minorities, is no more homogeneous than Iraq. Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and Syria cannot be expected to look on insouciantly if the Sunni minority in central Iraq begins to lose out to what may seem to be an Iranian-backed tyranny of the majority. The recent history of Lebanon offers a reminder that in the Middle East there is no such thing as a contained civil war. Neighbors are always likely to take an unhealthy interest in any country with fissiparous tendencies.

The obvious conclusion is that a new "war of the world" may already be brewing in a region that, incredible though it may seem, has yet to sate its appetite for violence. And the ramifications of such a Middle Eastern conflagration would be truly global. Economically, the world would have to contend with oil at above $100 a barrel. Politically, those countries in western Europe with substantial Muslim populations might also find themselves affected as sectarian tensions radiated outward. Meanwhile, the ethnic war between Jews and Arabs in Israel, the Gaza Strip, and the West Bank shows no sign of abating. Is it credible that the United States will remain unscathed if the Middle East erupts?

Iraqi Forces Strong

The Iraqi Security Forces have learned all they can from the US and are capable of securing Iraq, maintaining our presence only risks destabilization

Timothy R. Reese, US Army Colonel on the Baghdad Operations Command Advisory Team, 7-31-09, “Text of Colonel Reese’s Memo”  NYT, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/31/world/middleeast/31advtext.html
The rate of improvement of the ISF is far slower than it should be given the amount of effort and resources being provided by the US. The US has made tremendous progress in building the ISF. Our initial efforts in 2003 to mid-2004 were only marginally successful. From 2004 to 2006 the US built the ISF into a fighting force. Since the start of the surge in 2007 we have again expanded and improved the ISF. They are now at the point where they have defeated the organized insurgency against the GOI and are marginally self-sustaining. This is a remarkable tale for which many can be justifiably proud. We have reached the point of diminishing returns, however, and need to find a new set of tools. The massive partnering efforts of US combat forces with ISF isn’t yielding benefits commensurate with the effort and is now generating its own opposition. Again, some touch points for this assessment are: 1. If there ever was a window where the seeds of a professional military culture could have been implanted, it is now long past. US combat forces will not be here long enough or with sufficient influence to change it. 2. The military culture of the Baathist-Soviet model under Saddam Hussein remains entrenched and will not change. The senior leadership of the ISF is incapable of change in the current environment. a) Corruption among officers is widespread b) Neglect and mistreatment of enlisted men is the norm c) The unwillingness to accept a role for the NCO corps continues d) Cronyism and nepotism are rampant in the assignment and promotion system e) Laziness is endemic f) Extreme centralization of C2 is the norm g) Lack of initiative is legion h) Unwillingness to change, do anything new blocks progress i) Near total ineffectiveness of the Iraq Army and National Police institutional organizations and systems prevents the ISF from becoming self-sustaining j) For every positive story about a good ISF junior officer with initiative, or an ISF commander who conducts a rehearsal or an after action review or some individual MOS training event, there are ten examples of the most basic lack of military understanding despite the massive partnership efforts by our combat forces and advisory efforts by MiTT and NPTT teams. 3. For all the fawning praise we bestow on the Baghdad Operations Command (BOC) and Ministry of Defense (MoD) leadership for their effectiveness since the start of the surge, they are flawed in serious ways. Below are some salient examples: a) They are unable to plan ahead, unable to secure the PM’s approval for their actions b) They are unable to stand up to Shiite political parties c) They were and are unable to conduct an public relations effort in support of the SA and now they are afraid of the ignorant masses as a result d) They unable to instill discipline among their officers and units for the most basic military standards e) They are unable to stop the nepotism and cronyism f) They are unable to take basic steps to manage the force development process g) They are unable to stick to their deals with US leaders It is clear that the 30 Jun milestone does not represent one small step in a long series of gradual steps on the path the US withdrawal, but as Maliki has termed it, a “great victory” over the Americans and fundamental change in our relationship. The recent impact of this mentality on military operations is evident: 1. Iraqi Ground Forces Command (IGFC) unilateral restrictions on US forces that violate the most basic aspects of the SA 2. BOC unilateral restrictions that violate the most basic aspects of the SA 3. International Zone incidents in the last week where ISF forces have resorted to shows of force to get their way at Entry Control Points (ECP) including the forcible takeover of ECP 1 on 4 July 4. Sudden coolness to advisors and CDRs, lack of invitations to meetings, 5. Widespread partnership problems reported in other areas such as ISF confronting US forces at TCPs in the city of Baghdad and other major cities in Iraq. 6. ISF units are far less likely to want to conduct combined combat operations with US forces, to go after targets the US considers high value, etc. 7. The Iraqi legal system in the Rusafa side of Baghdad has demonstrated a recent willingness to release individuals originally detained by the US for attacks on the US.Yet despite all their grievous shortcomings noted above, ISF military capability is sufficient to handle the current level of threats from Sunni and Shiite violent groups. Our combat forces’ presence here on the streets and in the rural areas adds only marginally to their capability while exposing us to attacks to which we cannot effectively respond.

The GOI and the ISF will not be toppled by the violence as they might have been between 2006 and 2008. Though two weeks does not make a trend, the near cessation of attacks since 30 June speaks volumes about how easily Shiite violence can be controlled and speaks to the utter weakness of AQI. The extent of AQ influence in Iraq is so limited as to be insignificant, only when they get lucky with a mass casualty attack are they relevant. Shiite groups are working with the PM and his political allies, or plotting to work against him in the upcoming elections. We are merely convenient targets for delivering a message against Maliki by certain groups, and perhaps by Maliki when he wants us to be targeted. Extremist violence from all groups is directed towards affecting their political standing within the existing power structures of Iraq. There is no longer any coherent insurgency or serious threat to the stability of the GOI posed by violent groups

The ISF is strong enough to maintain internal Iraqi stability, staying any longer only serves to risk a step backward

Timothy R. Reese, US Army Colonel on the Baghdad Operations Command Advisory Team, 7-31-09, “Text of Colonel Reese’s Memo”  NYT, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/31/world/middleeast/31advtext.html
As the old saying goes, “guests, like fish, begin to smell after three days.” Since the signing of the 2009 Security Agreement, we are guests in Iraq, and after six years in Iraq, we now smell bad to the Iraqi nose. Today the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) are good enough to keep the Government of Iraq (GOI) from being overthrown by the actions of Al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI), the Baathists, and the Shia violent extremists that might have toppled it a year or two ago. Iraq may well collapse into chaos of other causes, but we have made the ISF strong enough for the internal security mission. Perhaps it is one of those infamous paradoxes of counterinsurgency that while the ISF is not good in any objective sense, it is good enough for Iraq in 2009. Despite this foreboding disclaimer about an unstable future for Iraq, the United States has achieved our objectives in Iraq. Prime Minister (PM) Maliki hailed June 30th as a “great victory,” implying the victory was over the US. Leaving aside his childish chest pounding, he was more right than he knew. We too ought to declare victory and bring our combat forces home. Due to our tendency to look after the tactical details and miss the proverbial forest for the trees, this critically important strategic realization is in danger of being missed.

Equally important to realize is that we aren’t making the GOI and the ISF better in any significant ways with our current approach. Remaining in Iraq through the end of December 2011 will yield little in the way of improving the abilities of the ISF or the functioning of the GOI. Furthermore, in light of the GOI’s current interpretation of the limitations imposed by the 30 June milestones of the 2008 Security Agreement, the security of US forces are at risk. Iraq is not a country with a history of treating even its welcomed guests well. This is not to say we can be defeated, only that the danger of a violent incident that will rupture the current partnership has greatly increased since 30 June. Such a rupture would force an unplanned early departure that would harm our long term interests in Iraq and potentially unraveling the great good that has been done since 2003. The use of the military instrument of national power in its current form has accomplished all that can be expected. In the next section I will present and admittedly one sided view of the evidence in support of this view. This information is drawn solely from the MND-B area of operations in Baghdad Province. My reading of reports from the other provinces suggests the same situation exists there.

U.S. Presence Bad

US presence in Iraq is generating its own opposition staying longer risks increasingly likely conflict

Timothy R. Reese, US Army Colonel on the Baghdad Operations Command Advisory Team, 7-31-09, “Text of Colonel Reese’s Memo” NYT, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/31/world/middleeast/31advtext.html
Our combat operations are currently the victim of circular logic. We conduct operations to kill or capture violent extremists of all types to protect the Iraqi people and support the GOI. The violent extremists attack us because we are still here conducting military operations. Furthermore, their attacks on us are no longer an organized campaign to defeat our will to stay; the attacks which kill and maim US combat troops are signals or messages sent by various groups as part of the political struggle for power in Iraq. The exception to this is AQI which continues is globalist terror campaign. Our operations are in support of an Iraqi government that no longer relishes our help while at the same time our operations generate the extremist opposition to us as various groups jockey for power in post-occupation Iraq.

The GOI and ISF will continue to squeeze the US for all the “goodies” that we can provide between now and December 2011, while eliminating our role in providing security and resisting our efforts to change the institutional problems prevent the ISF from getting better. They will tolerate us as long as they can suckle at Uncle Sam’s bounteous mammary glands. Meanwhile the level of resistance to US freedom of movement and operations will grow. The potential for Iraqi on US violence is high now and will grow by the day. Resentment on both sides will build and reinforce itself until a violent incident break outs into the open. If that were to happen the violence will remain tactically isolated, but it will wreck our strategic relationships and force our withdrawal under very unfavorable circumstances.
For a long time the preferred US approach has been to “work it at the lowest level of partnership” as a means to stay out of the political fray and with the hope that good work at the tactical level will compensate for and slowly improve the strategic picture. From platoon to brigade, US Soldiers and Marines continue to work incredibly hard and in almost all cases they achieve positive results. This approach has achieved impressive results in the past, but today it is failing. The strategic dysfunctions of the GOI and ISF have now reached down to the tactical level degrading good work there and sundering hitherto strong partnerships. As one astute political observer has stated “We have lost all strategic influence with the GoI and trying to influence events and people from the tactical/operational level is courting disaster, wasting lives, and merely postponing the inevitable.”

US Military presence undermines Iraqi self-governance

Phillis Bennis, director of the New Internationalism Project at IPS, 2009, Ending the Iraq War, “What does the Iraq War Look Like”, pp. 2-3

Iraq under occupation has no real democracy. It is “governed” by an elected president, parliament, and cabinet, but real power—economic, political, and military——Iies with the occupying Forces. With many parliamentarians living outside the country because of security concerns, the elected parliament can rarely manage a quorum; when it does, the US-allied government sequestered in the US-controlled “Green Zone” of Baghdad routinely ignores parliamentary decisions, to say nothing of public opinion.

US occupation undermined Iraqi economic growth

Phillis Bennis, director of the New Internationalism Project at IPS, 2009, Ending the Iraq War, “What does the Iraq War Look Like”, pp. 2-3

Iraq has the potential to be a wealthy country, but after five years of US occupation even the capital city averages only two hours a day of electricity. Unemployment is rampant, and fear, violence, and desperation have caused more than 2 million refugees to flee the country, according to the UN High Commissioner For Refugees. Another 2.7 million people are internally displaced, having fled their homes within Iraq. In August 2007, 60 percent of Iraqis described their lives as “bad” or “very bad.”  That was six months into the US troop increase known as the “surge,” which was ostensibly designed to create enough security for the Iraqi government to provide order and services for its people.

The pacification of Iraq following the surge is a false peace that can end at any time

Phillis Bennis, director of the New Internationalism Project at IPS, 2009, Ending the Iraq War, “Didn’t the Surge Strategy Work”, pp. 3-8

The September 2007 Petraeus report did indeed reflect just what the White House wanted: the general testified that the troop surge was working and that “the military objectives of the surge are, in large measure, being met” He announced that a “drawdown” of the surge troops could bring troop numbers back to pre-surge levels by July 2008, but he cautioned against “rushing to failure,” claiming that too rapid a troop withdrawal could reverse what he called progress.

There were three big problems with Petraeus’s report. First, the reduction in violence itself was significant only in relative terms; Iraq remained a shockingly war-torn land. Second, the ostensible goal of the surge had been to reduce the level of violence in order to allow Iraq’s feeble, occupation-backed government to meet a set of US-established political benchrnarks. That goal hadn’t come close to fruition. Third, and perhaps most significant in assessing Petraeus’s claim of “success,” his assertion that the reduction in violence was the result of the troop surge minimized, and at times even ignored, the major importance of three other factors taking place in Iraq during the same period.
Those factors included the unilaterally declared ceasefire of the fiery anti-occupation cleric Moqtada al-Sadr and his Mahdi Army militia. Another was the creation of the so-called Awakening Councils of largely Sunni Fighters, some linked to the organization known as al-Qaeda in Iraq and others to various antioccupation resistance organizations, all of whom agreed, at least for a while, to accept US cash payments in lieu of targeting US—UK occupation troops and the Iraqi government and military. And finally there was the horrific reality that much, of the sectarian violence had ended because it had accomplished its bloody purpose: forcing residents of once mixed, heterogeneous neighborhoods, especially in Baghdad, into ethnically cleansed enclaves of all Sunnis, or all Shi.’a, behind the twelve- or eighteenfoot-tall cement walls that separate sectarian micro-territories across the city.

All these factors had as much, or more, to do with the reduction of violence than the surge did. And none were created by or under the control of the US military. At any moment Sadr could revoke his ceaseflre (as he had partially and temporarily in March 2008 in Basra). At any moment ‘Awakening Councils” might decide that the $300 a month they were being paid by the Pentagon could he matched or bettered by another militia group—and they could then return to fighting the occupation. And claiming a victory based on a successful ethnic cleansing is pretty dicey under any circumstances.

Over 800,000 civilians have died in the US occupation of Iraq

Phillis Bennis, director of the New Internationalism Project at IPS, 2009, Ending the Iraq War, “What are the costs of the war of Iraq for Iraqis”, pp. 11-15

But others do. The numbers of Iraqi civilians killed in the war are inexact, but the broad parameters and the escalations - are dear. The Iraq Body Count, a British organization that tallies only those deaths identified in Iraqi or international media Coverage, had documented 86,609-—94,490 deaths by August 2008, In one of the most comprehensive studies, Johns Hopkins University and the British medical journal the Lancet placed the number of civilians who died because of the war at 655,000 as of fall 2006. Of those, over 600,000 were killed by violence. In the most recent study, including the period of the 2006— 2007 spike in sectarian and other violence in Iraq that carne after the Lancet survey was completed, the British ORB polling firm documented more than 1 .2 million civilian deaths as of September 2007 by using household surveys across Iraq. As the London Observer described it, “the ORB survey follows an earlier report by the organization which suggested that one in four Iraqi adults had lost a family member to violence. The latest survey suggests that in Baghdad that number is as high as one in two. lf true, these latest figures would suggest the death toll in Iraq now exceeds that of the Rwandan genocide in which about 800,000 died .“ That survey was made public the same week that General David Petraeus, US commander in Iraq, reported to Congress on the alleged reduction in violence underway in Iraq because of the so-called surge.

US presence in Iraq perpetuates terrorist violence

Raed Jarrar Senior Fellow on the Middle East for Peace Action Only a US Withdrawal Will Stop Al Qaeda in Iraq  2009 http://globalpolicy.org/component/content/article/239/37861.html
One of the last justifications for continuing the U.S. occupation of Iraq despite overwhelming opposition from Iraqis, Americans and the rest of humanity has come down to this: U.S. forces must remain in order to battle "al Qaeda in Iraq." Like so many of the arguments presented in the United States, the idea is not only intellectually bankrupt, it's also the 180-degree opposite of reality. The truth of the matter is that only the presence of U.S. forces allows the group called "al Qaeda in Iraq" (AQI) to survive and function, and setting a timetable for the occupation to end is the best way to beat them. You won't hear that perspective in Washington, but according to Iraqis with whom we spoke, it is the conventional wisdom in much of the country. The Bush administration has made much of what it calls "progress" in the Sunni-dominated provinces of central Iraq. But when we spoke to leaders there, the message we got was very different from what supporters of a long-term occupation claim: Many Sunnis are, indeed, lined up against groups like AQI, but that doesn't mean they are "joining" with coalition forces or throwing their support behind the Iraqi government. Several sources we reached in the Sunni community agreed that AQI, a predominantly Sunni insurgent group that did not exist prior to the U.S. invasion -- it started in 2005 -- will not exist for long after coalition forces depart. AQI is universally detested by large majorities of Iraqis of all ethnic and sectarian backgrounds because of its fundamentalist interpretation of religious law and efforts to set up a separate Sunni state, and its only support -- and it obviously does enjoy some support -- is based solely on its opposition to the deeply unpopular U.S.-led occupation of Iraq. We spoke by phone with Qasim Al-jumaili, a former member of Falluja's City Council, who was confident that his local militias would eliminate Al Qaeda in Iraq from Fallujah if U.S. forces were to withdraw. "The U.S. presence is making our work harder," he said. "For example, the Anbar Salvation Front [the Sunni tribal leadership group that declared war against Al Qaeda in Iraq], is not getting a lot of public support because they think we're collaborating with the U.S. and the Al-Maliki government." Al Jumaili was confident that Iraqis wouldn't tolerate Al Qaeda in Iraq's presence in an independent Iraq. "If the U.S. was to pull out from Iraq and let Iraqis have a national government instead of the puppet one now, Iraqis with their government and tribal leaders would quickly eliminate Al Qaeda from all Iraq," he said. It's a credible statement -- most estimates of the terror group's strength suggest its membership is in the low thousands, no match for the larger organized militias or the fledgling security forces without the support of some of the residents of the areas in which they operate. Contrary to the neat media narrative of a unified "Sunni" leadership that has turned on AQI and joined with the Americans -- a narrative wholly fabricated by the White House and repeated without skepticism by most of the traditional media -- the Sunni community in Iraq is fragmented and divided by a variety of shifting loyalties and interests.

American troops in Iraq magnify the role of Al Qaeda operations and my be causing it.
Jarrar 9 (Senior Fellow on the Middle East for Peace Action Only a US Withdrawal Will Stop Al Qaeda in Iraq http://globalpolicy.org/component/content/article/239/37861.html) 
In July, three of the most prominent Sunni insurgent groups agreed to join forces in a concerted effort to end the occupation. Abd al Rahman al Zubeidy, a spokesman for one of the groups, told the Guardian: "Resistance isn't just about killing Americans without aims or goals. Our people have come to hate Al Qaeda, which gives the impression to the outside world that the resistance in Iraq are terrorists. We are against indiscriminate killing, fighting should be concentrated only on the enemy." He added that "a great gap has opened up between Sunni and Shia under the occupation and Al Qaeda has contributed to that â€¦ Most of Al Qaeda's members are Iraqis but its leaders are mostly foreigners. The Americans magnify their role, even though they are responsible for a minority of resistance operations." The public opinion research shows that those views are shared by overwhelming majorities of ordinary Iraqis. All of Iraq's ethnic groups oppose Al Qaeda. They reject AQI's attacks on Iraqis, its harshly fundamentalist brand of Islam and its attempts to form a separate Sunni "caliphate" -- an independent theocratic state -- in central Iraq, but significant pluralities -- and a huge majority of Sunnis -- support AQI's attacks on occupation forces. A recent poll by the BBC found that almost half of all Iraqis backed AQI's attacks on coalition troops, but only one in 100 favored its larger separatist agenda. The narrative surrounding Al Qaeda in Iraq is just one part of the larger argument to continue the occupation indefinitely. That is: the United States must remain in Iraq because the Iraqis will murder each other if we were to depart. George W. Bush recently laid out the prevalent scare story about what would happen if the occupation were to come to an end: If we were to leave before the job is done, chaos could ensue, innocent people would lose their life, extremists would be emboldened â€¦ the countries of the Middle East would be endangered, and that would cause America to be endangered, as well.
United States presence causes terrorism such as “al Qaeda in Iraq”.

Jarrar & Holland 7 (Raed & Joshua; Iraq consultant & staff writer and editor, Alter Net, October 5, 2007, http://www.alternet.org/world/64429/)

One of the last justifications for continuing the U.S. occupation of Iraq despite overwhelming opposition from Iraqis, Americans and the rest of humanity has come down to this: U.S. forces must remain in order to battle "al Qaeda in Iraq." Like so many of the arguments presented in the United States, the idea is not only intellectually bankrupt, it's also the 180-degree opposite of reality. The truth of the matter is that only the presence of U.S. forces allows the group called "al Qaeda in Iraq" (AQI) to survive and function, and setting a timetable for the occupation to end is the best way to beat them. You won't hear that perspective in Washington, but according to Iraqis with whom we spoke, it is the conventional wisdom in much of the country. The Bush administration has made much of what it calls "progress" in the Sunni-dominated provinces of central Iraq. But when we spoke to leaders there, the message we got was very different from what supporters of a long-term occupation claim: Many Sunnis are, indeed, lined up against groups like AQI, but that doesn't mean they are "joining" with coalition forces or throwing their support behind the Iraqi government. Several sources we reached in the Sunni community agreed that AQI, a predominantly Sunni insurgent group that did not exist prior to the U.S. invasion -- it started in 2005 -- will not exist for long after coalition forces depart. AQI is universally detested by large majorities of Iraqis of all ethnic and sectarian backgrounds because of its fundamentalist interpretation of religious law and efforts to set up a separate Sunni state, and its only support -- and it obviously does enjoy some support -- is based solely on its opposition to the deeply unpopular U.S.-led occupation of Iraq.
Soft Balancing Advantage

Unilateral Military Action in Iraq is leading to Soft balancing – Undermining US military effectiveness and causing hard balancing

Robert A. Pape, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, Summer 2005, "Soft Balancing against the United States." International Security 30, no. 1, pp. 7-45, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/679/soft_balancing_against_the_united_states.html
This article advances three propositions that challenge the prevailing view that major powers cannot balance against the United States. First, the most consequential effect of the Bush strategy will be a fundamental transformation in how major states react to future uses of U.S. power. The United States has long been a remarkable exception to the rule that states balance against superior power. Aside from the Soviet Union, major powers have rarely balanced against it. The key reason is not the United States’ overwhelming power relative to that of other major powers, which has varied over time and so cannot explain this nearly constant pattern. Rather, until recently the United States enjoyed a robust reputation for nonaggressive intentions toward major powers and lesser states beyond its own hemisphere. Although it has fought numerous wars, the United States has generally used its power to preserve the established political order in major regions of the world, seeking to prevent other powers from dominating rather than seeking to dominate itself. The Bush strategy of aggressive unilateralism is changing the United States’ long enjoyed reputation for benign intent and giving other major powers reason to fear its power. Second, major powers are already engaging in the early stages of balancing behavior against the United States. In the near term, France, Germany, Russia, China, Japan, and other important regional states are unlikely to respond with traditional hard-balancing measures, such as military buildups, war-fighting alliances, and transfers of military technology to U.S. opponents. Directly confronting U.S. preponderance is too costly for any individual state and too risky for multiple states operating together, at least until major powers become confident that members of a balancing coalition will act in unison. Instead, major powers are likely to adopt what I call “soft-balancing” measures: that is, actions that do not directly challenge U.S. military preponderance but that use nonmilitary tools to delay, frustrate, and undermine aggressive unilateral U.S. military policies. Soft balancing using international institutions, economic statecraft, and diplomatic arrangements has already been a prominent feature of the international opposition to the U.S. war against Iraq. Third, soft balancing is likely to become more intense if the United States continues to pursue an aggressively unilateralist national security policy. Although soft balancing may be unable to prevent the United States from achieving specific military aims in the near term, it will increase the costs of using U.S. power, reduce the number of countries likely to cooperate with future U.S. military adventures, and possibly shift the balance of economic power against the United States. For example, Europe, Russia, and China could press hard for the oil companies from countries other than the United States to have access to Iraqi oil contracts, which would increase the economic costs of U.S. occupation of the country. Europeans could also begin to pay for oil in euros rather than in dollars, which could reduce demand for the dollar as the world’s reserve currency and so increase risks of inaction and higher interest rates in the United States. Most important, soft balancing could eventually evolve into hard balancing. China and European states could also increase their economic ties with Russia while the Kremlin continues or even accelerates support for Iran’s nuclear program, a step that would negate U.S. economic pressure on Russia while signaling the start of hard balancing against the United States. Soft balancing, however, is not destiny. The Bush administration’s national security strategy of aggressive unilateralism is the principal cause of soft balancing and repudiating this strategy is the principal solution. In practice, this would mean an explicit rejection of the strategy’s most extreme elements (e.g., unilateral preventive war), renouncement of the most serious reasons to doubt U.S. motives (e.g., unilateral control over Iraqi oil contracts), and reestablishment of the U.S. commitment to solve important international problems multilaterally (e.g., a renewed commitment to the UN). The reputation of the United States for benign intent would slowly return, and the incentives for balancing against it would markedly decline. Although rare circumstances may require the unilateral use of U.S. power in the future, the security of the United States would be significantly enhanced if the Bush administration abandoned its policy of aggressive unilateralism

US presence in Iraq causes Soft Balancing – It damages our reputation as a benign power and causes nations to fear our control over oil supplies

Robert A. Pape, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, Summer 2005, "Soft Balancing against the United States." International Security 30, no. 1, pp. 7-45, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/679/soft_balancing_against_the_united_states.html
The Bush national security strategy asserts the right of the United States to wage unilateral preventive war against so-called rogue states and calls for a military posture that will keep U.S. preponderance beyond challenge from any state in the world. Under the Bush administration, the United States has moved vigorously to implement this game plan by waging a preventive war against Iraq and by accelerating the move toward developing a national missile defense (NMD). These military policies are creating conditions that are likely to fundamentally change how other major powers react to future uses of U.S. power. Although these policies may add marginally to the United States’ world power position, this is not the heart of the matter. Rather, these policies are changing how other states view U.S. intentions and the purposes behind U.S. power, putting at risk the United States’ long-enjoyed reputation for benign intent. If these policies continue, the damage to the image of the United States will have negative consequences for U.S. security. The image of the United States has been plummeting even among its closest allies since preparations for preventive war against Iraq began in earnest. International public opinion polls show that the decline is especially sharp from July 2002 (the month before Bush administration officials began calling for the war) to March 2003 (the month military operations started). During this period, the percentages of the populations in Great Britain, France, Germany, Italy, Spain, Russia, and Turkey who viewed the United States favorably declined by about half, as Table 1 shows.

This decline is closely related to perceptions of rising unilateralism in U.S. foreign policy. As Table 2 shows, majorities in France, Germany, Italy, Spain, Russia, and Turkey as well as a near majority in the United Kingdom believe that U.S. foreign policy is highly unilateral and has negative consequences for their country. Table 2 also shows that these publics believe that these negative consequences are specifically due to the foreign policy of the “Bush administration” rather than to a “more general problem with America,” but also that they support greater independence between their country and the United States.

International polls also shed light on the underlying reasons for these attitudes. As Table 3 shows, although public opinion in France, Germany, Russia, and other European states strongly supported the U.S. war against terrorism, a large majority in each country did not believe that the United States seriously considered Saddam Hussein a threat and felt that the United States’ true motivation was securing access to Iraqi oil.

In addition, foreign leaders expressed concern about U.S. unilateralism during the lead-up to the war. Although individual foreign leaders occasionally made such public remarks from the late 1990s onward,29 it was only during the fall of 2002 and winter of 2003 that many collectively declared support for a multipolar world to limit U.S. unilateralism. In February 2003 France’s foreign minister, Dominique de Villepin, asserted, “We believe that a multipolar world is needed, that no one power can ensure order through the world.” Russian President Vladimir Putin agreed and went further to explain that his country’s concerns served as the basis for union with European states against U.S. unilateralism. Putin stated, “We believe here, in Russia, just as French President Jacques Chirac believes, that the future international security architecture must be based on a multipolar world. This is the main thing that unites us. I am absolutely confident that the world will be predictable and stable only if it is multipolar.”30 Also during this period, it became common for foreign leaders to declare their suspicion of U.S. “ulterior motives,” a phrase that evoked a rare round of applause when de Villepin uttered it at UN in February 2003.

why unilateralism is changing the u.s. image

The root cause of widespread opposition to U.S. military policies under President George W. Bush’s administration does not lie in the political values or character of France, Germany, Russia, China, and important regional states, factors that do not point in a single direction and that have not changed significantly since July 2002.31 Nor does it lie in a shift in U.S. relative power, which has hardly changed in this short time. Rather, the key reason is that the Bush strategy is changing the United States’ long-enjoyed reputation of benign intent. Precisely because the United States is already so powerful, even a small change in how other perceive the aggressiveness of U.S. intentions can cause other major powers to be concerned about their security.

On its face, the rhetoric of the Bush strategy may appear to present few reasons for major powers and other states to change their view of U.S. intentions. Its chief objective is to stop the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction to rogue states, principally Iran, Syria, Libya, North Korea, and Iraq (before March 2003). To achieve this aim, the United States asserts the right to destroy a rogue state’s military power “unilaterally if necessary,” to build a national missile defense to defeat efforts by rogue states to develop long-range ballistic missiles capable of hitting the United States, and to maintain the primacy of U.S. military power to keep other states from “surpassing, or equaling, the power of the United States.”32
The main concern of other states is not with the goals of U.S. policy, but with the means, especially with the Bush administration’s willingness to use unilateral military action to achieve its otherwise acceptable goals. Such action violates long-standing international norms against the use of preventive war as a legitimate policy tool, provides important relative gains for the United States in a region of the world crucial to the economic growth of major states, and increases the United States’ already considerable military advantages over major nuclear powers.

preventive war. Iraq is the United States’ first preventive war. Although the United States has used force to defend allies from military attack, to stop the spread of ethnic and ideological insurgencies, and to protect oppressed peoples, it had never before conquered a country to stop that state from gaining military power. Until now, many analysts have thought that democratic values and institutions would make classic territorial aggrandizement to conquer, occupy, and transform another country that does not pose an imminent military threat impossible. The U.S. conquest of Iraq, however, challenges one of the most important norms in international politics—that democracies do not fight preventive wars—and so undermines the assurance that comes from the expectation that democratic institutions can keep a sole superpower from altering the status quo to its advantage.
Officially, the Bush strategy is described as “preemption,” but the strategy against rogue states fits with the more aggressive policy of preventive war, a fact recognized in the Bush administration’s own national security strategy statements. What is at issue in the definition of the strategy is not simply who fires the first shot—preemption and preventive war are both policies that allow the United States to attack countries that have not opened fire against it— but whether the threat is imminent and thus whether only a military strike can respond to it.33

A preemptive war is fought against an opponent already in the process of mobilizing military forces for an imminent attack, usually within a matter of days. The enemy’s intent to attack is not assumed or even merely expected; it is observed by concrete changes in the operational status of the enemy’s military capabilities. With war under way, the incentive for preemptive attack is to deny the aggressor the advantage of completing the first move: that is, to destroy oncoming enemy forces while they are mobilizing and more vulnerable than they would be once the enemy’s first strike has begun. The timing of a preemptive war is determined by observable changes in the operational readiness of the enemy’s military forces.34

In contrast, a preventive war is fought to keep an opponent from acquiring military capabilities long before—often years before—it begins to mobilize forces for an attack. Preventive war logic generally takes the opponent’s intent to use newly acquired military capabilities for granted or bases such expectations on broad conclusions derived from the opponent’s character or past behavior. The primary purpose of preventive war is not merely to deny the aggressor the advantage of striking first—this is a lesser included benefit. Instead, the chief purpose is to engage the adversary before it can shift the longterm military balance of power in its favor. For this reason, the timing of a preventive attack has little to do with changes in the operational status of the enemy’s military forces, because the goal is to conquer the target state before it has gained those military capabilities. The war starts when the preventive attacker’s forces are ready.35

The Bush strategy against rogue states follows the normal understanding of preventive war in substance, if not in rhetoric. In fact, The National Security Strategy of the United States, the principal statement of the Bush strategy, expressly redefines the meaning of “preemption” against rogue states to encompass traditional preventive war logic: Legal scholars and international jurists often conditioned the legitimacy of preemption on the existence of an imminent threat—most often a visible mobilization of armies, navies, and air forces preparing to attack. We must adapt the concept of imminent threat to the capabilities and objectives of today’s adversaries. . . . The greater the threat, the greater is the risk of inaction—and the more compelling the case for taking anticipatory action to defend ourselves, even if uncertainty remains as to the time and place of the enemies’ attack. To forestall or prevent such hostile acts by our adversaries, the United States will, if necessary, act preemptively.36

Classic preventive war logic is also a common theme in public speeches by administration officials, including President Bush, on Iraq: “We are acting now because the risks of inaction would be far greater. In one year, or five years, the power of Iraq to inflict harm on all free nations would be multiplied many times over.”37

The Bush administration’s strategy of preventive war represents a major departure from traditional U.S. security policy. Although the United States has historically maintained a policy of preemption—to strike first when credible evidence warned that an enemy was mobilizing military forces for an imminent attack—it has categorically ruled out preventive war on numerous occasions. 38 The United States conquered much of North America in the nineteenth century, used force to ensure that European powers could not establish a strong presence in the Caribbean Basin in the early twentieth century—including retaliation against Spain’s attack on the USS Maine, which led to the U.S. conquest of the Philippines—and intervened to defend the political status quo numerous times in the twentieth century. In no case, however, did the United States wage a classic preventive war to conquer a sovereign country, prior to the conquest of Iraq in March 2003.39

The United States’ traditional policy against preventive war is not unique. Over the past two centuries, no major democratic power has ever started a preventive war40—not Britain even at the height of its power in the nineteenth century,41 or France in the twentieth century.42 The closest any democracy has come to a preventive war was Israel’s Suez campaign against Egypt in 1956, an action encouraged and supported by a majority of the world’s strongest states.43

The Bush administration’s rhetoric is not limited to Iraq, but seeks to legitimate preventive war as a “normal” tool of U.S. statecraft. Now that the United States has actually acted on the Bush preventive war strategy, other countries will have to include in their calculations the possibility that it may do so again. For other major powers, the main threat to their security stems not from the risk that the United States will eventually pose a direct threat to attack their homelands, but that the U.S. policy of preventive war is likely to unleash violence that the United States cannot fully control and that poses an indirect threat to their security. As a result, even though the United States means them no harm, other major states must still contend with the spillover effects of U.S. unilateral uses of force. These indirect effects are especially pronounced for U.S. military adventures in the Middle East, which could stimulate a general rise in the level of global terrorism targeted at European and other major states. As the French foreign policy adviser Bruno Tertrais explains: “The implementation of the U.S. strategy [of preventive war] tends to favor, rather than reduce, the development of the principal threats to which it is addressed: terrorism and proliferation. . . . The Al Qaeda organization . . . has now reached the shores of Europe, as shown by the [terrorist attacks] in Turkey (December 2003) and Spain (March 2004). The campaign conducted by the United States has strengthened the Islamists’ sense of being totally at war against the rest of the world.”44

relative gains. Foreign suspicion of U.S. intentions is exacerbated by the politics of oil. Conquering Iraq puts the United States in a strategic position to control virtually all of the Persian Gulf’s vast oil reserves, potentially increasing its power to manipulate supply for political and even military advantage against Europe and Asia. This power could be used broadly by withdrawing Persian Gulf oil from the world market, or selectively by imposing a strategic embargo on a specific major power rival.

The main effect of U.S. control over Persian Gulf oil is to create relative, as opposed to absolute, power advantages for the United States.45 Iraq possesses the world’s second-largest oil reserves, which could provide economic returns to the United States. These benefits are unlikely to dramatically increase America’s relative power position, because the United States is already the world’s sole superpower and most wealthy state. Assume the extreme: that Iraqi oil production immediately ramps up to pre-1990 levels of about 3 million barrels per day and that the United States seizes fully 100 percent of these oil revenues, leaving nothing for the Iraqi population or economy and ignoring the costs of occupation. Even under these circumstances, U.S. gains from Iraqi oil revenues would total about $30 billion a year or about 1/3 of 1 percent of the United States’ $10 trillion gross national product in 2003. This amount would be important to specific U.S. oil companies and their investors, but it would not make a significant difference to the balance of power among the United States, Europe, Russia, China, and Japan.

Even the value of the Persian Gulf region as a whole would add only modestly to the absolute level of U.S. power. Assuming the same standard as above, U.S. control of the region would add only about 3 percent to U.S. GNP. Moreover, a monopoly by U.S. companies over Persian Gulf oil would allow them to buy oil cheaply—because Arab producers would have nowhere else to go—resulting in lower oil prices for the United States and its major power rivals, except for Russia.46

Rather, the main effect would be a relative gain for the United States. Total control of Persian Gulf oil would give the United States monopoly power over a crucial source of economic growth.47 Other states could develop new sources of oil to substitute for Persian Gulf oil, although the likely decline in oil prices following U.S. control of the Persian Gulf would make new oil development uneconomical. Most important, however, U.S. monopolization of Persian Gulf oil would be the single most significant act that the United States could take to increase its relative power, save for taking control of European or Asian resources. During the Cold War, the United States feared that Soviet conquest of the Persian Gulf would offer new political leverage against Europe and Asia. Many argued that such fears were based on unsophisticated economics, but this did not stop U.S. leaders from balancing against the Soviet threat to oil.48 Although many Americans doubt that the United States would use this new power, in fact it already is. For months, it has been threatening to deny oil contracts to French, Russian, and other oil companies if their countries do not cooperate with U.S. military plans for Iraq. More important, other states may not share the confidence the United States has of its own good intentions. If the United States retains unilateral control over Iraq’s oil, this is almost certain to favor U.S. companies and add to U.S. power, which is likely to magnify suspicion of the United States’ power and purpose. Relative gains over economic stakes have been a principal cause of major power competition in the past.49 U.S. unilateral preventive wars against rogue states in the Persian Gulf could create the same incentives today.
Soft Balancing would lead to hard balancing
Robert A. Pape, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, Summer 2005, "Soft Balancing against the United States." International Security 30, no. 1, pp. 7-45, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/679/soft_balancing_against_the_united_states.html
u.s. unilateralism and the global response

The international image of the United States as a benign superpower is declining, particularly with regard to the aspects that are likely to erode its relative immunity to balance of power dynamics. Without the perception of benign intent, a unipolar leader’s intervention in regions beyond its own, especially those with substantial economic value, is likely to produce incentives among the world’s other major powers to balance against it. That the United States does not pose an imminent threat to attack any major power is not sufficient to prevent these incentives, because the main danger for second-ranked states is that the United States would pose an indirect threat or evolve from a unipolar leader into an unrestrained global hegemon. In a unipolar world, the response to an expansionist unipolar leader is likely to be global balancing.
Soft Balancing collapses US international support – Leaders fear the political cost of cooperation

Robert A. Pape, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, Summer 2005, "Soft Balancing against the United States." International Security 30, no. 1, pp. 7-45, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/679/soft_balancing_against_the_united_states.html
why soft balancing matters

Soft balancing may not stop the United States from conquering a rogue state or from pursuing a vigorous nuclear buildup, but it can have significant longterm consequences for U.S. security. In the months leading up to the U.S. invasion of Iraq, soft balancing had already encouraged millions of Europeans and hundreds of thousands of Americans to protest the impending war. Such protests can have important consequences for governments that support U.S. policy—or refuse to. In recent elections, German, Turkish, and even South Korean political leaders have already learned that anti-Americanism pays. Indeed, vigorous opposition to the Bush doctrine of preventive war in September 2002 was likely the pivotal factor enabling German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder to recover from a position of almost certain defeat to win a new term. Even if the leaders of Britain and other members of the “coalition of the willing” against Iraq can avoid domestic backlash, few are likely to be willing to cooperate with future U.S. military adventures.

Soft Balancing limits power projection – Countries don’t let us use bases

Robert A. Pape, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, Summer 2005, "Soft Balancing against the United States." International Security 30, no. 1, pp. 7-45, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/679/soft_balancing_against_the_united_states.html
Soft balancing can also impose real military costs. The United States may be the sole superpower, but it is geographically isolated. To project power in Europe, Asia, and the Middle East, it depends greatly on basing rights granted by local allies. Indeed, all U.S. victories since 1990—Iraq, Bosnia, Kosovo, and Afghanistan— relied on the use of short-legged tactical air and ground forces based in the territory of U.S. allies in the region. Without regional allies, the United States might still be able to act unilaterally, but it would have to take higher risks in blood and treasure to do so.65 Turkey’s refusal to allow U.S. ground forces on its soil reduced the amount of heavy ground power available against Iraq by one-third, thus compelling the United States to significantly alter its preferred battle plan, increasing the risk of U.S. casualties in the conquest of Iraq, and leaving fewer forces to establish stability in the country after the war.
Soft balancing would hurt the US economy – Shifting away from the dollar as the reserve currency

Robert A. Pape, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, Summer 2005, "Soft Balancing against the United States." International Security 30, no. 1, pp. 7-45, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/679/soft_balancing_against_the_united_states.html
Soft balancers may also become more ambitious. As the U.S. occupation of Iraq continues, France, Germany, Russia, and China could press hard for the UN rather than the United States to oversee the administration of oil contracts in Iraq, perhaps even working with the new Iraqi government for this purpose. Even if they did not succeed, U.S. freedom of action in Iraq and elsewhere in the region would decline. If the United States gave in, it would lose control over which companies ultimately obtain contracts for Iraq’s oil, and so pay a higher price for any continued presence in the region.

Further, Europeans and others may take steps that start to shift the balance of economic power against the United States. Today Europeans buy their oil in dollars, a practice that benefits the United States by creating extra demand for dollars as the world’s reserve currency. This extra demand allows the United States to run outsized trade and government budget deficits at lower inflation and interest rates than would otherwise be the case. A coordinated decision by other countries to buy oil in euros would transfer much of this benefit to Europe and decrease the United States’ gross national product, possibly by as much as 1 percent, more or less permanently.66

Soft Balancing leads to Hard Balancing

Robert A. Pape, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, Summer 2005, "Soft Balancing against the United States." International Security 30, no. 1, pp. 7-45, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/679/soft_balancing_against_the_united_states.html
Most important, soft balancing could eventually evolve into hard balancing. Now that the United States has conquered Iraq, major powers are likely to become quite concerned about U.S. intentions toward Iran, North Korea, and possibly Saudi Arabia. Unilateral U.S. military action against any of these states could become another focal point around which major powers’ expectations of U.S. intentions could again converge. If so, then soft balancing could establish the basis for actual hard balancing against the United States. Perhaps the most likely step toward hard balancing would be for major states to encourage and support transfers of military technology to U.S. opponents. Russia is already providing civilian nuclear technology to Iran, a state that U.S. intelligence believes is pursuing nuclear weapons. Such support is likely to continue, and major powers may facilitate this by blocking U.S. steps to put pressure on Moscow. For instance, if the United States attempts to make economic threats against Russia, European countries might open their doors to Russia wider. If they did, this would involve multiple major powers cooperating for the first time to transfer military technology to an opponent of the United States. Collective hard balancing would thus have truly begun. Traditional realists may be tempted to dismiss soft balancing as ineffective. They should not. In the long run, soft balancing could also shift relative power between major powers and the United States and lay the groundwork to enable hard balancing if the major powers come to believe this is necessary.

Readiness Advantage

US occupation of the Middle East causes Overstretch

Baldor 9 (Lolita; staff writer, The Boston Globe, February 20, 2009, http://www.google.com/#num=100&hl=en&q=%22military+readiness%22+overstretch&aq=f&aqi=&aql=&oq=&gs_rfai=&fp=f9c767f2a58c73f1)

WASHINGTON - For the third consecutive year, a classified Pentagon assessment has concluded there is a significant risk that the US military could not respond quickly and fully to any new crisis, the Associated Press has learned. The latest risk assessment, drawn up by Admiral Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, comes despite recent security gains in Iraq and plans for troop cuts there. The assessment finds that the United States continues to face persistent terrorist threats, and the military is still stretched and strained from long and repeated tours to the warfront. Senior military officials spoke about the report on condition of anonymity because it is a classified document. Prepared every year, and routinely delivered to Congress with the budget, the risk assessment paints a broad picture of the security threats and hot spots around the world and the military's ability to deal with them. Mullen has delivered it to Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates. Because the threat is rated as significant, Gates will send an accompanying report to Congress outlining what the military is doing to address the risks. That report has not been finished. This year's assessment finds many of the same global security issues as previous years - ranging from terrorist organizations and unstable governments to the potential for high-tech cyber attacks. It also reflects the Pentagon's ongoing struggle to maintain a military that can respond to threats from other countries, while honing newer counterinsurgency techniques to battle more unconventional dangers, such as suicide bombers and lethal roadside bombs. Daniel Goure, vice president of the Lexington Institute, a military policy research group in Arlington, Va., said the assessment would take into account the strains on the force, the wear and tear on aircraft and other military equipment, and a host of global flashpoints. 
The war in Iraq has severely overstretch the US military and ruined our military readiness

Gharib 8 (Ali, New York-based journalist on U.S. foreign policy with a focus on the Middle East and Central Asia, “Senior Officers Worried About Dangerously Overstretched U.S Military,” ISP News, 2/28/08 )

The U.S. military is "severely strained" by two large-scale occupations in the Middle East, other troop deployments, and problems recruiting, according to a new survey of military officers published by Foreign Policy magazine and the centrist think-tank Center for a New American Security.  "They see a force stretched dangerously thin and a country ill-prepared for the next fight," said the report, 'The U.S. Military Index,' which polled 3,400 current and former high-level military officers.  Sixty percent of the officers surveyed said that the military is weaker now than it was five years ago, often citing the number of troops deployed to the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.  "We ought to pay more attention to quality," said retired Lt. General Gregory Newbold, who retired from the Joint Chiefs of Staff in part over objections to the invasion of Iraq, at a panel during a conference to release the data.  From Republican presidential hopeful Sen. John McCain to President George W. Bush, politicians regularly speak on the military from a position of authority. They know, they contend, that despite the two ongoing wars, the U.S is ready to deal with new threats militarily if need be.  "I'm sorry to tell you, there's going to be other wars," said McCain at a campaign stop last month. "We will never surrender but there will be other wars."  But the officers surveyed implied that military options against future threats may not be -- as politicians from across the spectrum have intimated -- "on the table."  "Asked whether it was reasonable or unreasonable to expect the U.S. military to successfully wage another war at this time," said the report, "80 percent of the officers say that it is unreasonable."  When asked to grade the preparedness of the military to deal with the threat of Iran -- on which McCain's rhetoric has been especially hawkish -- respondents gave an average score of 4.5 on a scale of 1 to 10 with 10 representing fully prepared. The difference in which civilian and military leadership are viewed also made its way into the survey results. The level of confidence in the presidency among officers averaged just 5.5 out of 10, with 16 percent having "no confidence at all in the president." The U.S. Congress scored lowest of the institutions that the survey referred with an average score of just 2.7.  The low regard for politicians could arise from the officers' notion that elected officials know little about the workings of military -- 66 percent of officers responded that elected leaders are "either somewhat or very uninformed about the U.S. military."  Those views are likely informed by survey respondents' opinions about the way the civilian leadership handled the war in Iraq in the immediate aftermath of the fall of Saddam Hussein. Nearly three quarters of the officers said that the goals of the civilian leadership for the military were "unreasonable".  Furthermore, it appears that many officers find that the efforts of U.S. forces have sometimes been counterproductive. Asked what country had gained the "greatest strategic advantage" from the war in Iraq, 37 percent said Iran while 22 percent answered China. Just one in five of the officers answered that the U.S. had gained the most. 

Iraq presence is responsible for readiness crisis. Only removal of troops solves.

Korb  7 (Lawrence S enate Armed Services Committee http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2007/04/pdf/korb_testimony_misuse.pdf) 
Currently there are virtually no active or reserve Army combat units outside of Iraq and Afghanistan that are rated as “combat ready.” The Army has deployed 20 of its 43 available active-duty combat brigades -- meaning that virtually all its forces are either in Iraq or are preparing to return there. In order to ensure that troops fighting in Iraq are fully equipped, units rotating out of Iraq have been leaving behind their equipment for units taking their place. The units that return home are often so depleted that the Marines have been referring to this phase as the ‘post-deployment death spiral.’ As a result, combat-readiness worldwide has deteriorated to crisis levels. The equipment in Iraq is wearing out at four to nine times the normal peacetime rate because of combat losses and harsh operating conditions. As we have documented in studies done in coordination with the Lexington Institute, the total Army -- active and reserve -- now faces at least a $50 billion equipment shortfall and the Marines about $15 billion. [Note 2: Lawrence J. Korb, Loren B. Thompson, Caroline P. Wadhams, “Army Equipment After Iraq,” Center for American Progress and the Lexington Institute, April 2006; Lawrence J. Korb, Loren B. Thompson, Max A. Bergmann, “Marine Corps Equipment After Iraq,” Center for American Progress and the Lexington Institute, August 2006.] Without equipment, it’s extremely difficult for non-deployed units to train for combat. Thus, one of the hidden effects of the Iraq war is that even the troops not currently committed to Iraq are weakened because of it. To equip those on the ground in Iraq and Afghanistan, the Army and the Marines have been drawing down their pre-positioned equipment stocks around the globe. These stocks are stored on ships or in strategic locations around the world to enable deploying units to be supplied rapidly. These stocks have been extensively diminished and limit the ability of the United States to respond to possible crises around the world. For instance, the Marine Corps has drawn down their pre-positioned reserve equipment stocks in the Pacific and Europe by up to 70 percent. The Army and Marines have been so overstretched that the United States has almost no ready reserve of ground forces to effectively deal with a potential crisis on the Korean peninsula, in Iran, or in unstable Pakistan, for example, or to help alleviate the grave humanitarian crisis in Darfur. The reserve component is also in tatters. Lt. General Steven Blum, the head of the National Guard Bureau, stated that the National Guard is “in an even more dire situation than the active Army but both have the same symptoms; I just have a higher fever.” The Pentagon has had to increasingly employ the National Guard and Reserve in order to meet demands on the ground in Iraq and Afghanistan. Both the Army Guard and Reserve began the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq with their units short tens of thousands of soldiers, or about 15 to 20 percent, and lacking more than 30 percent of their necessary gear. Those shortages have deepened as people and equipment are borrowed from units staying home to fill out those about to go overseas. According to Lt. Gen. Clyde A. Vaughn, Chief of the Army National Guard, what the Guard is trying to deal with right now is “a situation where we have absolutely piecemealed our force to death.” To make matters worse, the Pentagon is set to notify National Guard brigades to prepare again for duty in Iraq. Some 12,000 troops are scheduled to be deployed to Iraq early next year. This would be the first time that full Guard combat brigades would be sent to Iraq for a second tour. These deployments are becoming increasingly necessary because the regular Army is not large enough to handle the mission in Iraq on its own. Originally these Guard units were to serve no more than 24 months total. However, these units and others in the Guard have already served 18 months -- with training time and time in Iraq or Afghanistan -- and now they are looking at least another 12 months in Iraq. 

Iraq Troop Deployment causes overstretch and deters new recruits

Akl 5 (Aida, writer for Voice of America News, Military Connections, 8-22-05 http://www.militaryconnections.com/news_story.cfm?textnewsid=1639) 
Washington, August 22, 2005 -- With more than 250,000 American troops deployed in nearly 130 countries, many analysts are questioning whether the United States military is stretched in ways that could undermine its future capabilities should new threats arise.  In his annual report to Congress last May, General Richard Myers, Chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, conceded that the situations in Iraq and Afghanistan have strained the military to a point where it runs a higher risk of not being able to quickly and easily defeat potential enemies.  U.S. military casualties in Iraq and Afghanistan, and recruitment shortfalls in some branches of the armed forces, such as the Army and National Guard, have alarmed some observers who warn that the military is overburdened and overstretched.  Charles Pena, Director of Defense Policy Studies at the Cato Institute in Washington, says the current system used to repeatedly rotate and redeploy troops serving in Iraq over extended periods of time could negatively impact America's all-volunteer armed forces. He adds, "This may be the legacy of the Iraq War, that we will have a very different army in particular, than we did before we went to war in Iraq. It's too early to say exactly what might happen. But certainly there are many troubling and worrisome signs that we may be doing real damage to the United States Army."  Mr. Pena explains that the current strain may discourage new volunteers from enlisting, thereby weakening the military's future capabilities. Other analysts say that while the U.S. military is probably using all available manpower, it is not overstretched and continues to have some spare capacity.  

The repercussions of the war in Iraq has hurt U.S. status and military.
Bandow 10 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute and James Madison Scholar with the American Legislative Exchange Council, Battling the Bipartisan Consensus for War, March 15,http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11576) 
The moment economics, domestic policy, or election law came up, participants disagreed. But on the central issue of war and peace the group united. While war might sometimes be unavoidable -- pacifism was not on the agenda, though some of the participants might have been pacifists -- it should be a last resort, a tragic necessity to protect a free American society. While war sometimes brings out the finest and most sublime human values such as courage and honor, more often it looses the basest passions and destroys what we most hold dear. Despite today's constant celebration of all things military, Americans are best served by peace, allowing them to enjoy the pleasures and surmount the challenges of daily life.  Yet today the U.S. is one of the world's most militarized states, accounting for nearly half of the globe's military outlays. The U.S. government maintains hundreds of military installations and hundreds of thousands of troops abroad. No other country, democratic or authoritarian, comes close to matching America's aggressive military record in recent decades: nations and territories invaded or bombed include Iraq (twice), Serbia, Bosnian Serbs, Afghanistan, Haiti, Somalia, Panama, and Grenada. Threats have come fast and furious against North Korea, Iran, Pakistan, and most recently Yemen.  It is bad enough that Washington policymakers see war as a first resort, a convenient tool for conducting social engineering abroad. They seem to treat the resulting death and destruction as incidental and unimportant, especially if concentrated on others.  Even worse, many U.S. policymakers appear to enjoy wielding military force safely out of harm's way from their Washington offices. Rather than feel reluctant at loosing the dogs of war, some American leaders, almost always ones who have never put on a military uniform let alone served in combat, joyously add new targets. "Real men go to Tehran," ran the neoconservative mantra in the aftermath of the Iraq invasion, when otherwise sober analysts were filled with hubris at America's ability to remake the world at will. Never mind those who would be killed along the way.  It is this world which brought representatives from Right to Left together. Participants discussed rhetoric: criticizing "imperialism," for instance, resonates far better with the Left than the Right. But there was broad agreement on policy. Washington today has a strategy of "empire." The U.S. isn't the same as the Roman or British empires, to be sure. But American foreign and military policy could hardly be further from those one would expect from a constitutional republic with a government of limited powers intended to concentrate on protecting the safety and liberty of its citizens.  Thus, Americans need real change, not the faux variety offered by the Obama administration. The military should be configured to defend America, not client states around the globe. U.S. taxpayers should not be fleeced to subsidize wealthy allies. Washington should not use patriotic 18-year-olds to occupy Third World states, treating them like American satrapies, governed by U.S. ambassadors. Uncle Sam should stop trying to micro-manage the globe, treating every conflict or controversy as America's own, exaggerating foreign threats and inflating Washington's abilities.  The price of today's policy of empire is high. Far from being the costless adventure imagined by members of Washington's ubiquitous sofa samurai, war is the ultimate big government program, a threat to Americans' life, prosperity, and liberty.  So far the Iraqi "cakewalk" has resulted in the death of roughly 4400 Americans and 300 other coalition soldiers. Then there are tens of thousands of maimed and injured Americans, others suffering from PSD, and numerous broken families and communities. At least 100,000 and probably many more Iraqis have died. Some estimates run up to a million, a truly astonishing number. America's ivory tower warriors seem particularly unconcerned about dead foreigners. However many Iraqis died, it is treated as a small price to pay for the privilege of being liberated by Washington.  Another cost is financial. Direct military outlays this year will run over $700 billion. Iraq is ultimately likely cost $2 or $3 trillion. Washington spends more on "defense," adjusted for inflation, today than at any point during the Cold War, Korean War, and Vietnam War. The U.S. accounts for nearly half of the globe's military expenditures. American taxpayers pay to defend prosperous and populous European states. Japan devotes about a fourth as much of its economic strength to the military as does the U.S. The NATO member which makes the most military effort is crisis-prone Greece -- in response to nominal ally Turkey. For years American taxpayers spent as much as South Koreans to defend the Republic of Korea.  Such generosity might have made sense in the aftermath of World War II, when so many Asian and European states had been ruined by war and faced Stalin's Soviet Union and Mao's China. No longer, however. Especially with the U.S. budget deficit expected to run nearly $1.6 trillion this year alone. Over the next decade Uncle Sam likely will rack up another $10 trillion in red ink. In effect, Washington is borrowing every penny which it is spending to defend other nations.  Liberty also suffers from a policy of empire. "War is the health of the state," intoned Randolph Bourne, and it certainly is the health of the national security state. The constitutional deformations of the Bush years were legendary, yet President Barack Obama has done little to rein in his predecessor's lawless conduct. Executive aggrandizement, government secrecy, privacy violations, military arrests and trials, and constitutional violations. The U.S. is in danger of losing its republican soul.  Of course, one could imagine a truly necessary war which would have to be fought almost irrespective of cost--World War II, perhaps. However, while jihadist terrorists are ugly and murderous, they are a poor substitute for Adolf Hitler with armored divisions and Joseph Stalin with nuclear weapons. We aren't fighting World War III. We aren't fighting anything close to World War III.  And if we were in such a conflict, a policy of empire, of meddling around the globe, of engaging in international social engineering, would be about the most foolish strategy possible. Most of what the U.S. military does has nothing to do with American security: protecting European states threatened by no one, aiding a South Korea which vastly out ranges its northern antagonist, attempting to turn decrepit Third World states into liberal democracies and Western allies.  The problem of terrorism is real, but is best met by sophisticated, targeted countermeasures rather than promiscuous blunt-force intervention. The war in Iraq has enhanced Iran's strategic position, weakened America's reputation, [and] stretched U.S. military forces, spurred terrorist recruitment, and confirmed the radical terrorist narrative. A lengthy occupation of Afghanistan and overflow combat into Pakistan risk doing much the same--potentially for years. Expanded American intervention in Somalia, Yemen, and elsewhere would have a similar effect.
Straining the All-Volunteer Military

Carpenter 7 (Ted Galen, Vice President, Defense and Foreign Policy Studies Cato Institute, before the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, January 11, 2007 http://www.cato.org/testimony/ct-tgc01112007.html) 

Even some hawks are concerned about the negative impact of the Iraq mission on the all- volunteer force (AVF). They should be concerned. In December 2006, Gen. Peter J. Schoomaker, the Army’s chief of staff, bluntly told a House committee that the active-duty Army "will break" unless there was a permanent increase in force structure. And that is before any contemplated additional deployments to Iraq.

The military leaders are not exaggerating. Already the Army has struggled to meet its recruiting goals, even though it has diluted the standards for new recruits, including by issuing waivers in cases where there is evidence of criminal behavior or mental illness. Indeed, the Iraq occupation has been sustained to this point only through extraordinary exertions, including an unprecedented number of "stop loss" orders, preventing military personnel from returning to civilian life when their terms of enlistment are up, and recalling members of the reserves-including some people in their 40s and 50s. The AVF is straining to the breaking point already, and the longer we stay in Iraq, the worse those strains will become.

Overstretch undermines readiness.

Tyson 5 (Ann, Washington Post, Two Years Later, Iraq War Drains Military, http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/wp-dyn/A48306-2005Mar18?language=printer March 19, 2005) 

Two years after the United States launched a war in Iraq with a crushing display of power; a guerrilla conflict is grinding away at the resources of the U.S. military and casting uncertainty over the fitness of the all-volunteer force, according to senior military leaders, lawmakers and defense experts. The unexpectedly heavy demands of sustained ground combat are depleting military manpower and gear faster than they can be fully replenished. Shortfalls in recruiting and backlogs in needed equipment are taking a toll, and growing numbers of units have been broken apart or taxed by repeated deployments, particularly in the Army National Guard and the Army Reserve. "What keeps me awake at night is, what will this all-volunteer force look like in 2007?" Gen. Richard A. Cody, Army vice chief of staff, said at a Senate hearing this week. The Iraq war has also led to a drop in the overall readiness of U.S. ground forces to handle threats at home and abroad. Forcing the Pentagon to accept new risks -- even as military planners prepare for a global anti-terrorism campaign that administration officials say could last for a generation. Stretched by Iraq and Afghanistan. the United States lacks a sufficiently robust ability to put large numbers of "boots on the ground" in case of a major emergency elsewhere. Such as the Korean Peninsula, in the view of some Republican and Democratic lawmakers and some military leaders. They are skeptical of the Pentagon's ability to substitute air and naval power, and they believe strongly that what the country needs is a bigger Army. "The U.S. military will respond if there are vital threats, but will it respond with as many forces as it needs, with equipment that is in excellent condition? The answer is no," said Sen. Jack Reed (D-R.I.). Northwestern 

US military overstretch undermines readiness 

Alfano 7 (Sean Alfano, Staff writer for CBS, Report: US military readiness worsens 2/27/07) http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2007/02/27/national/main2519581.shtml 
Strained by the demands of wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, there is a significant risk that the U.S. military won't be able to quickly and fully respond to yet another crisis, according to a new report to Congress.  The assessment, done by the nation's top military officer, Gen. Peter Pace, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, represents a worsening from a year ago, when that risk was rated as moderate. Rebel attacks are delaying withdrawal 
US Readiness suffering due to military presence
Pearson 7(Frederic, Director of Center for Peace and Conflict studies, Iraq-itag.org, http://iraq-itag.org/docs/ITAG_July.pdf, 7/5)
The debate continues about whether the US invasion of Iraq served American national interests, whether leaving Iraq now will satisfy more important national interests than will staying, and what will result from departure. Simply put, there are two important decisions facing the United States: to leave or stay, and what to leave behind. It seems clear that an immediate exit is necessary and that a structure must be left to increase the odds of a favorable regional outcome in connection with that exit. The toll on our national defense capabilities and on our war against al Qaeda makes leaving an important and necessary national objective. Because the toll on active duty units has been unsustainable, as evidenced by newly extended tour lengths, nearly all US National Guard units are no longer fully combat-capable. Consumption rates of munitions and equipment have required that four of our five strategic pre-positioned reserves be raided for assets. Only the reserve for forces charged with fighting off an attack by North Korea remains untouched. Over three thousand five hundred and eighty Americans have lost their lives in Iraq, and well over twenty-six thousand have been wounded. The US Army has been forced to accept people in their forties as well as felons to fill out its ranks. US defenses are significantly diminished by this war.  

The US military is bent to the breaking point

Borger 6 (Julian, diplomatic editor @ The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2006/jan/26/usa.iraq,   26 January 2006) 

The US army is being stretched, by its deployment in Iraq and Afghanistan, into a "thin green line" in danger of breaking before the insurgents are defeated, claims a report commissioned by the Pentagon. Andrew Krepinevich, a former army officer who wrote the report, said that the army could not sustain the current pace of deployments - which was likely in the end to discourage recruitment.  "This is the central, and as yet unanswerable, question the army must confront. Vigorous efforts should be make to enable a substantial drawdown in US force levels. The army ... cannot sustain the force levels desired to sustain the momentum needed to break the back of the insurgent movement," the report says.  Mr Krepinevich, who runs a Washington thinktank, the Centre for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, also suggested the administration lacked a clear strategy.  In his report presented as "an interim assessment" of the Iraq, he writes: "Without a clear strategy in Iraq it is difficult to draft clear metrics for gauging progress. This may be why some senior political and military leaders have made overly optimistic or even contradictory declarations regarding the war's progress."  The secretary of defence, Donald Rumsfeld, said he had not read the report, but said from what he heard of it, "It's just not consistent with the facts."  Mr Rumsfeld said that there were 1.4 million Americans currently in active service, of which only 138,000 were in Iraq. He said the army was in the process being streamlined, to create a more agile and combat-ready force.  However, a group of senior Democrats issued their own report yesterday accusing the Bush administration of putting "our ground troops under enormous strain that, if not soon relieved, will have "highly corrosive and potentially long-term effects on the force". The report, presented by Senator Jack Reed, the former secretary of state, Madeleine Albright and Bill Clinton's first defence secretary, William Perry, called for an increase in deployable army forces of at least 30,000 troops. It argued there was a danger that America's enemies could exploit its vulnerable state. "Although the United States can still deploy air, naval, and other more specialised assets to deter or respond to aggression, the visible overextension of our ground forces could weaken our ability to deter aggression."  Mr Rumsfeld rejected that claim, saying: "The force is not broken ... It is not only capable of functioning in a very effective way. In addition it is battle hardened. It is not a peacetime force that has been in barracks or garrisons."  At another point this report says the US has "only limited ground force capability ready to respond to other contingencies. The absence of a credible strategic reserve in our ground forces increases the risk that potential adversaries will be tempted to challenge the United States."  More than 70% of the troops due to be deployed in Iraq next year will be returning for their third time. Mr Krepinevich argues that such continual deployments will start to take their toll on army readiness. In a chapter in his report entitled "Thin Green Line", he writes: "If it rotates its troops too frequently into combat, the army risks having many of its soldiers decide that a military career is too arduous or too risky an occupation for them and their families to pursue." He begins the chapter with a quote from an unnamed army officer returning from Iraq who says: "Nobody in America is asked to sacrifice, except us."  The Bush administration has predicted that US troop levels in Iraq will fall this year as Iraqi Security Forces (the ISF) takes their place.  But Mr Krepinevich argues in his document: "Merely substituting ISF units for US forces does not address how momentum in counter insurgency operations can be maintained. Accomplishing this will require a significant shift in US strategy and organisation."
No U.S. Recession

The Iraq war did not cause the recession

Paul Krugman, noble laureate, 1-29-08, NYT, “An Iraq recession?”, http://krugman.blogs.nytimes.com/2008/01/29/an-iraq-recession/

An Iraq recession? One thing I get asked fairly often is whether the Iraq war is responsible for our economic difficulties. The answer (with slight qualifications) is no. Just to be clear: I yield to nobody in my outrage over the way we were lied into a disastrous, unnecessary war. But economics isn’t a morality play, in which evil deeds are always punished and good deeds rewarded. The fact is that war is, in general, expansionary for the economy, at least in the short run. World War II, remember, ended the Great Depression. The $10 billion or so we’re spending each month in Iraq mainly goes to US-produced goods and services, which means that the war is actually supporting demand. Yes, there would be infinitely better ways to spend the money. But at a time when a shortfall of demand is the problem, the Iraq war nonetheless acts as a sort of WPA, supporting employment directly and indirectly. There is one caveat: high oil prices are a drag on the economy, and the war has some — but probably not too much — responsibility for pricey oil. Mainly high-priced oil is the result of rising demand from China and other emerging economies, colliding with sluggish supply as the world gradually runs out of the stuff. But Iraq would be exporting more oil now if we hadn’t invaded — a million barrels a day? — and that would have kept prices down somewhat. Overall, though, the story of America’s economic difficulties is about the bursting housing bubble, not the war.

Economic Benefits from Iraq withdraw will be slow to manifest

Brendan O’Leary, Professor of Political Science @ UPENN, 2009, How to Get Out of Iraq with Integrity, “The Financial and Economic Costs”, pp.56-63
The intervention in Iraq has had beneficial macroeconomic effects for the United States which its critics have been reluctant to acknowledge; however, the idea that monies might be better spent in future no one can dispute. The US. military will have to “reset” to replace much of its lost capital equipment. So although withdrawal will relieve the U.S. military of the direct costs of aiding the new Iraqi authorities in combat operations, immediate savings on the defense budget cannot be expected to be huge unless it becomes U.S. policy to cut back defense expenditures more generously. How much U.S. economic resources can be freed from Iraq for other civilian as opposed to military uses is unclear. The next president is committed to high defense expenditures.

We can, however, presume that there will be some budgetary benefits to the U.S taxpayer from a well-organized withdrawal through a reduction in government borrowing, a reallocation of fiscal resources and other federal expenditures, or tax cuts, that is, if we presume no catastrophic outcome from the U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, such as as a renewed and deeper civil war with multiple military interventions by the neighboring powers that ends up obliterating Iraqi oil production and exports. It is possible to avoid that catastrophic outcome, although not cheaply—the United States will still have strategic commitments in the general area, which will be costly. If substantive withdrawal incorporates a period in which there are extensive numbers of U.S. military trainers deployed to assist Iraqi security forces and extensive US. aerial and ground-force deployments to protect Iraq's territorial integrity, then the direct operational costs of the intervention will continue to be extensive and budgetary relief will be limited.

No Loss of U.S. Security 

No Negative national security impacts of the Iraq Pull out – The US will be as safe, secure, and prosperous as before the war

Christopher J. Fettweis, Assistant Professor of Political Science @ Tulane, 2008, Losing Hurts Twice as Bad, “Introduction: Sparky’s Wisdom,” pg. 30-33

The disaster in Iraq is likely to affect American society and politics to a degree that is inexplicable by any rational examination of the facts. The domestic impact of Iraq is going to be profound; internationally, however, the story will be much different. Despite the conventional wisdom that defeat in Iraq would have long-lasting, serious consequences, there are good reasons to believe that the national security ramifications will be minimal. The United States will remain the world’s most powerful and influential country, and it will continue to lead the world in the struggles against terror, tyranny, and poverty. During these dark domestic times to come, it will be important to focus on the material reality of post-Iraq America, which is not likely to be terribly different from that which came before. The United States will survive any outcome, even defeat, quite well. The American people need not fear losing, nor resist the withdrawal of their troops, since contrary to what they are constantly told, they will be just as safe, secure, and prosperous as they were before the mis guided war began.

A/T SOFA Controversial 

SOFA isn’t controversial and already is in place 

Chris Weigant Author, Political Commentator, and Blogger 6/30/2010 “Good News From Iraq” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-weigant/good-news-from-iraq_b_631510.html

The American troop withdrawal from Iraq was one of the most hotly debated subjects on the campaign trail in 2008. Republicans, led by their presidential nominee John McCain, were outraged that any timetable for withdrawal was even being discussed. They used some pretty scary language to describe what would happen if Obama won and instituted a "precipitous withdrawal." Obama was, at the time, saying we could likely withdraw a "brigade a month" starting when he took office, and other Democrats wanted an even faster withdrawal. None of this came to pass, but the astonishing thing is that now -- when the withdrawal has actually gotten under way and is about to accelerate -- so little attention is being paid by the media and the public. Who would have thought, watching the candidates spar back then that the Iraq withdrawal would happen and America's response would be "ho, hum..."? Our actual "timetable for withdrawal" in Iraq was set in stone by none other than President George W. Bush, right before he left office. Less than two months before Obama's inauguration, Bush signed a "Status Of Forces Agreement" (SOFA) with the Iraqi government. This document covers all the legalities of American forces in Iraq, and it charts the end of American involvement in the country with very specific milestones. The first of these was met last summer, when American forces withdrew from Iraqi cities, and handed over control of many operations to the Iraqi government and the Iraqi military. The final milestone will be reached at the end of 2011, when all American troops are slated to be gone from Iraq for good. The upcoming milestone of reducing American forces to 50,000 troops is not explicitly spelled out in the SOFA, but rather was imposed by President Obama when, shortly after taking office, he announced his plans for withdrawing from Iraq. He backtracked on his initial "one brigade a month" idea, and delayed beginning the accelerated withdrawal until after the Iraqis held national elections. Instead, Obama committed to the end of August of this year as a milestone date for the 50,000 troop level. Two months out, we are 32,000 troops away from achieving this goal, and the Pentagon seems fully confident that they can reach it. Moving that many troops out in two months will be a challenge (the logistics alone are daunting), but the official word is that we're on track to meet this challenge. What's amazing is how uncontroversial the entire operation has been. At the same time that Senate Republicans are voicing loud disagreement over any such withdrawal timetables when it comes to Afghanistan, we are about to meet a big milestone in our withdrawal timetable for Iraq -- and it doesn't even rate a mention. Obama, the pundits say, is trying to "have it both ways" on his position on the Afghanistan withdrawal (slated for July of next year). He is trying to placate critics on the right by saying "we're not going to turn out the lights and disappear overnight" -- in other words, answering the same "precipitous withdrawal" criticism leveled at him during the campaign over the Iraq withdrawal. But, at the same time, Vice President Joe Biden is out there reassuring the left that Obama is not going to just pull ten soldiers out of Afghanistan and say "see, we've started the withdrawal," and is privately telling folks that a goodly number of troops will indeed be coming home on this schedule. Hence the "having it both ways" critique. 

A/T Iraqi’s need U.S.

Iraqis Overwhelmingly desire a US withdraw

Phillis Bennis, director of the New Internationalism Project at IPS, 2009, Ending the Iraq War, “What do Iraqis want?”, pp. 15-19

There is no question that Iraqis overwhelmingly want an end to the US occupation. In September 2006, the US State Department conducted a poll of Iraqi opinion that showed that almost 2/3 of Iraqis wanted an immediate withdrawal of all occupation forces. Iraqis told State Department pollsters that such a pullout would make the country more secure and would reduce the level of sectarian violence. Even more Iraqis, almost 3/4 of those polled, indicated that they would feel safer if the US and all other foreign forces left Iraq.

Iraqis generally favor phased withdraw

Brendan O’Leary, Professor of Political Science @ UPENN, 2009, How to Get Out of Iraq with Integrity, “Iraqi Opinion”, pp.67-74

Drawing on the survey data discussed here and on other polling data from 2003, we can draw four conclusions about iraqi public opinion that will play a decisive role in the period ahead. 

1. Most Iraqis. especially Arab Iraqis want to see an end to the presence of Coalition troops as soon as possible. This preference is much higher among Arabs than Kurds and has been consistently exceptionally high among Sunni Arabs.

2. Most Iraqis, but not Kurds, do not think the security situation will be worsened by a U.S. military withdraw, and significant numbers of Iraqis (sometimes majorities) appear to believe that intergroup relations within Iraq will improve after a withdrawal U.S. and Coalition troops. Kurds are more fearful of the negative consequences of a U.S military disengagement

3. Relatedly, and consistently, most Iraqis favor the visible affirmation of Iraqi sovereignty on the presence of foreign troops—their departure from Iraq should be subject to Iraqi preferences and their presence in iraq should be regulated under Iraqi policies and laws.

4. Polls and surveys, nevertheless, show some interesting nuances. High numbers of Iraqis appear to favor continued U.S. support (in training and materiel) to the Iraqi security forces. As many as eight in ten favor U.S. participation in operations against al-Qaeda and other foreign jihadists within Iraq (which is not consistent with a total U.S. troop withdrawal). Iraqis, including Arab Iraqis. realize that the security situation is still fragile, so despite recent improvements in public order, and despite their adverse judgements on the performance and presence of Coalition troops. they sometimes favor qualified or paced withdrawal- depending on where they live (or used to live),and their estimations of what may happen to their communities.

Iraqi Polls Bad

Stiglitz and Flumes cost estimates for the Iraq war, assume false guesses on oil prices and deny that the war in Iraq had any economic benefit

Brendan O’Leary, Professor of Political Science @ UPENN, 2009, How to Get Out of Iraq with Integrity, “The Financial and Economic Costs”, pp.56-63

Most of the estimates in The Three Trillion Dollar War appear to depend on operational and other direct costs extending through to 2017. In estimating many costs, such as the impact. of the Iraq intervention on the global price of oil, the authors rely on guesses, or, if you prefer, they display remarkable confidence in their counterfactual analyses (that is, of what would have happened if there had not been a U.S. intervention in Iraq).19 Many of these guesses appear vulnerable to present-day shifts in events. How quickly, for example. will current increases in Iraqi oil production and increases in Iraqi oil revenues upset their assumptions on these matters, which, within a year, have come to look pessimistic rather than realistic?20 They engage in a lengthy analysis of the presumed costs to the American economy of the rise in the price of oil (owed they assume, in significant part, to the intervention in Iraq). Yet not once do they consider whether higher oil prices might benefit the U.S. economy in the longer run through making non-oil-based and more energy-efficient investments more worthwhile and urgent and thereby reducing US. security exposure in the Middle East They proceed as they do because they presume that obtaining a lower oil price (or preventing a rise in the global oil price) was a key goal of the Bush administration, which is a moot point. Stìglitz and flumes are, in the end, more or less determined to deny that the iraq intervention might have had any significant economic benefits, which makes their analysis seem partial
Iraqi Polls are unreliable – no accurate census, limited samples, displacement, and a heterogenous population undermine results

Brendan O’Leary, Professor of Political Science @ UPENN, 2009, How to Get Out of Iraq with Integrity, “Iraqi Opinion”, pp.67-74

Before summarizing the polling on Iraqi preferences, two important qualifications are in order. First polls and surveys in iraq are less reliable than those in the United Sates This is not just because polling and surveying are new freedoms in Iraq. They are less reliable because the War-tirne environment outside of the Kurdistan Region raises issues about the sample (given the absence of reliable census data and large scale evidence of displacement) of the conduct of the polls and surveys (given that the staff employed may be fearful for their security).4 and of the responses (given that Pollsters and surveyors may be suspected of being spies or police). second. as the history of Iraq should by now have taught most Americans, iraqis” are not in the least socially or politically homogeneous. Iraq's three largest communities should be treated separately in any analysis. Unfortunately many polls and surveys simply report iraqi opinion as a whole—and their sample sizes by province or regions are sometimes not large enough to draw reliable conclusions about opinion within the big three communities. iraq has two major languages and two major nationalities: Kurds, who speak Kurdish, which is related to Farsi, the language of Persians, and Arabs, who speak Arabic. That means there are issues in ensuring that everyone’s being asked the same question. Then there are numbers: Kurds comprise about one-fifth of all Iraqis. and Arabs and Kurds together likely make up over 95 percent of Iraq’s population. In instances in which Arabs have unified views, these are likely to dramatically outnumber those of Kurds if Kurds disagree. Most Iraqis are Muslims, over 95 percent or perhaps higher but they are divided between Sunni and .Shia Muslims (and within each of these major sects). Arab and Arabic-speaking Sunni Muslims perhaps constitute one-fifth of iraqis. Arab and Arabic-speaking Shia Muslims constitute at least fifty and perhaps as much as sixty percenr of Iraq’s population. Where Shia Arabs are split, then aggregate Iraqi opinion will be skewed by whether Sunni Arabs or Kurds are the more unified or hold the more intense preferences on the relevant subject. Where I am able to report these three major communities’ opinions from very recent polls and surveys I do so, but unfortunately, that is not possible on a significant scale.

No Dictatorship

Diverse communities and lack of military support make it impossible for a dictator to seize power in Iraq

Brendan O’Leary, Professor of Political Science @ UPENN, 2009, How to Get Out of Iraq with Integrity, “The Imprudence of Ultrarealists”, pp.77-78
Some American commentators favor a dictatorship to resolve iraq’s crises.6 Significant numbers of Iraqis in some early opinion polls reacted the same way.7 The suggestion that authoritarianism would be preferable to today’s violent chaos has a long pedigree. But quite apart from its questionable ethics, this policy recommendation hardly seems practicable. A dictator requires the support of a strong arms police, or party. Until recently, Iraqi security forces have been too weak and too divided to control most of the country’s territory Even if they are becoming stronger, why should we believe they would unite to support a powerful new central dictator? Which party could win a military contest for power? From which one of Iraq’s communities would the dictator be drawn? A Kurd would be unacceptable to Arabs (and there are no sane Kurdish applicants for the job). Why would Shia Arabs accept a new Saddam? Or, why would Sunni Arabs accept the dictatorship of a Shia Arab when they are less than delighted with Shia dominance under democratic rule? So how would any strongman gain the allegiance of the existing Iraqi security forces?

The US Could not instill a dictator in Iraq

Brendan O’Leary, Professor of Political Science @ UPENN, 2009, How to Get Out of Iraq with Integrity, “The Imprudence of Ultrarealists”, pp.77-78
The United States is in no position to pick and enforce a dictator, quite apart from the fact that such a policy would entirely undermine America’s stated Commitment to a democratic Iraq. Still, many have promoted as a possible Iraqi strongman lyad Allawi, who in 2004—5 served as Iraq’s American-appointed) prime minister. He has some cross sectarian appeal among Arabs, but his party was decisively defeated in the January and December 2005 parliamentary elections. Allawi appears to enjoy greater support among wistful Americans and in neighboring Sunni Arab majority states than he does in iraq. Foreign Sunni Arabs like him because he is the least Shia of the Shia Arab leaders.—and because he was a Baathis, before he went into exile. That almost automatically disqualifies him from having significant electoral support from his community of origin. There are absolutely no grounds for supposing that Allawi would be able to win the loyalty of the Iraqi security forces, and even less to imagine that be might be able to impose his will more effectively than he did before. His only prospects of returning to power lie in his party’s winning a pivotal position in the next federal elections. Even ¡f it did that, however, the other parties would likely prefer someone else from Allawi’s party to be the prime minister because they have not forgotten his utterly uncollegial style of rule.

The US must back the current government Iraq, any other scenario will lead to disaster

Brendan O’Leary, Professor of Political Science @ UPENN, 2009, How to Get Out of Iraq with Integrity, “Leave and Pick A Winner”, pp.78-79
Some have put forward even more cold-blooded recommendations. They have suggested that nothing will prevent a deeper civil war after most American troops have left Iraq—that America is already baby-sitting a civil war.” They reason that instead of trying to limit the flow of blood itself, the United States should pick a side, and presumably supply it with arms, in the hope that it will prevail10 This policy may be feasible. but it would be morally and politically incredible unless the proposed policy backs the existing elected federal iraqi government and the elected Kurdistan Regional Government.

There is no plausible way in which the United States can now switch sides and bak Sunni Arab militias in assaults on the new government in Baghdad. Equally, there is no way that the United States can plausibly support an all-out sectarian onslaught by a coalition of formal and informal Shia Arab forces, in which the Mahdi Army and the Badr Organization drive the remaining Sunni Arabs out of Baghdad and its satellite towns. if the Shia Arabs were to win decisively through the use of their militias, the outcome would probably help the Sadrists, and the least progressive factions in Iraq and Iran. Iraq’s democratic prospects would therefore be terminated. But the Shia Arabs are not likely to win such a conflict decisively or, differently put. they are only likely to be decisively victorious in southern Iraq and the Baghdad metropolis. They are split among multiple factions and may not cohesively cooperate to conquer all of Arab Iraq- The Sunni Arabs have demonstrated significant prowess in guerrilla and terrorist warfare against the United States since 2003, so they would not be pushovers. They would also continue to have some support from Sunni Arab malority states, at least in arms purchases. Quite apart from its moral repugnance, any switching would neither make good public relations nor good strategic sense. Such scenarios also usually fail to consider Kurdish responses- Would the Kurds secede from Iraq in such circumstances1 with or without the disputed territories, and would Kurdish secession prompt Turkish and Iranian interventions? Or, would the Kurds back one side—and if so, which one? Or would they, as seems most likely, stand aside and offer to mediate?We can, therefore, draw one reasonable conclusion from this inspection of the unthinkable. The United States is rightly constrained politically and morally to support the democratic governments in Baghdad and Erbil. Therein lies the sole option. Making them into “winners,” as we have seen, is not going to be easy, especially since they often disagree.

A/T PMC

PMC’s are included under the SOFA agreement

Colonel Christopher T. Mayer, No Date (US Army, ctmayer.net/page7/files/ControrMercF.doc, Contractor or Mercenary? The Privatization of Force Protection)
Still, meticulous contract procedures only address part of the problem. The PMC issue is not limited to the United States or U.S. registered companies. U.S. forces work with or alongside PMCs from many different nations, and will do so in almost any future contingency. We should engage the international community to clarify the legitimate roles, missions, and limitations surrounding PMCs. Initially, we can enter into bilateral agreements with individual countries, and most critically with the recognized government of the host nation we are supporting. PMCs might be included in a Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) or another official document describing the legal status of these armed contractors. Within Iraq, CPA Order 17 provides the legislative effect of a SOFA, covering both coalition military forces and Private Security Companies (as PMCs are referred to in that country). Within formal alliances, such as NATO, policy making bodies should work out interoperability procedures and common standards for employment and coordination of PMC operations. Finally, the United States should work within international organizations, such as the UN, to develop amendments to existing agreements, clarifying the status of PMCs vis a vis present and future mercenary resolutions or agreements.
A/T Obama Bad

Withdrawal from Iraq unpopular

Song Dan and Jamal Hashem, staff writers for Xin Hua News, “Will Biden’s Iraq Trip breath new life into Iraq’s political deadlock?” 7/5/2010, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-07/06/c_13384901.htm)

Many Iraqis and analysts believe that the U.S. only concern is whether the pullout plan can be launched smoothly, and the alarmingly mounting U.S. army casualties in Afghanistan is the real reason why Americans want a quick exit from Iraq. "For the Americans, Biden's visit could be a reaction to the critics of the U.S. administration towards its policy in Iraq. Those who see the United States is pursuing cut and run policy from Iraq in order to concentrate on its struggle in Afghanistan especially with approaching of its troops' pullout from Iraq," Professor Shiekh said. Last year, the U.S. forces pulled out of major Iraqi cities and are now working on formally ending combat operations by Sept. 1 of this year, cutting the U.S. military force from just under 90,000 to 50,000. The security situation in Iraq is not as optimistic as Biden said upon his arrival in Baghdad. He was welcomed late Sunday by three rounds of mortar landed in the Green Zone where he was in at that time. U.S troops' withdrawal is still marred by the on-going violence and sporadic attacks staged by terrorists in Iraqi cities, including the capital, leaving most of the Iraqi people remain plagued by rising internal violence and divisions. 

Withdrawal unpopular- Republicans hate all Democratic policies currently

Greg Sargent, editor of Talking Points Memo Election Central, “Why GOP obstruction will benefit Republicans”, 7/6/10, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/plum-line/2010/07/why_gop_obstruction_will_benef.html

I've been yelling about this for some time, so I'm glad to see that this perverse dynamic is starting to get more attention: It seems likely that GOP obstruction, far from being a liability to Republicans, will play in their favor, because voters may mostly blame the ruling party for government dysfunction. As you know, more and more Dems have been arguing that Republicans are trying to tank Dem policies in order to ensure that the economy remains in the toilet, helping them this fall. But it goes further than this: Republicans will benefit not just from the struggles of the economy, but the perception of government's inability to help the afflicted, as evidenced by the GOP's blockade of an extension of unemployment benefits. Steve Benen says there's little that can be done to fix this: [T]here's not a whole lot to be done since, institutionally, we have a system that gives the majority power and gives the minority the ability to stop the majority from exercising that power. Bringing majority-rule back to the Senate would no doubt help, but that's not even on the table. An engaged, informed electorate, coupled with better political reporting from major media outlets, would make a huge difference, but that's nowhere in sight, either. A more moderate, pragmatic Republican Party would transform Washington, but so long as the GOP is rewarded for its extremism, that's a fanciful dream. We're left with a political landscape in which voters to punish Democrats for Republicans' actions. Kevin Drum adds that the problem is that the media reports GOP obstruction as merely a failure of the overall Congress, leading people to blame the party that runs the place. It's worth noting that we actually have empirical evidence of this dynamic. Poll after poll shows that majorities think the GOP is more interested in obstructing the Obama/Dem agenda than in reaching a good faith compromise. Yet amid all the gridlock Congress's overall approval is at historic lows, and the generalized anti-incumbent fervor is expected to hurt Dems in the midterms. Indeed, in recent months the GOP has tied or bested Dems in the generic Congressional matchup. Republicans will argue that this shows that the public wants the GOP to stall the Dem agenda. But I think something else is going on: People don't seem aware that the GOP, in addition to wanting to obstruct the Obama/Dem agenda, is successfully doing so in the Senate through the skillful application of fundamentally undemocratic procedural tricks. The press has largely failed to inform the public of of this fact, and when it does, people tune it out as so much Beltway white noise. Result: The GOP is paying no price whatsoever for obstructionism, and may well reap rewards from it.
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