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Inherency

First, despite promises Obama won’t go through with an Iraq withdrawal

RAED JARRAR and ERIK LEAVER, senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action. research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies, 3/3/10, “Sliding Backwards on Iraq” The consequences of Waffling, <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.  
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And, this could last for the next decade

(“US Occupation in Iraq, Afghanistan May Be for other Decade: Chief of Staff” http://www.almanar.com.lb/newssite/NewsDetails.aspx?id=145874&language=en Almanar.com, 07/12/2010) 

The chief of staff of the US army General George Casey said that the United States occupation in Iraq and Afghanistan may still for another decade.  “The types of conflict that we are fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan, and I think are likely to be fighting here for a decade or so, are focused on the people,” Casey, the army's Chief of Staff, said Friday night at the Aspen Institute's Ideas Festival.  Regarding the larger war against “a global extremist network,” Casey also said America has another "decade or so of persistent conflict." “States, non-states and individual actors who are increasingly willing to use violence” are not going away in the short-term. Casey added, “We believe this is a long term ideological struggle.”  However, Casey's media advisor, LTC Rich Spiegel denied that the four-star general intended to say that the fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan would be for more ten years.  In a statement to CNN Spiegel said, "General Casey was speaking of the types of conflict we will be fighting for a decade or so. He did not, nor did he intend to, imply that we would be fighting in Iraq or Afghanistan for 10 more years." 
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Advantage one is the economy

First, because of massive spending the Iraq war devastates the economy
Martin Wolk, Chief economics correspondent msnbc.com, 3/17/2006, “Cost of Iraq war could surpass $1 
Trillion”, < http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/11880954/>
One thing is certain about the Iraq war: It has cost a lot more than advertised. In fact, the tab grows by at least $200 million each and every day. In the months leading up to the launch of the war three years ago, few Bush administration officials were willing to comment publicly on the potential costs to the United States. After all, no cost would have been too high if the United States faced an imminent threat from an Iraq armed with weapons of mass destruction, the war's stated justification. In fact, the economic ramifications are rarely included in the debate over whether to go to war, although some economists argue it is quite possible and useful to assess potential costs and benefits. In any event, most estimates put forward by White House officials in 2002 and 2003 were relatively low compared with the nation's gross domestic product, the size of the federal budget or the cost of past wars. White House economic adviser Lawrence Lindsey was the exception to the rule, offering an "upper bound" estimate of $100 billion to $200 billion in a September 2002 interview with The Wall Street Journal. That figure raised eyebrows at the time, although Lindsey argued the cost was small, adding, "The successful prosecution of the war would be good for the economy.” U.S. direct spending on the war in Iraq already has surpassed the upper bound of Lindsey's upper bound, and most economists attribute billions more in indirect costs to the war effort. Even if the U.S. exits Iraq within another three years, total direct and indirect costs to U.S. taxpayers will likely by more than $400 billion, and one estimate puts the total economic impact at up to $2 trillion. Back in 2002, the White House was quick to distance itself from Lindsey's view. Mitch Daniels, director of the White House budget office, quickly called the estimate "very, very high." Lindsey himself was dismissed in a shake-up of the White House economic team later that year, and in January 2003, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld said the budget office had come up with "a number that's something under $50 billion." He and other officials expressed optimism that Iraq itself would help shoulder the cost once the world market was reopened to its rich supply of oil. Those early estimates struck some economists as unrealistically low. William Nordhaus, a Yale economist who published perhaps the most extensive independent estimate of the potential costs before the war began, suggested a war and occupation could cost anywhere from $100 billion to $1.9 trillion in 2002 dollars, depending on the difficulty of the conflict, the length of occupation and the impact on oil costs. The most current estimates of the war's cost generally start with figures from the non-partisan Congressional Budget Office, which as of January 2006 counted $323 billion in expenditures for the war on terrorism, including military action in Iraq and Afghanistan.  Just this week the House approved another $68 billion for military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, which would bring the total allocated to date to about $400 billion. The Pentagon is spending about $6 billion a month on the war in Iraq, or about $200 million a day, according to the CBO. That is about the same as the gross domestic product of Nigeria. Scott Wallsten, a resident scholar at the conservative American Enterprise Institute, put the direct cost to the United States at $212 billion as of last September and estimates a "global cost" of $500 billion to date with another $500 billion possible, with most of the total borne by the United States. advertisement | ad info   That figure is in line with an estimate published last month by University of Chicago economist Steven Davis and colleagues, who put the likely U.S. cost at $410 billion to $630 billion in 2003 dollars. Joseph Stiglitz, a Nobel Prize-winning economist and self-described opponent of the war, puts the final figure at a staggering $1 trillion to $2 trillion, including $500 billion for the war and occupation and up to $300 billion in future health care costs for wounded troops. Additional costs include a negative impact from the rising cost of oil and added interest on the national debt. In the buildup to any war, financial costs rarely play a big role in the debate, especially for a superpower like the United States, which is presumed to have virtually limitless resources. But economists like Wallsten and Davis say there is no reason wars cannot be subjected to the same type of cost-benefit analysis as other government activities. After all, even a society as rich as ours has finite resources, and the public has a limited appetite for absorbing the costs of war, whether human or economic. "I come at this from a background in regulation," said Wallsten, who served in the Clinton White House but said his analysis is not rooted in any particular perspective on the war. "When the government proposes a new regulation they have to by law do a cost-benefit analysis," he noted. "So we have this framework, but it's never been applied to this kind of policy decision." 
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And, economic depression causes world war three

Sean O'Donnell, staff writer for the Baltimore Republican Examiner, B.A. in History from the University of Maryland, Squad Leader in the Marine Corps Reserve, graduate student at the University of Baltimore studying law and ethics., 2/26/09 “Will this recession lead to World War III?”, <http://www.examiner.com/x-3108-Baltimore-Republican-Examiner~y2009m2d26-Will-this-recession-lead-to-World-War-III>

Could the current economic crisis affecting this country and the world lead to another world war? The answer may be found by looking back in history.  One of the causes of World War I was the economic rivalry that existed between the nations of Europe. In the 19th century France and Great Britain became wealthy through colonialism and the control of foreign resources. This forced other up-and-coming nations (such as Germany) to be more competitive in world trade which led to rivalries and ultimately, to war.  After the Great Depression ruined the economies of Europe in the 1930s, fascist movements arose to seek economic and social control. From there fanatics like Hitler and Mussolini took over Germany and Italy and led them both into World War II.  With most of North America and Western Europe currently experiencing a recession, will competition for resources and economic rivalries with the Middle East, Asia, or South American cause another world war? Add in nuclear weapons and Islamic fundamentalism and things look even worse.  Hopefully the economy gets better before it gets worse and the terrifying possibility of World War III is averted. However sometimes history repeats itself. 

And, US withdrawal would prevent that. Money currently spent on the Iraq war would go into rebuilding the economy

Rep. Barney Frank and Rep. Ron Paul, Congressman since 1981 and Chairman of the Financial Services Committee, Congressman of Texas 7/6 2010, “Why we must reduce Military Spending”, <http://www.huffingtonpost.com/rep-barney-frank/why-we-must-reduce-milita_b_636051.html>

We believe that the time has come for a much quicker withdrawal from Iraq than the President has proposed. We both voted against that war, but even for those who voted for it, there can be no justification for spending over $700 billion dollars of American taxpayers' money on direct military spending in Iraq since the war began, not including the massive, estimated long-term costs of the war. We have essentially taken on a referee role in a civil war, even mediating electoral disputes. In order to create a systematic approach to reducing military spending, we have convened a Sustainable Defense Task Force consisting of experts on military expenditures that span the ideological spectrum. The task force has produced a detailed report with specific recommendations for cutting Pentagon spending by approximately $1 trillion over a ten year period. It calls for eliminating certain Cold War weapons and scaling back our commitments overseas. Even with these changes, the United States would still be immeasurably stronger than any nation with which we might be engaged, and the plan will in fact enhance our security rather than diminish it. We are currently working to enlist the support of other members of Congress for our initiative. Along with our colleagues Senator Ron Wyden and Congressman Walter Jones, we have addressed a letter to the President's National Committee on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform, which he has convened to develop concrete recommendations for reducing the budget deficit. We will make it clear to leaders of both parties that substantial reductions in military spending must be included in any future deficit reduction package. We pledge to oppose any proposal that fails to do so. In the short term, rebuilding our economy and creating jobs will remain our nation's top priority. But it is essential that we begin to address the issue of excessive military spending in order to ensure prosperity in the future. We may not agree on what to do with the estimated $1 trillion in savings, but we do agree that nothing either of us cares deeply about will be possible if we do not begin to face this issue now.
1AC

Advantage Two is Hegemony

First, US Presence in Iraq decreases overall international influence

RAED JARRAR and ERIK LEAVER, senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action. research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies, 3/3/10, “Sliding Backwards on Iraq” The consequences of Waffling, <http://www.counterpunch.org/jarrar03032010.html>
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. Obama's current plan is based on two sets of time-based deadlines that avoid the pitfalls of a conditions-based withdrawal. Obama's plan to withdraw combat forces by August 31, 2010 and Bush's bilateral agreement for the withdrawal of all troops and contractors by December 31, 2011 both put the responsibility for military, economic, and political security squarely where it should be: on Iraqis. 

And, US presence causes overstretch risking US hegemony

Rubin, Barry, 2005, 'Reality bites: The impending logic of withdrawal from Iraq', The Washington Quarterly, 28: 2, 67 — 80 To link to this Article: DOI: 10.1162/0163660053295220 URL: http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/0163660053295220 
One of the most forceful arguments against a planned and phased U.S. with- drawal is based on the administration's desire to preserve its own reputation and U.S. credibility. Refusing to leave Iraq, U.S. policymakers believe, is the only way to ensure that the United States retains a high level of credibility with its adversaries in the region. For the United States, to pull out as it did from Vietnam or to allow for the defeat of its allies as it did in the shah's Iran, they argue, would signal to radical forces that they could attack U.S. interests with impunity and disregard its threats. Although this may sound like a persuasive argument, it does not accu- rately reflect the current situation. The United States achieved the most credibility possible through its willingness and ability to overthrow Saddam. Being bogged down in an endless war in Iraq, however, can only erode U.S. standing in the region. The United States is currently so overextended in Iraq that it is incapable of taking tough action on any other issue in the region or elsewhere in the world—and its enemies know it. The U.S. military presence has been used to criticize and mobilize forces against the United States. The lack of a U.S. victory has been portrayed as proof of its weak- ness, and U.S. misdeeds have been invented or magnified to demonstrate that the United States has evil intentions toward Arabs and Muslims. Furthermore, Iraq has become a focal point for an anti-U.S. jihad and a not-so-covert war waged against the United States by Iran and Syria. The United States has been too preoccupied to take any serious action against either of these countries, both of whom have been aided by money and vol- unteers from Saudi Arabia and others driven by anti-U.S. sentiment. Once U.S. forces are no longer tied down in Iraq, the focus will shift back to Washington's enormous deterrent power and its willingness to use it against enemies when severely provoked. 
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U.S. hegemony prevents nuclear war.
Khalilizad 95

(Zalmay Khalilizad, director of the Strategy and Doctrine Program @ RAND & former US Ambassador to Afghanistan "Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War," Washington Quarterly, Spring, Proquest)

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values — understood as democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
Strong US influence key to solving nuclear proliferation, human rights, and democracy

Stephen M. Walt, 2002, “American Primacy”, <http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/american_primacy_prospects_pitfalls.pdf>

Thus, anyone who thinks that the United States should try to discourage the spread of weapons of mass destruction, promote human rights, advance the cause of democracy, or pursue any other positive political goal should recognize that the nation’s ability to do so rests primarily upon its power. The United States would accomplish far less if it were weaker, and it would discover that other states were setting the agenda of world politics if its own power were to decline. As Harry Truman put it over fifty years ago, “Peace must be built upon power, as well as upon good will and good deeds.” 
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Advantage Three is US/Iran Relations

With the US military bases in Iraq, Iran sees us as trying to counterbalance and undermine Iran’s security interests

Kayhan Barzegar, Prof. of International Relations @ Islamic Azad University, ‘8 [Middle East Policy, Winter, Iran’s Foreign Policy in Post Invasion Iraq, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/Barzegar_Middle_East_Policy_Winter_2008.pdf]
What are the roots and aims of Iran’s foreign policy in post-invasion Iraq? Many scholars attribute Iran’s policies to a desire to achieve national and regional interests, perceiving this policy to be mainly offensive and ideological.1
I argue instead that the roots and aims of Iran’s foreign policy are defensive, mainly pragmatic, and based on state-oriented and strategic issues. As to Iran-U.S. relations in the new Iraq, the main controversy involves different perceptions of the security challenges; actions that Washing- ton considers to be necessary for protect- ing the U.S. interests in post-invasion Iraq are regarded by Tehran as undermining Iran’s security and national interests. The new political-security developments in post-invasion Iraq have led Iran to seek a friendly, stable, secure and prosperous neighbor. However, the Bush administration’s regional policy — largely focused on defining Iraq as a counter- weight to Iran, building regional alliances against Iran, and establishing long-term military bases next to Iran’s borders — has compelled Iran to oppose it. © 2008, The Authors I argue that historical views and state- oriented and strategic issues all have significant effects on Iran’s foreign policy in post-invasion Iraq. I then explain that the nature of cultural and political-security characteristics of Iran’s sources of power as well as the demands of the factors and principles involved in Iran-Iraq relations will inevitably force Iran to be pragmatic in its policy toward the new Iraq; ideology is only one source of Iran’s power. Lastly, I argue that Iran’s foreign policy is based on achieving strategic aims. It is the result of a combination of considerations aimed at producing both security and opportunities. The birth of a new Iraq demands a revision of the current regional political-security architecture, mainly based on “balance of power.” By shifting Iraq to a friendly state, Iran desires to discard the traditional designation of Iraq as Iran’s counterbal- ance in the Persian Gulf and to turn the new relations into a “balance of interests.” The main conflict in Iranian-U.S. relations in post-invasion Iraq is based on redefining Iraq’s political-security structure. Under- standing the roots of Iran’s foreign policy has important implications for the United Journal Compilation © 2008, Middle East Policy Council States and regional countries that are currently concerned about Iran’s role and aims in Iraq. 
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Withdrawal helps US-Iran Relations promoting Iran’s ability to maintain Iraq stability and improve relations with other countries

Daniel Serwer, VP of the Center for Post-Conflict Peace and Stability Operations, and Sam Parker, Iraq Program Officer in the Center for Post-Conflict, Peace, and Stability Operations, USIP Peace Brief Dec ‘8, “Iraq in the Obama Administration” http://www.usip.org/resources/iraq-in-the-obama-administration
Iran is the most problematic of the neighbors from the U.S. perspective.  It has funded, supplied, trained and encouraged military action against U.S. forces in Iraq.  It encouraged Iraqi resistance to the SOFA as well as toughening of its provisions against U.S. interests.  While Tehran would not want total chaos in Iraq, which would likely spill over into Iran, it wants to maintain military pressure on the U.S. and maintain its own influence, not only in the Iraqi Shia-dominated south and Baghdad but also in Kurdistan. That said, Iran can also be helpful, provided the right incentives.  It intervened to help end fighting between Sadrists and ISF in early 2008, once it was clear that its “special groups” within the Sadrist movement were losing the battle.  Tehran appears, for the moment, to have reined in violence by special groups, although training activities are continuing.   The U.S. and Iran share to some degree an interest in a stable Iraq governed by a popularly elected parliament and prime minister, but the U.S. wants a strong Iraq while Iran wants a weak one.  In general, the incentive structure facing neighboring regimes is changing.  For much of the Iraq war, several of Iraq’s neighbors either actively undermined U.S. efforts in Iraq or merely declined to play a positive role out of fear of a long-term U.S. presence and of further efforts at regime change throughout the region.  Now that it is apparent that these developments are not likely, supporting stability in Iraq has become a more prominent concern. The SOFA's formal commitment to U.S. withdrawal and a new U.S. president who has been critical of Bush Administration policies in the Middle East present an opportunity for the U.S. to capitalize on this change in incentive structure and secure more robust regional cooperation in Iraq.  Iraq is and will inevitably continue to be the scene of competition between the Arab regimes and Iran, and the potential for Turkish incursion in northern Iraq is a perennial concern.  Despite the competing and conflicting interests in the region, there is also a mutual interest in stability and in keeping Iraq's problems contained. Recommendation 14:  The U.S. should reinvigorate trilateral U.S./Iraq/Iran talks begun in the Bush Administration and expand diplomatic efforts with all of Iraq’s neighbors and other concerned powers. The priority for these talks is establishing common interests and identifying possible flashpoints of violence in Iraq where the neighbors can play a constructive role.    It is inevitable that other issues—primarily Iran’s nuclear ambitions and the Israel/Palestine conflict—will from time to time overshadow Iraq-specific issues.  Increased regional engagement on Iraq could be held hostage to other concerns.  But that does not diminish the potentially positive effect a successful regional diplomatic effort on Iraq would have on other, higher priority concerns. The broader international role:  The international community has an important role to play in these diplomatic efforts.  Over the past two years, the U.N. has returned to Iraq and played a role on sensitive issues.  It needs more personnel and more capability to move around the country.  The European Union (EU), which has provided funds but engaged relatively little on the ground in Iraq to date, has significant interests in a stable Iraq (particularly energy and commercial deals) and a great deal to offer in institution and capacity building. Recommendation 15: Seek enhanced engagement in Iraq by the EU and the UN. 

Bad relations result in insecurity, instability, geopolitical rivalries, civil war, and terrorism
Kayhan Barzegar, Prof. of International Relations @ Islamic Azad University, 2008 (“Middle East Policy, Winter, Iran’s Foreign Policy in Post Invasion Iraq” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/Barzegar_Middle_East_Policy_Winter_2008.pdf)

From Iran’s perspective, the United States is attempting to redress the region’s political-security system based on a new kind of balance of power. This policy still has strong proponents in the United States and the Arab Sunni world. Yet, given the recent political-security changes, one should argue that such a policy is no longer compatible with Iran-Iraq relations. With Iraq’s traditional military threat diminished, post-invasion Iraq poses different challenges and opportunities to Iran’s national interests. Meanwhile, new security threats have emerged around the spread of insecurity and instability, ethnic geopolitical rivalries, Sunni extremism, religious and civil war, and the probability of territorial disintegration. Tackling these challenges requires establishing close relations and cooperation at the state level. Meanwhile, Iran defines the new Iraq as its top-priority national-security interest and thus cannot live with an Iraq under its traditional order.45 The current conflict between Iran and the United States is, therefore, based on defining the new political-security arrangements in post-invasion Iraq. Three rounds of direct talks have so far been effective in bringing closer the two sides’ demands and security concerns. These talks should continue in the future. 
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Iraq has the ability to promote stability. Us withdrawal would allow this and allow for improved US/Iraq relations
MICHAEL WAHID HANNA (fellow and program officer at The Century Foundation. “Stay the Course of Withdrawal When Should the United States Leave Iraq?” April 4, 2010
Over the past year, the United States has drawn down more than 40,000 troops while turning over control of Iraqi population centers to the ISF. In September 2009, the Department of Defense reported that the Iraqi army had 189 combat battalions, most of which qualified as being “in the lead” for the purposes of conducting operations. Relatively few of those battalions have achieved Operational Readiness Assessment (ORA) Level 1, meaning that they are logistics-capable units with the ability to function wholly independently. The vast majority of “in the lead” battalions have achieved ORA Level 2; they can plan, execute, and sustain counterinsurgency operations -- but only with U.S. assistance.  Taking an overly pessimistic view of the current political environment and appraising the ISF’s progress stringently, some U.S. commentators have recently been urging the Obama administration to reconsider its timeline, suggesting that its implementation would destabilize Iraq at its moment of greatest vulnerability. But this allegedly realist view of Iraq’s current predicament is decidedly unrealistic about the country it purports to describe. Indeed, for Washington to seek to abrogate its withdrawal commitments -- and thereby suggest that an extended occupation is back on the agenda -- would not enhance security but would undercut the Iraqi government and risk spurring renewed violence. There is simply no political space for such an eventuality. Moreover, these commentators misunderstand the role of U.S. troops in Iraq, which focuses on training, advising, and assisting the ISF -- tasks that, given the ISF’s increasing independence, can be carried out by the residual U.S. troops envisioned.  The ISF displayed that independence during the recent elections, when it took the lead in providing security and did not require any unplanned assistance from the United States. U.S. forces played a background role that did not depend on large numbers of U.S. military personnel.  In the future, even the most forward-deployed U.S. forces (based in northern Iraq along internal boundaries disputed by Arabs and Kurds) will not rely on large numbers of troops. Under current plans, those forces will include two advisory and assistance brigades constituting approximately 7,000–8,000 troops. The commander of U.S. forces in northern Iraq, Major General Anthony Cucolo, recently indicated that he may need 800 additional troops to constitute a sufficient presence along the region’s fault lines. But even with those additional troops, the total number would be well within the parameters of the Obama administration’s plans and existing U.S.-Iraqi agreements.  The past months have shown that violence levels are remaining on a positive overall trajectory even during a critical and tense moment of transition. Although Baghdad witnessed a series of spectacular terrorist attacks in the summer and fall that targeted symbols of government, the sensitive period of campaigning, voting, and vote counting has not seen such devastating attacks or coordinated insurgent activity. This is particularly noteworthy, coming at a time when the ISF has taken greater responsibility and when terrorists would be especially motivated to undermine the political process by executing spectacular attacks.  Despite all this, the ISF continues to have glaring deficiencies in the realms of logistics, intelligence, air power, and border control. In light of these shortcomings, it is possible that Iraqi leaders may request security assistance that goes beyond the scope of the current binding framework to include help controlling airspace and borders, defending critical maritime oil infrastructure, and conducting counterterrorism operations. Under the terms of the security agreement, any such request for assistance would have to be initiated by the Iraqi government, not the United States. If Iraq makes such a request, the Obama administration should give it a fair hearing, balancing any possible future commitments with other pressing U.S. concerns around the world and considering the potential radicalizing effects of a continued U.S. presence. This would rule out a South Korea–style military commitment or the establishment of permanent military bases, which would be anathema to Iraq’s emerging political culture and unwise in light of current Middle Eastern realities. Instead, such a mission would be limited to temporary advice, assistance, and support, all of which would be contingent on ISF self-sufficiency. At a minimum, such a mission would require an Office of Security Cooperation based in the U.S. embassy, which would be similar to other arrangements Washington has in other regional capitals, where teams of fewer than 1,000 uniformed military personnel manage foreign military sales and limited training programs. Even the upper limit of any such effort -- possibly including military transition teams (small groups of U.S. forces that live with and train Iraqi counterparts), air support, and intelligence programs -- would be temporary in nature, restricted in size to under 10,000 troops, and not intended to establish a strategic beachhead from which to project U.S. power.  Policymakers and analysts too often measure U.S. influence in Iraq according to troop levels. In fact, the United States has become better able to develop a productive relationship with Iraq by abiding by the terms of the security agreement in good faith -- which means reducing troop levels and withdrawing from Iraqi population centers, as the U.S. military did last June. Because of these actions, the U.S. presence was a relatively minor issue in last month’s elections, whereas in the recent past it was the central issue that drove Iraqi politics and fueled a broad-based insurgency. U.S.-Iraqi cooperation is only sustainable if Iraqis do not fear long-term U.S. plans. The United States will be able to play a stabilizing diplomatic role in Iraq’s ongoing political transition only if Washington and Baghdad continue along the path of normalizing bilateral relations. In this sense, it is the very act of withdrawal that will allow the United States to become a strategic partner for the emerging Iraqi state. 
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Advantage Four is Civil War

First, United States Presence in Iraq encourages civil war and offers no solution now, or in the future

Scott Peterson, (Staff writer of The Christian Science Monitor / March 20, 2006 “In Iraq, US influence wanes as full-scale civil war looms” Today's grim reality is in sharp contrast to the faith many Iraqis once held that the Americans would bring a better life. http://www.csmonitor.com/2006/0320/p10s01-woiq.html/%28page%29/2) 

Every day, more violence. And more uncertainty for Iraqis than they have ever known, as they mark three years since American troops invaded.  The wave of optimism that once buoyed Iraqis after the fall of Saddam Hussein is now being marked as yet another casualty of the bombs and murders that are part of daily life here.  But even as Iraq slides toward full-scale civil war, Iraqi analysts are trying to envision a way out of a vicious insurgency, political deadlock, and sectarian bloodshed.  One factor they are considering is the changing American role. Despite the continued presence of 130,000 American troops, and arm-twisting efforts by US diplomats to forge a unity government, Iraq's democratic political process is, by definition, giving the US even less leverage to shape this broken nation's future.  "The majority of Iraqis are now against this occupation, whether they are Sunni, Shiite or Kurd," says Wamidh Omar Nadhmi, a political scientist who heads a Sunni-led group called the Foundation Conference. "But those in government positions are trying to unleash a campaign of suppression, to take advantage [of the violence], to dominate.  "Now we are told: '[The Americans] are not going to take sides,' " says Mr. Nadhmi, referring to remarks by US officials last week that Iraqi forces must handle sectarian strife on their own. "But if it comes to civil war, and the US does not try to keep order, as the controlling power, then why do they stay in Iraq?"  Tens of thousands of Iraqis have died in a maelstrom of insurgent violence. Many hundreds more are dying in sectarian killings that flared a month ago, after the destruction of the gold-domed Shiite shrine at Samarra.  The grim reality today - and the perception among so many Iraqis that the US is responsible - could not be in sharper contrast from the faith Iraqis once held, that the all-powerful Americans would solve their problems. 

And, If the US remains in Iraq they will be sure to be brought into the conflict, bound essentially to supports Sunnis against Shia’s

Rubin, Barry (Director of the Global Research in International Affairs (GLORIA) Center, Interdisciplinary  University, Herzliya, Israel 'Reality bites: The impending logic of withdrawal from Iraq', Spring 2005, The Washington Quarterly, 28: 2, 67 — 80) 
According to current U.S. policy, Washington has already committed itself to defending Iraq's newly elected government. The United States will then be forced into an Iraqi political conflict that could easily evolve into a civil war between Islamists and nationalists, Sunnis and Shi'as, and Kurds and Arabs, as well as among competing would-be tyrants, to protect the regime's stability and legitimacy as well as U.S. interests. Yet, how much control will the United States actually have over the regime it sponsors? Will that government support U.S. regional policies, or will Baghdad's new rulers prefer to cultivate relations with other Arab states and prove their nationalist and Islamic credentials by bashing the United States verbally and then ignoring U.S. wishes in practice? Indeed, although the United States may be successful in its efforts to hold free elections and have a constitution drafted, even if it means spending billions more dollars and losing hundreds more U.S. lives, it will still not be able to expect more than a certain amount of sympa- thy or assistance from the new Iraqi regime. Furthermore, all of this is de- pendent on Sistani's continued presence as a moderating factor. His death, for example, would create a far more difficult situation. These are not propi- tious conditions for the United States to remain in Iraq as the political power broker, the main force fighting the insurgents, and the agent propping up the Iraqi regime.
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And, This offends Iran, causing a crisis

Chubin 08 – Director of Studies @ Geneva Centre for Security Policy [Shahram Chubin (Former Director of Regional Security Studies @ International Institute for Strategic Studies), “Iran's 'Risk-Taking' in Perspective,” The Institut Français des Relations Internationales (Ifri) Winter 2008]

In Afghanistan as in Iraq, Iran has an interest in the stability of its neighbor, and preventing the emergence of extremism on its doorstep. However, as in Iraq, Iran also sees an interest in weakening the United States. It does this by supporting elements hostile to Western troops, thus running the risk of a political implosion in that country that could harm Iran’s own interests. Iran thus covers all bets by supporting the Karzai government, warlords in the Herat (Shi’i) regions and insurgents opposed to the NATO presence including their former foes, the Taleban.25 While investing in Afghanistan, Iran is also destabilizing it by the forcible mass expulsion of refugees and permitting (if not facilitating) arms trafficking into that country.26 Iranian risk-taking is most clear in recent activities in the Persian Gulf, which raise questions pertinent to its conduct in Iraq and Afghanistan: to what extent is the central government in Tehran actually in control of Iranian policy? Are there freelancers or rogue elements that can influence policy by precipitating crises? The question of the influence of the Revolutionary Guard has been raised in relation to the Al Qods brigade in Iraq and the arms flows into Afghanistan. It is also posed with regard to Iran’s provocative capture and subsequent release of British marines in the Gulf in March 2007 (An incident that followed a similar one earlier, in 2004). Coming on the heels of increased tensions between Tehran and Washington, and in the wake of a U.S. military build-up in the Gulf, the incident could easily have provoked a crisis if the British had resisted arrest and deaths had occurred. Such a fight might have escalated rapidly. Iran’s Revolutionary Guard appears to have acted on its own initiative, just as earlier they had been responsible for painting graffiti on U.S. warships, another dangerously irresponsible act in a war-zone.27 The evidence that the Iranian government may not be in full control raises the question of civilian control of the military but also suggests that the military may have less concern for the “diplomatic consequences” of specific incidents.28 This insensitivity may be explained by a fixation on domestic politics discussed earlier. More recently attempts to further exploit the incident and “humiliate” the British is suggested by the decision to parade the boats captured in March on the streets of Tehran.29 Another naval incident that risked hostilities and escalation occurred in January 2008. A number of small revolutionary guards in well armed, high speed boats converged on the US fleet near the Hormuz straits while making threatening noises and demands. Interpretations differed. What an Iranian Foreign Ministry spokesman called “an ordinary occurrence”, President Bush called a “provocative act” noting “this not the time for any provocation in the region.” Admiral Michael Mullen, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, while warning Iran not to underestimate US resolve said “We are not anxious to see a miscalculation here which could occur, and certainly not anxious to get into combat with them.”30 France considered Iran’s behavior dangerous. This was also the view of the GCC states, although they remained silent.31 What made this incident especially risky was the fact that the overall context of Iran-US relations was tense with Iran’s proxy war in Iraq and U.S. hints of military strikes on facilities and retaliation. But over and above that, the incident was indicative of the two states’ perceptions. The US was concerned about the vulnerability of its fleet in an enclosed area, to landbased missiles, mines and the swarming of fast patrol-boats that could overload its timely means of detection and retaliation, and inflict a major loss on it.32 In probing and posturing Iran may have been testing U.S. defences, U.S. will, or simply demonstrating the Guards’ swashbuckling reliance on asymmetrical war. Whatever the explanation, the risks of an inadvertent clash that could escalate was high. Again the question raised, but not answered, was whether the incident was centrally controlled and planned, or the product of local – i.e. Guards – initiative.  Pg. 18-19 
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And, this results in nuclear holocaust resulting in the extermination of the human race

Hirsch 06 - Professor of physics @ University of California, San Diego. [Jorge Hirsch, “Israel, Iran and the US: Who Will be Blamed for Nuclear War?,” Global Research, July 24, 2006, pg. http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=2807.]

In the end of course we will all lose. Because the nuclear genie, unleashed from its bottle in the war against Iran, will never retreat. And just like the US could develop nuclear weapons in only 4 years with completely new technology 60 years ago, many more countries and groups will be highly motivated to do it in the coming year.s Think about the current disproportionate response of Israel, applied in a conflict where the contenders have nuclear weapons. 10 to 1 retaliation, starting with a mere 600 casualties, wipes out the entire Earth's population in eight easy steps. Who will be willing to stop the escalation? The country that lost 60,000 citizens in the last hit? The one that lost 600,000? 6 million? As the nuclear holocaust unfolds, some will remember the Lebanon conflict and subsequent Iran war and blame it on Israel. Others will properly blame Americans, for having allowed their Executive to erase the 60-year old taboo against the use of nuclear weapons, first in doctrine and then in practice, despite having the most powerful conventional military force in the world. Others of course will blame "Muslim extremism". And then the blaming will wither away as a three-billion-year old experiment, life on planet Earth, comes to an end.  
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Plan:

The United States federal government should remove all troops from Iraq by the 2011 deadline.

1AC

Solvency

The US should withdraw troops right now, regardless.

Ted Galen Carpenter (vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, “Escaping the Trap: Why the United States Must Leave Iraq” The Cato Institute http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=7424 February 14, 2007)

It is time to admit that the Iraq mission has failed and cut our losses. The notion that Iraq would become a stable, united, secular democracy and be the model for a new Middle East was always an illusion. We should not ask more Americans to die for that illusion.  Withdrawal will not be without cost. Radical Islamic factions will portray a withdrawal as a victory over the American superpower. We can minimize that damage by refocusing our efforts on al-Qaeda in Afghanistan and elsewhere, but there is no way to eliminate the damage. Even superpowers have to pay a price for wrongheaded ventures.  Whatever price we will pay for withdrawing from Iraq, however, must be measured against the probable cost in blood and treasure if we stay. That cost is already excessive. We are losing soldiers at the rate of more than 800 per year, and the financial meter is running at some $8 billion per month. With President Bush's announcement of a "surge" of 21,500 additional troops, the pace of both will increase.  Worst of all, there is no reasonable prospect of success even if we pay the additional cost in blood and treasure. We need an exit strategy that is measured in months, not years. 

US Withdraw is Key

Rubin, Barry (Director of the Global Research in International Affairs (GLORIA) Center, Interdisciplinary  University, Herzliya, Israel 'Reality bites: The impending logic of withdrawal from Iraq',Spring 2005, The Washington Quarterly, 28: 2, 67 — 80)  

A U.S. withdrawal strategy would not be the result of cowardice, foolish- ness, or appeasement but would rather be the best choice among an unat- tractive set of options. Instead of affecting change through a military presence, the United States could adopt an indirect strategy, combining sup- port for economic reconstruction with good relations with the new government. The goal would be to form a strategic relationship with the new Iraqi regime that is even stronger than the U.S. link to Egypt and similar to its alliance with Jordan. However well intentioned the United States may be and however much it sincerely tries to act in the Iraqi people's interest, the time has arrived to switch gears. Over the course of 2005, the United States should plan a phased withdrawal in coordination with the new Iraqi government. Remaining in Iraq too long will bring the United States into confrontation with a new government and the Shi'a majority. It will make the United States responsible for every internal conflict in Iraq and every misdeed of the new regime, squandering the good will that the United States has managed to gain but still not winning the war militarily. Hopefully, elections will galvanize the Iraqi leaders and people toward democracy, cooperation, peace, and unity. In this case, the United States can treat the government that emerges in Iraq as a real partner that can take responsibility for its own country. Regardless of the outcome, however, it is time now to understand the need in the not-distant future for a gradual and responsible U.S. withdrawal rather than wait until crises or events force its departure, resulting in humiliating defeat. There are no ideal choices, only realistic ones. 
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Setting a deadline promotes a relationship with the Iraqi people needed to leave the country peacefully and without backlash.

Lawrence J. Korb February 27, 2009 (Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress. “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. 
Meeting deadline key

Meeting the SOFA agreement will be effective for a more stable Iraq to meet US interests

Daniel Serwer, VP of the Center for Post-Conflict Peace and Stability Operations, and Sam Parker, Iraq Program Officer in the Center for Post-Conflict, Peace, and Stability Operations, USIP Peace Brief Dec ‘8, “Iraq in the Obama Administration” http://www.usip.org/resources/iraq-in-the-obama-administration
The Obama Administration Should Reconfigure the U.S./Iraq Relationship The Iraqi government is still in many respects dependent on U.S. forces, but U.S. influence in Iraq—while still substantial—is declining.  This was apparent in the SOFA negotiations, which produced an accord closer to what the Iraqis wanted—including a time line and commitment to withdrawal, as well as some jurisdiction over U.S. troops and contractors—than what the Bush Administration initially sought.   On withdrawal, the outcome is also closer to what candidate Obama wanted. The President-elect has an opportunity to reconfigure the U.S./Iraq relationship, relying in part on the SOFA.  The Bush Administration gave Prime Minister Maliki largely unconditional support from 2006 onwards, because the future of the political process was in doubt and the overarching priority was for the government to stand up and fill the security and governance void.  Maliki became increasingly confident that there was no alternative for the U.S. but to support him. The time has come for the U.S. to take a more institutional approach to support for Iraq, one in which Washington communicates clearly that it will implement the SOFA respectfully, effectively and transparently and that its support is not linked personally to the Prime Minister, but is instead intended to help build a stable Iraq that meets reasonable expectations: Power sharing and integration of disenfranchised groups into government institutions; Respect for basic human rights and the rule of law; Resolution of disputed internal boundaries; Cooperation with international efforts to fight terrorism. This approach is not intended to restore U.S. influence, which inevitably will continue to decline, but rather to use the influence that remains most effectively in the pursuit of a future stable Iraq that meets U.S. interests, which are broadly consistent with the political objectives that the Iraqi parliament adopted when calling for a referendum on the SOFA. Recommendation 1: President Obama should meet in his first months in office with not only Prime Minister Maliki but also the president and two vice presidents to underline his support for the SOFA and his commitment to supporting Iraqi institutions, so long as they meet reasonable expectations. This meeting should launch an on-going strategic dialogue through the Higher Coordinating Committee created in the Strategic Framework Agreement.  President Obama should tell Iraqis clearly of his intent to withdraw U.S. combat forces faster than the SOFA requires, subject to adequate progress on political and security matters.  As Vice President-elect Biden is strongly associated in Iraqi minds with proposals to partition Iraq, which are vigorously opposed in the Arab population, it will be important to clarify that this is not Obama Administration policy (based on the campaign statements of the president-elect). 

 
 Withdrawal Key – National Interests

Withdrawal enables us to create a relationship with Iraq, and keep our national interests

Daniel Serwer, VP of the Center for Post-Conflict Peace and Stability Operations, and Sam Parker, Iraq Program Officer in the Center for Post-Conflict, Peace, and Stability Operations, USIP Peace Brief Dec ‘8, “Iraq in the Obama Administration” http://www.usip.org/resources/iraq-in-the-obama-administration
President-elect Obama has stated his commitment to withdraw combat brigades from Iraq within 16 months, leaving a residual force of unspecified size for counterterrorism operations, training and equipping Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) and protection of Americans.  Judging from his statements during the campaign, it appears that the President-elect would like to leave Iraq’s internal problems to the Iraqis and treat Iraq as part of overall regional concerns rather than being his central focus.  He aims to reduce America’s Iraq commitments and restore U.S. credibility, prestige and capacity to act worldwide. Nonetheless, as the president-elect himself has pointed out, the U.S. should get out with more care than we got in.  Vital U.S. interests are still at stake in Iraq and the region. U.S. withdrawal should not create a situation even more costly to American interests than the war so far has been.  The Obama Administration will have an opportunity to establish with Iraq a relationship that serves U.S. interests in a country with which we will be involved for a long time to come.  A smooth transition between the Bush and Obama Administrations on Iraq policy and continuity in engagement with Iraq are therefore critical.  Recent gains in Iraq are significant, but nonetheless fragile and reversible.  There are potential trouble spots on the horizon in 2009 for which the new administration should be prepared.  The president-elect should pay urgent attention to Iraq, as the situation could quickly deteriorate and pose major obstacles to his withdrawal plans.  Moreover, due to declining U.S. leverage, the Obama Administration will be best positioned to affect the situation in Iraq during its first year. Meeting over the past three years, a group of experts who span the political spectrum in the U.S. has come together to offer occasional assessments and advice on the situation in Iraq.(1) This is the expert group’s most recent effort, one intended to provide the incoming Administration with the best available bipartisan expertise on the situation it will face in Iraq and on what can be done to ensure that vital American interests are protected. The U.S. Institute of Peace does not take positions on policy issues.  USIP staff members Daniel Serwer and Sam Parker prepared this paper.   Those whose names are listed at the end have participated one way or another in the discussions on which the paper is based, but do not necessarily agree with it in its entirety. Iraq has repeatedly defied predictions.  Preparing for contingencies is not only prudent but also necessary.  The U.S. will find it difficult to refocus in the way that President-elect Obama intends unless Iraq continues on a relatively stable path towards a more normal and mutually beneficial relationship with the U.S.  

Withdrawal Key – US/Iran Relations

Having presence in Iraq defying Iran’s security and national interests, destroying all hope for US-Iran relations.

Kayhan Barzegar, Prof. of International Relations @ Islamic Azad University, 2008 (“Middle East Policy, Winter, Iran’s Foreign Policy in Post Invasion Iraq” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/Barzegar_Middle_East_Policy_Winter_2008.pdf)

What are the roots and aims of Iran’s foreign policy in post-invasion Iraq? Many scholars attribute Iran’s policies to a desire to achieve national and regional interests, perceiving this policy to be mainly offensive and ideological.1
I argue instead that the roots and aims of Iran’s foreign policy are defensive, mainly pragmatic, and based on state-oriented and strategic issues. As to Iran-U.S. relations in the new Iraq, the main controversy involves different perceptions of the security challenges; actions that Washing- ton considers to be necessary for protect- ing the U.S. interests in post-invasion Iraq are regarded by Tehran as undermining Iran’s security and national interests. The new political-security developments in post-invasion Iraq have led Iran to seek a friendly, stable, secure and prosperous neighbor. However, the Bush administration’s regional policy — largely focused on defining Iraq as a counter- weight to Iran, building regional alliances against Iran, and establishing long-term military bases next to Iran’s borders — has compelled Iran to oppose it. I argue that historical views and state- oriented and strategic issues all have significant effects on Iran’s foreign policy in post-invasion Iraq. I then explain that the nature of cultural and political-security characteristics of Iran’s sources of power as well as the demands of the factors and principles involved in Iran-Iraq relations will inevitably force Iran to be pragmatic in its policy toward the new Iraq; ideology is only one source of Iran’s power. Lastly, I argue that Iran’s foreign policy is based on achieving strategic aims. It is the result of a combination of considerations aimed at producing both security and opportunities. The birth of a new Iraq demands a revision of the current regional political-security architecture, mainly based on “balance of power.” By shifting Iraq to a friendly state, Iran desires to discard the traditional designation of Iraq as Iran’s counterbal- ance in the Persian Gulf and to turn the new relations into a “balance of interests.” The main conflict in Iranian-U.S. relations in post-invasion Iraq is based on redefining Iraq’s political-security structure. Under- standing the roots of Iran’s foreign policy has important implications for the United States and regional countries that are currently concerned about Iran’s role and aims in Iraq.
Issues with Iran are primarily based on the US occupying Iraq

Kayhan Barzegar, Prof. of International Relations @ Islamic Azad University, 2008 (“Middle East Policy, Winter, Iran’s Foreign Policy in Post Invasion Iraq” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/Barzegar_Middle_East_Policy_Winter_2008.pdf)
A major part of Iranian foreign policy toward the new Iraq is influenced by a troubled history of competition and dispro- portionate Sunni dominance over Iraq’s natural resources, potential economic strength and key geographical position. The prevalent Iranian view is consequently one based on mistrust, to such an extent that even the removal of Saddam Hussein has not altered it. This concern was manifested in the Islamic Republic’s two-pillar policy in the early days of the 2003 Iraqi crisis. On one hand, Iran opposed the American invasion and subsequent occupation. On the other, it designated Saddam’s regime as a brutal one that deserved to be over- thrown and punished.2
Iran did not want to see a pro-American Iraqi client regime with like-minded elites that would probably act in favor of U.S. purposes and in defiance of the Islamic Republic. A nationalist view inside Iran holds that Iranian interests are distinct from those of the Arab world, whether they are cultural, economic, political or even military. This view holds that relations between Persians and Arabs have roots in their history.3 Even today, some Iranians believe that in a possible Iran-U.S. conflict, Arab regimes will act contrary to Iran’s national interests. There is, therefore, an essential irreconcil- able hostility between the two sides, and Iraq is not an exception. Saddam’s aggres- sion against Iran emerged from this cultural pattern. This way of thinking exists among Iranian nationalists, political elites, intellec- tuals, the Iranian Diaspora and many ordinary citizens. Another view maintains that in order to preserve Iran’s pragmatic goals in the region, there should be only a reasonable level of political and security collaboration between the two sides.4 Some experts tend to agree that acting in favor of Arab issues, such as the Israeli- Palestinian conflict, has not only been costly to Iran’s national interests, but has also resulted in little gratitude from the Arab world.4
Consequently, Iran should prioritize national interests as a precondi- tion for conducting its regional and interna- tional relations. This view has theoretical bases within Iran and exists among some Iranian political elites and particularly academics and intellectuals. 

US presence in post invasion causes security challenges with Iran, promoting bad relations with Iran

Kayhan Barzegar, Prof. of International Relations @ Islamic Azad University, 2008 (“Middle East Policy, Winter, Iran’s Foreign Policy in Post Invasion Iraq” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/Barzegar_Middle_East_Policy_Winter_2008.pdf)
 The nature of the issues will force Iran to be pragmatic in its policies in post- invasion Iraq. Given the fluctuating nature of regional issues and the interests of outside powers, especially the United States, state-oriented and strategic issues will take center stage. Most of Iran’s policies toward the new Iraq are defensive and can be evaluated as pre-emptive in order to tackle the new political-security challenges. The current challenge between Iran and the United States in post-invasion Iraq is based on their roles in the region. Compromise should, therefore, concern redefining the role and place of the new Iraq in the region. Iran’s interest in direct talks with the United States on Iraq’s security is a strategic one, related to the future of Iran-Iraq relations and its implica- tions for Iran’s national security and interests. 

Withdrawal helps US-Iran Relations promoting Iran’s ability to maintain Iraq stability and improve relations with other countries

Daniel Serwer, VP of the Center for Post-Conflict Peace and Stability Operations, and Sam Parker, Iraq Program Officer in the Center for Post-Conflict, Peace, and Stability Operations, USIP Peace Brief Dec ‘8, “Iraq in the Obama Administration” http://www.usip.org/resources/iraq-in-the-obama-administration
Iran is the most problematic of the neighbors from the U.S. perspective.  It has funded, supplied, trained and encouraged military action against U.S. forces in Iraq.  It encouraged Iraqi resistance to the SOFA as well as toughening of its provisions against U.S. interests.  While Tehran would not want total chaos in Iraq, which would likely spill over into Iran, it wants to maintain military pressure on the U.S. and maintain its own influence, not only in the Iraqi Shia-dominated south and Baghdad but also in Kurdistan. That said, Iran can also be helpful, provided the right incentives.  It intervened to help end fighting between Sadrists and ISF in early 2008, once it was clear that its “special groups” within the Sadrist movement were losing the battle.  Tehran appears, for the moment, to have reined in violence by special groups, although training activities are continuing.   The U.S. and Iran share to some degree an interest in a stable Iraq governed by a popularly elected parliament and prime minister, but the U.S. wants a strong Iraq while Iran wants a weak one.  In general, the incentive structure facing neighboring regimes is changing.  For much of the Iraq war, several of Iraq’s neighbors either actively undermined U.S. efforts in Iraq or merely declined to play a positive role out of fear of a long-term U.S. presence and of further efforts at regime change throughout the region.  Now that it is apparent that these developments are not likely, supporting stability in Iraq has become a more prominent concern. The SOFA's formal commitment to U.S. withdrawal and a new U.S. president who has been critical of Bush Administration policies in the Middle East present an opportunity for the U.S. to capitalize on this change in incentive structure and secure more robust regional cooperation in Iraq.  Iraq is and will inevitably continue to be the scene of competition between the Arab regimes and Iran, and the potential for Turkish incursion in northern Iraq is a perennial concern.  Despite the competing and conflicting interests in the region, there is also a mutual interest in stability and in keeping Iraq's problems contained. Recommendation 14:  The U.S. should reinvigorate trilateral U.S./Iraq/Iran talks begun in the Bush Administration and expand diplomatic efforts with all of Iraq’s neighbors and other concerned powers. The priority for these talks is establishing common interests and identifying possible flashpoints of violence in Iraq where the neighbors can play a constructive role.    It is inevitable that other issues—primarily Iran’s nuclear ambitions and the Israel/Palestine conflict—will from time to time overshadow Iraq-specific issues.  Increased regional engagement on Iraq could be held hostage to other concerns.  But that does not diminish the potentially positive effect a successful regional diplomatic effort on Iraq would have on other, higher priority concerns. The broader international role:  The international community has an important role to play in these diplomatic efforts.  Over the past two years, the U.N. has returned to Iraq and played a role on sensitive issues.  It needs more personnel and more capability to move around the country.  The European Union (EU), which has provided funds but engaged relatively little on the ground in Iraq to date, has significant interests in a stable Iraq (particularly energy and commercial deals) and a great deal to offer in institution and capacity building. Recommendation 15: Seek enhanced engagement in Iraq by the EU and the UN. 

With the US military bases in Iraq Iran sees us as trying to counterbalance and undermine Iran’s security interests

Kayhan Barzegar, Prof. of International Relations @ Islamic Azad University, ‘8 [Middle East Policy, Winter, Iran’s Foreign Policy in Post Invasion Iraq, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/Barzegar_Middle_East_Policy_Winter_2008.pdf]
What are the roots and aims of Iran’s foreign policy in post-invasion Iraq? Many scholars attribute Iran’s policies to a desire to achieve national and regional interests, perceiving this policy to be mainly offensive and ideological.1
I argue instead that the roots and aims of Iran’s foreign policy are defensive, mainly pragmatic, and based on state-oriented and strategic issues. As to Iran-U.S. relations in the new Iraq, the main controversy involves different perceptions of the security challenges; actions that Washing- ton considers to be necessary for protect- ing the U.S. interests in post-invasion Iraq are regarded by Tehran as undermining Iran’s security and national interests. The new political-security developments in post-invasion Iraq have led Iran to seek a friendly, stable, secure and prosperous neighbor. However, the Bush administration’s regional policy — largely focused on defining Iraq as a counter- weight to Iran, building regional alliances against Iran, and establishing long-term military bases next to Iran’s borders — has compelled Iran to oppose it. © 2008, The Authors I argue that historical views and state- oriented and strategic issues all have significant effects on Iran’s foreign policy in post-invasion Iraq. I then explain that the nature of cultural and political-security characteristics of Iran’s sources of power as well as the demands of the factors and principles involved in Iran-Iraq relations will inevitably force Iran to be pragmatic in its policy toward the new Iraq; ideology is only one source of Iran’s power. Lastly, I argue that Iran’s foreign policy is based on achieving strategic aims. It is the result of a combination of considerations aimed at producing both security and opportunities. The birth of a new Iraq demands a revision of the current regional political-security architecture, mainly based on “balance of power.” By shifting Iraq to a friendly state, Iran desires to discard the traditional designation of Iraq as Iran’s counterbal- ance in the Persian Gulf and to turn the new relations into a “balance of interests.” The main conflict in Iranian-U.S. relations in post-invasion Iraq is based on redefining Iraq’s political-security structure. Under- standing the roots of Iran’s foreign policy has important implications for the United Journal Compilation © 2008, Middle East Policy Council States and regional countries that are currently concerned about Iran’s role and aims in Iraq.  

Iran is opposed to the us invasion and the US promoted Iraq, withdrawal key

Kayhan Barzegar, Prof. of International Relations @ Islamic Azad University, ‘8 [Middle East Policy, Winter, Iran’s Foreign Policy in Post Invasion Iraq, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/Barzegar_Middle_East_Policy_Winter_2008.pdf]
VIEWS AND CONSTANTS The Iranian View of Iraq A major part of Iranian foreign policy toward the new Iraq is influenced by a troubled history of competition and dispro- portionate Sunni dominance over Iraq’s natural resources, potential economic strength and key geographical position. The prevalent Iranian view is consequently one based on mistrust, to such an extent that even the removal of Saddam Hussein has not altered it. This concern was manifested in the Islamic Republic’s two-pillar policy in the early days of the 2003 Iraqi crisis. On one hand, Iran opposed the American invasion and subsequent occupation. On the other, it designated Saddam’s regime as a brutal one that deserved to be over- thrown and punished.2
Iran did not want to see a pro-American Iraqi client regime with like-minded elites that would probably act in favor of U.S. purposes and in defiance of the Islamic Republic. A nationalist view inside Iran holds that Iranian interests are distinct from those of the Arab world, whether they are cultural, economic, political or even military. This view holds that relations between Persians and Arabs have roots in their history.3 Even today, some Iranians believe that in a possible Iran-U.S. conflict, Arab regimes will act contrary to Iran’s national interests. There is, therefore, an essential irreconcil- able hostility between the two sides, and Iraq is not an exception. Saddam’s aggres- sion against Iran emerged from this cultural pattern. This way of thinking exists among Iranian nationalists, political elites, intellec- tuals, the Iranian Diaspora and many ordinary citizens. Another view maintains that in order to preserve Iran’s pragmatic goals in the region, there should be only a reasonable level of political and security collaboration between the two sides.4 Some experts tend to agree that acting in favor of Arab issues, such as the Israeli- Palestinian conflict, has not only been costly to Iran’s national interests, but has also resulted in little gratitude from the Arab world.4
Consequently, Iran should prioritize national interests as a precondi- tion for conducting its regional and interna- tional relations. This view has theoretical bases within Iran and exists among some Iranian political elites and particularly academics and intellectuals. There are also pan-Islamic and prag- matic views inside Iran for dealing with the Arab world. Focused on Islamic identity, one view holds that Iran should define its national interests in terms of coordination with Arab countries as an important player within the Islamic world. This standpoint maintains that the Islamic Republic needs to be directly and actively involved in all issues related to the Islamic world. Fur- thermore, such a view contends that the interests of the Islamic Republic demand the establishment of an enduring link with the Arab Middle East. During the first Persian Gulf War in 1990, some supporters of this way of thinking held the belief that Islamic duty required Iran to act against the United States and in favor of the Iraqi people, especially the Southern Shia.6 Another pragmatic view maintains that the enduring reality of the Arab world requires Iran to establish cooperation with its major representatives. Supporters of this view refer both to the demands of the constitu- tion and to issues of geographical, cultural and religious coherence. Since the early 481990s, Iranian foreign policy has been based on confidence building and détente in the region, as practiced by the contempo- rary establishment, which believes in close relations with the Arab world,7
especially the new Iraq, given the two sides’ cultural and religious similarities. Whatever approach one favors, Iraq, because of its sources of power and politics, remains a significant factor in determining Iran’s national-security inter- ests. Though Iraq is an Arab country, its recent issues and problems have influenced Iran's (and Turkey’s) national security. 
US presence in Iraq is the main barrier to relations with Iran
Kugelman 06 Michael Kugelman Vali R. Nasr, Professor of Middle East and South Asia Politics, Department of National Security Affairs, Naval Postgraduate SchoolThe Fares Center for Eastern Mediterranean Studies, Tufts University and Master’s Degree Student, The Fletcher School, Tufts Universityhttp://farescenter.tufts.edu/publications/papers/2006Paper1-EngagingDialogue.pdf 

Dr. Nasr spoke of the prospects and challenges for U.S. dialogue with Iran, positing that better U.S.-Iranian relations may be pred- icated on a better American understanding of conditions on the ground in Iran. While American contexts for possible dialogue with Iran involve the War on Terror, the war in Iraq, Iranian nuclear technology, and domestic forces in Iran pushing for polit- ical change, Iran’s proposed focal points for dialogue revolve around the long-term implications of the American presence in the region. Stability and prosperity are larger concerns in Iran than questions of freedom, particularly as American actions have dis- rupted the past regional balance of power: Pakistani and Iranian gains in Afghanistan have been reversed, as has Iranian “expan- sionism” in parts of Iraq. Additionally, the recent conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan have drastically altered state structures. Yet none of these developments, Dr. Nasr argued, are reflected in current U.S. policy-making or featured in American attempts at dialogue. The American footprint, he continued, has profound conse- quences for Iran, particularly as the Iranian “zone of influence” crosses Iranian national boundaries and extends from Najaf, Iraq, to Herat, Afghanistan. Another major issue on Iranian minds is the Shiite revival in Iran, hastened by Iraq’s new status as one of the Arab world’s first “openly Shiite” countries. This Shiite revival is not a manifestation of Iranian hegemony, but rather a cultural phenomenon that boasts intellectual dynamism and reflects a Shiite sentiment of freedom from past Sunni constrictions. Yet recognition of this sentiment is 23wanting in U.S. Iran policies, Dr. Nasr declared, with any consid- eration of the Shiite question regarded only in terms of sectarian- ism and conflict in Iraq. Though American policies in Iraq are wedded to the Shiite community, the United States has no major relationships with key Shiite political players. On a related note, Iranians wonder whether the United States will replace the Sunni “bulwark” removed in the aftermath of the war in Iraq, or whether the bulwark will simply be abandoned. Dr. Nasr wagered that these questions—the division of power across the region, the signifi- cance of the new cultural elements of the Sunni/Shiite dynamic, and how the United States and Iran can benefit—constitute a true framework for U.S.-Iranian dialogue. 

Withdrawal Key – let Iraq lead

With America gone Iran will have to step up to the plate and take control
James F Dobbins, July 16, 2009, diplomat and former United States Ambassador to the European Union and Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs, American Academy of Diplomacy, U.S. WITHDRAWAL FROM IRAQ: WHAT ARE THE REGIONAL IMPLICATIONS? ,  The following is an edited transcript of the fifty-seventh in a series of Capitol Hill conferences convened by the Middle East Policy Council. James F. Dobbins  
So they are going to interfere. Left to their own devices, this kind of interference often has exactly the opposite effect of what the neighboring states would ideally like. They tend to interfere by backing their own favorite champion as the factions within the country maneuver for power and influence, and thus they feed potential conflicts. Successful management of external actors requires that, to the degree they interfere, they interfere in ways that are convergent and helpful rather than divergent and unhelpful.  Saudi Arabia is going to provide some support to Sunni groups as long as the Sunni groups are being adequately integrated into the polity in Iraq. This essentially means support for political activities, which - while it might not meet American standards - is probably inevitable and not all that unhelpful. Syria has been a traditional pathway for the 3  entry of suicide bombers and aspiring terrorists; that traffic has diminished significantly. It is not clear whether that is because Syria is cracking down or because there is a reduction either in the supply of such people or in the demand for such people in Iraq.  Turkey is the only one of the neighbors in which a conventional military intervention is feasible or even conceivable. To the extent other neighbors interfere, they will interfere surreptitiously, politically, economically, covertly. The Turks have repeatedly intervened with conventional military forces, and they could do so again, provoked either by Kurdish terrorism, by a Kurdish-Arab dispute over Kirkuk, or by Kurdish abuses of Turkish or Turkmen minorities in those disputed areas. An intervention by Turkey is a serious possibility, though not a likelihood.  Iran is the country that probably has the greatest capacity to destabilize Iraq as the United States withdraws, to embarrass the United States and to deny America what should be its objective, which is to leave behind an Iraq that is at peace with itself and its neighbors. Whether Iran does so or not will probably depend more on the state of U.S.-Iranian relations than on the state of U.S.-Iraqi relations. Iran's interests in Iraq per se are not inconsistent with America's interests. It doesn't want the country to break apart, but it wants it to be governed by the majority, who happen to be Shia. So it doesn't have an inherent interest in destabilizing Iraq. But it might see an interest derivative of the state of its relationship with the United States. That is a significant risk factor.  
Withdrawal Key – Middle East Relations

Improve neighbor relations

James F Dobbins, July 16, 2009, diplomat and former United States Ambassador to the European Union and Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs, American Academy of Diplomacy, U.S. WITHDRAWAL FROM IRAQ: WHAT ARE THE REGIONAL IMPLICATIONS? ,  The following is an edited transcript of the fifty-seventh in a series of Capitol Hill conferences convened by the Middle East Policy Council. James F. Dobbins  

We should, however, recall that the larger historical context is that most of Iraq's immediate neighbors - with the exception of Iran - did not feel that the U.S. decision to go in and topple Saddam was good for them. They are still dealing with a largely negative perception that this decision - whatever motivated the United States and whatever our priorities were - was not done in full consideration of what would really enhance stability in the region or be in the national interest of each of them.  For the traditional Sunni Arab countries, the rise of Shia majority rule in Iraq is very unsettling. It makes them feel that Iran is even closer or that the potential of Iranian influence has spread in territorial terms. Based on the deep tradition of personalized politics in the Middle East, they simply don't know who the new actors are. Some of Iraq's new leaders were unknown, even though Prime Minister Maliki had lived in Damascus. My understanding is that he was a rather minor Dawa figure whom the Syrian regime did not see as a likely future leader of Iraq and did not spend a lot of time cultivating.  So there is this problem of getting to know the new leaders, developing trust, developing some mutual understanding, and that does take time. We know, for example, that the Saudi leadership's relationship with Iraq is among the most brittle, whereas in many of the other cases it is starting to normalize. Let us be honest: Some of the regimes in the Middle East were perfectly happy with Saddam's iron grip on the country. They might have preferred a strong authoritarian state in Iraq to either the chaos of the immediate post-Saddam period or a feisty and unpredictable democracy. So even Iraq's success breeds a level of uneasiness in some of the other Arab countries. But the change in how the neighbors engage with Iraq and think about an Iraq without American troops will happen on their timetable, not ours. We cannot insist that the regional states adapt their policies towards Iraq quite as fast as we had hoped. But I think it is happening over time.  Let me focus a little bit on some of the practical dimensions of the neighbors' engagement with Iraq, particularly the security dimension. For at least two or three years now, we have seen a fairly steady improvement in Iraqi neighbor relations: exchanges of interior ministers to look at border issues, to track bad guys, to try to stop the transfer of weapons and third-party actors across the border. We know there are intelligence exchanges, and slowly but surely, ministers other than the intrepid Hoshyar Zebari are now showing up in Arab capitals. Just this month, Egypt and Iraq signed a memorandum of understanding that addresses security cooperation as well as trade and commercial activity. Last month, Turkey and Iraq signed a memorandum of understanding that talks about military training and science and technology cooperation and calls on Turkey to maintain the American 7  equipment that is left behind. So Turkey will have that special role to play.  
Establishing a relationship with Iran is key to stop the Military burden so they can focus on economic development

Kayhan Barzegar, Prof. of International Relations @ Islamic Azad University, 2008 (“Middle East Policy, Winter, Iran’s Foreign Policy in Post Invasion Iraq” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/Barzegar_Middle_East_Policy_Winter_2008.pdf)
In the short term, Iran’s major foreign- policy challenge is how to defuse the threats from two new developments: first, the direct presence of U.S. forces on Iran’s immediate borders coupled with the possibility of new military bases; and second, the threats that have emerged from broader geopolitical changes and the shifting structure of the security-political environment in the region, especially in Iraq. To tackle these threats, Iran has advanced a policy of building close rela- tions with all Shia factions. Iran’s relations with the Sadrist group exist for the particu- lar time of insecurity and to defuse U.S. attempts to minimize Iran’s role in its own security environment. In the long term, Iran’s main strategy is to build close relations with moderate Shia factions that believe in establishing strategic relations with Iran. This is a policy by which Iran will be able to redefine the traditional characterization of Iraq’s function as a counterweight to Iran and shift the region’s traditional balance of power into a new policy based on “balance of interests.” Establishing a friendly coalition with Iraq will relieve Iran’s military and diplomatic burden in favor of economic development. It will pre-empt any future challenges that might emerge from overall geopolitical changes in the region, especially in Iraq. Most significantly, such a policy will remove Iran from its current passive status to a more active position in the Persian Gulf political-security architecture. Iran has legitimate national-security concerns as well as economic and cultural-religious interests in post-invasion Iraq.

 Withdrawal won’t happen now

The US will not pull out of Iraq.

RAED JARRAR and ERIK LEAVER, senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action. research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies, 3/3/10, “Sliding Backwards on Iraq” The consequences of Waffling, <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. 

Withdrawal Key – US Influence

US influence would decrease if the US does not pull out of Iraq.

RAED JARRAR and ERIK LEAVER, senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action. research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies, 3/3/10, “Sliding Backwards on Iraq” The consequences of Waffling, <http://www.counterpunch.org/jarrar03032010.html>
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. Obama's current plan is based on two sets of time-based deadlines that avoid the pitfalls of a conditions-based withdrawal. Obama's plan to withdraw combat forces by August 31, 2010 and Bush's bilateral agreement for the withdrawal of all troops and contractors by December 31, 2011 both put the responsibility for military, economic, and political security squarely where it should be: on Iraqis. 
 Withdrawal Key – Economy

Money from Iraq will go to rebuilding the economy

Rep. Barney Frank and Rep. Ron Paul, Congressman since 1981 and Chairman of the Financial Services Committee, Congressman of Texas 7/6 2010, “Why we must reduce Military Spending”, <http://www.huffingtonpost.com/rep-barney-frank/why-we-must-reduce-milita_b_636051.html>

We believe that the time has come for a much quicker withdrawal from Iraq than the President has proposed. We both voted against that war, but even for those who voted for it, there can be no justification for spending over $700 billion dollars of American taxpayers' money on direct military spending in Iraq since the war began, not including the massive, estimated long-term costs of the war. We have essentially taken on a referee role in a civil war, even mediating electoral disputes. In order to create a systematic approach to reducing military spending, we have convened a Sustainable Defense Task Force consisting of experts on military expenditures that span the ideological spectrum. The task force has produced a detailed report with specific recommendations for cutting Pentagon spending by approximately $1 trillion over a ten year period. It calls for eliminating certain Cold War weapons and scaling back our commitments overseas. Even with these changes, the United States would still be immeasurably stronger than any nation with which we might be engaged, and the plan will in fact enhance our security rather than diminish it. We are currently working to enlist the support of other members of Congress for our initiative. Along with our colleagues Senator Ron Wyden and Congressman Walter Jones, we have addressed a letter to the President's National Committee on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform, which he has convened to develop concrete recommendations for reducing the budget deficit. We will make it clear to leaders of both parties that substantial reductions in military spending must be included in any future deficit reduction package. We pledge to oppose any proposal that fails to do so. In the short term, rebuilding our economy and creating jobs will remain our nation's top priority. But it is essential that we begin to address the issue of excessive military spending in order to ensure prosperity in the future. We may not agree on what to do with the estimated $1 trillion in savings, but we do agree that nothing either of us cares deeply about will be possible if we do not begin to face this issue now.

A quicker US withdrawal is necessary

Rep. Barney Frank and Rep. Ron Paul, Congressman since 1981 and Chairman of the Financial Services Committee, Congressman of Texas 7/6 2010, “Why we must reduce Military Spending”, <http://www.huffingtonpost.com/rep-barney-frank/why-we-must-reduce-milita_b_636051.html>

We believe that the time has come for a much quicker withdrawal from Iraq than the President has proposed. We both voted against that war, but even for those who voted for it, there can be no justification for spending over $700 billion dollars of American taxpayers' money on direct military spending in Iraq since the war began, not including the massive, estimated long-term costs of the war. We have essentially taken on a referee role in a civil war, even mediating electoral disputes. In order to create a systematic approach to reducing military spending, we have convened a Sustainable Defense Task Force consisting of experts on military expenditures that span the ideological spectrum. The task force has produced a detailed report with specific recommendations for cutting Pentagon spending by approximately $1 trillion over a ten year period. It calls for eliminating certain Cold War weapons and scaling back our commitments overseas. Even with these changes, the United States would still be immeasurably stronger than any nation with which we might be engaged, and the plan will in fact enhance our security rather than diminish it. We are currently working to enlist the support of other members of Congress for our initiative. Along with our colleagues Senator Ron Wyden and Congressman Walter Jones, we have addressed a letter to the President's National Committee on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform, which he has convened to develop concrete recommendations for reducing the budget deficit. We will make it clear to leaders of both parties that substantial reductions in military spending must be included in any future deficit reduction package. We pledge to oppose any proposal that fails to do so. In the short term, rebuilding our economy and creating jobs will remain our nation's top priority. But it is essential that we begin to address the issue of excessive military spending in order to ensure prosperity in the future. We may not agree on what to do with the estimated $1 trillion in savings, but we do agree that nothing either of us cares deeply about will be possible if we do not begin to face this issue now.
Iraq War devastates economy.
Martin Wolk, Chief economics correspondent msnbc.com, 3/17/2006, “Cost of Iraq war could surpass $1 
Trillion”, < http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/11880954/>
One thing is certain about the Iraq war: It has cost a lot more than advertised. In fact, the tab grows by at least $200 million each and every day. In the months leading up to the launch of the war three years ago, few Bush administration officials were willing to comment publicly on the potential costs to the United States. After all, no cost would have been too high if the United States faced an imminent threat from an Iraq armed with weapons of mass destruction, the war's stated justification. In fact, the economic ramifications are rarely included in the debate over whether to go to war, although some economists argue it is quite possible and useful to assess potential costs and benefits. In any event, most estimates put forward by White House officials in 2002 and 2003 were relatively low compared with the nation's gross domestic product, the size of the federal budget or the cost of past wars. White House economic adviser Lawrence Lindsey was the exception to the rule, offering an "upper bound" estimate of $100 billion to $200 billion in a September 2002 interview with The Wall Street Journal. That figure raised eyebrows at the time, although Lindsey argued the cost was small, adding, "The successful prosecution of the war would be good for the economy.” U.S. direct spending on the war in Iraq already has surpassed the upper bound of Lindsey's upper bound, and most economists attribute billions more in indirect costs to the war effort. Even if the U.S. exits Iraq within another three years, total direct and indirect costs to U.S. taxpayers will likely by more than $400 billion, and one estimate puts the total economic impact at up to $2 trillion. Back in 2002, the White House was quick to distance itself from Lindsey's view. Mitch Daniels, director of the White House budget office, quickly called the estimate "very, very high." Lindsey himself was dismissed in a shake-up of the White House economic team later that year, and in January 2003, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld said the budget office had come up with "a number that's something under $50 billion." He and other officials expressed optimism that Iraq itself would help shoulder the cost once the world market was reopened to its rich supply of oil. Those early estimates struck some economists as unrealistically low. William Nordhaus, a Yale economist who published perhaps the most extensive independent estimate of the potential costs before the war began, suggested a war and occupation could cost anywhere from $100 billion to $1.9 trillion in 2002 dollars, depending on the difficulty of the conflict, the length of occupation and the impact on oil costs. The most current estimates of the war's cost generally start with figures from the non-partisan Congressional Budget Office, which as of January 2006 counted $323 billion in expenditures for the war on terrorism, including military action in Iraq and Afghanistan.  Just this week the House approved another $68 billion for military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, which would bring the total allocated to date to about $400 billion. The Pentagon is spending about $6 billion a month on the war in Iraq, or about $200 million a day, according to the CBO. That is about the same as the gross domestic product of Nigeria. Scott Wallsten, a resident scholar at the conservative American Enterprise Institute, put the direct cost to the United States at $212 billion as of last September and estimates a "global cost" of $500 billion to date with another $500 billion possible, with most of the total borne by the United States. advertisement | ad info   That figure is in line with an estimate published last month by University of Chicago economist Steven Davis and colleagues, who put the likely U.S. cost at $410 billion to $630 billion in 2003 dollars. Joseph Stiglitz, a Nobel Prize-winning economist and self-described opponent of the war, puts the final figure at a staggering $1 trillion to $2 trillion, including $500 billion for the war and occupation and up to $300 billion in future health care costs for wounded troops. Additional costs include a negative impact from the rising cost of oil and added interest on the national debt. In the buildup to any war, financial costs rarely play a big role in the debate, especially for a superpower like the United States, which is presumed to have virtually limitless resources. But economists like Wallsten and Davis say there is no reason wars cannot be subjected to the same type of cost-benefit analysis as other government activities. After all, even a society as rich as ours has finite resources, and the public has a limited appetite for absorbing the costs of war, whether human or economic. "I come at this from a background in regulation," said Wallsten, who served in the Clinton White House but said his analysis is not rooted in any particular perspective on the war. "When the government proposes a new regulation they have to by law do a cost-benefit analysis," he noted. "So we have this framework, but it's never been applied to this kind of policy decision." 
Iraq war devastates our economy and causes military overstretch.

Mike Whitney, Online Journal Contributing Writer, Apr 18, 2008, “Financial collapse will end the Iraq occupation, but it won't come at a time of Washington's choosing”, <http://onlinejournal.com/artman/publish/article_3192.shtml >
How will the Iraq war end?
The Bush administration has decided to pursue a strategy that is unprecedented in US history. It has decided to continue to prosecute a war that has already been lost morally, strategically, and militarily. But fighting a losing war has its costs. America is much weaker now than it was when Bush first took office in 2001. The army is stretched to the breaking point and US prestige has never been lower. Still, the troops probably won't be withdrawn until all other options have been exhausted. And that could turn out to be a serious miscalculation. Deteriorating economic conditions in the financial markets are putting tremendous pressure on the dollar. The corporate bond and equities markets are in disarray, the banking system is collapsing, consumer spending is down, tax revenues are falling, and the country is headed into a deep and protracted recession. The US will leave Iraq sooner than many pundits believe, but it will not be at a time of our choosing. More likely, the conflict will end when the United States no longer has the capacity to wage war, that is, when the Chinese and the oil-producing countries (the Gulf States) stop financing our enormous current account deficit. When the funding stops, the bloodshed will end.

Withdrawal Key – Stability

US Troops hurt Iraq stabilization.

Wang Guanqun, Staff writer for Xinhua news 7/18/10, " US withdrawal means chance of normal Iraq ", <http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-07/19/c_13404267.htm>

In fact, the prospect of the US military evacuation from Iraq depends neither on the Iraqi security situation, nor the policies of the new Iraqi regime. Instead, it is based on the methodology of how the US maintains its interests in Iraq. To station troops in Iraq is not the best way to achieve its interests.

The US cannot maintain its influence in Iraq by relying on garrison forces. A large number of troops is economically unsustainable and also unhelpful for the US in getting rid of the identity and image of an invader.

Meanwhile, the US garrison has become the main reason for the social unrest, unstable political environment, and worsening security situation in Iraq. It was because of this that the Bush administration, which launched the Iraq war, made the decision for the full evacuation of US forces in Iraq. The Obama administration followed the decision and implemented the evacuation agreement, keeping his commitment during the election.

 Withdrawal Key – Hegemony

US presence in Iraq increases military overstretch – Weakening US Hegemeny

Rubin, Barry, 2005, 'Reality bites: The impending logic of withdrawal from Iraq', The Washington Quarterly, 28: 2, 67 — 80 To link to this Article: DOI: 10.1162/0163660053295220 URL: http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/0163660053295220 
One of the most forceful arguments against a planned and phased U.S. with- drawal is based on the administration's desire to preserve its own reputation and U.S. credibility. Refusing to leave Iraq, U.S. policymakers believe, is the only way to ensure that the United States retains a high level of credibility with its adversaries in the region. For the United States, to pull out as it did from Vietnam or to allow for the defeat of its allies as it did in the shah's Iran, they argue, would signal to radical forces that they could attack U.S. interests with impunity and disregard its threats. Although this may sound like a persuasive argument, it does not accu- rately reflect the current situation. The United States achieved the most credibility possible through its willingness and ability to overthrow Saddam. Being bogged down in an endless war in Iraq, however, can only erode U.S. standing in the region. The United States is currently so overextended in Iraq that it is incapable of taking tough action on any other issue in the re- gion or elsewhere in the world—and its enemies know it. The U.S. military presence has been used to criticize and mobilize forces against the United States. The lack of a U.S. victory has been portrayed as proof of its weak- ness, and U.S. misdeeds have been invented or magnified to demonstrate that the United States has evil intentions toward Arabs and Muslims. Furthermore, Iraq has become a focal point for an anti-U.S. jihad and a not-so-covert war waged against the United States by Iran and Syria. The United States has been too preoccupied to take any serious action against either of these countries, both of whom have been aided by money and vol- unteers from Saudi Arabia and others driven by anti-U.S. sentiment. Once U.S. forces are no longer tied down in Iraq, the focus will shift back to Washington's enormous deterrent power and its willingness to use it against enemies when severely provoked. 

Withdrawal Key – Soft Power

Soft Power is key to US Influence.
Joseph S. Nye Jr., co-founder of the international relations theory neoliberalism, Power and Interdependence, University Distinguished Service Professor (Harvard Kennedy School),Sultan of Oman Professor of International Relations, 2008, The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, <http://ann.sagepub.com/content/616/1/94.full.pdf+html> 

Promoting positive images of one’s country is not new, but the conditions for projecting soft power have transformed dramatically in recent years. For one thing, nearly half the countries in the world are now democracies. The competitive cold war model has become less relevant as a guide for public diplomacy. While there is still a need to provide accurate information to populations in countries like Burma or Syria, where the government controls information, there is a new need to garner favorable public opinion in countries like Mexico and Turkey, where parliaments can now affect decision making. For example, when the United States sought support for the Iraq war, such as Mexico’s vote in the UN or Turkey’s permission for American troops to cross its territory, the decline of American soft power created a disabling rather than an enabling environment for its policies. Shaping public opinion becomes even more important where authoritarian governments have been replaced. Public support was not so important when the United States successfully sought the use of bases in authoritarian countries, but it turned out to be crucial under the new democratic conditions in Mexico and Turkey. Even when foreign leaders are friendly, their leeway may be limited if their publics and parliaments have a negative image of the United States. In such circumstances, diplomacy aimed at public opinion can become as important to outcomes as the traditional classified diplomatic communications among leaders. 

 Withdrawal Key

US withdrawal will be increasingly beneficial

Ted Galen Carpenter (vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, “Escaping the Trap: Why the United States Must Leave Iraq” The Cato Institute http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=7424 February 14, 2007)

It is time to admit that the Iraq mission has failed and cut our losses. The notion that Iraq would become a stable, united, secular democracy and be the model for a new Middle East was always an illusion. We should not ask more Americans to die for that illusion.  Withdrawal will not be without cost. Radical Islamic factions will portray a withdrawal as a victory over the American superpower. We can minimize that damage by refocusing our efforts on al-Qaeda in Afghanistan and elsewhere, but there is no way to eliminate the damage. Even superpowers have to pay a price for wrongheaded ventures.  Whatever price we will pay for withdrawing from Iraq, however, must be measured against the probable cost in blood and treasure if we stay. That cost is already excessive. We are losing soldiers at the rate of more than 800 per year, and the financial meter is running at some $8 billion per month. With President Bush's announcement of a "surge" of 21,500 additional troops, the pace of both will increase.  Worst of all, there is no reasonable prospect of success even if we pay the additional cost in blood and treasure. We need an exit strategy that is measured in months, not years. 

Withdrawal Key – Military Readiness

US military readiness is lacking within the homeland.

Carl Conetta, PDA, 11 September 2006, Fighting on Borrowed Time, <http://www.comw.org/pda/fulltext/0609br19.pdf>
Training problems as well as other shortfalls – lack of personnel, equipment, or fully-rehabilitated equipment – have combined to result in lower than normally acceptable readiness ratings for most active Army and Guard combat brigades outside Iraq and Afghanistan. In fact, according to Senate testimony given by JCS Chair, General Peter Pace, on 3 August 2006: “about two thirds of the brigades...would report C-3 or C-4,” which are the lowest readiness levels.{35} (This estimate applies to the total compliment of active - and reserve-component Army combat brigades.) Reportedly included among the low readiness units are some deploying for Iraq. The Pentagon maintains, however, that all Iraq-bound units are brought up to readiness for their tasks once they enter the theater, “fall on” the equipment stocks there, and conduct whatever remedial training their missions require. This may be so, but it implies that most of the Army today is brought up to a high readiness level for one purpose only: occupation duty in either Iraq or Afghanistan. And, even in the case of these operations, there were several serious lapses in readiness.{36} Today, the situation of the Army National Guard is especially acute. While its role has been essential in sustaining Operation Iraqi Freedom, the cost has been a serious disruption of its functioning.{37} In October 2005, the GAO found that: The heavy reliance on National Guard forces for overseas and homeland missions since September 2001 has resulted in readiness problems which suggest that the current business model for the Army National Guard is not sustainable over time.{38} The Army Guard presently is in refractory mode with overseas deployments down to approximately 30,000 – compared with 80,000 in 2005. But, with the US presence in Iraq holding steady or growing, this implies increased stress on the active-component.

US military readiness is decreasing.

Brian Katulis, Lawrence J. Korb, Peter Juul, June 25, 2007 , “Reclaiming Control of U.S. Security in the Middle East”, Strategic Reset, <http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2007/06/strategic_reset.html>
The United States cannot stabilize Iraq without serious action by Iraq’s leaders. The “no end in sight” strategy fosters a culture of dependency among Iraqis by propping up certain members of Iraq’s national government without fundamentally changing Iraq’s political dynamics. It does so at the cost of grinding down the strength of U.S. ground forces, as the readiness of these forces continues to decline. Our ground forces are so overstretched that many of our soldiers and Marines are being sent to Iraq without proper training and equipment, some multiple times; our National Guard has become an operational rather than strategic reserve.
US is military is overstretched.
Peter W. Singer, Director, 21st Century Defense Initiative, U.S. Military, U.S. Department of Defense, Opportunity 08, “Bent but Not Broken: The Military Challenge for the Next Commander-in-Chief”, <http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2007/0228defense_singer_Opp08.aspx?p=1>
Our military has been stretched to nearly the breaking point. Recruitment and retention are down. And our troops often lack adequate supplies and equipment. If we are to maintain a military unmatched in its power and capability, our next Commander-in-Chief must ensure that the ranks of our military continue to grow and that our troops have the resources they need to remain ready and capable.
US Military overstretch. 
LOLITA C. BALDOR, Associated press, 2008, “War Demands Strain US Military Readiness”, <http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2008/02/08/war-demands-strain-us-mil_n_85797.html?view=print>
WASHINGTON — A classified Pentagon assessment concludes that long battlefield tours in Iraq and Afghanistan, along with persistent terrorist activity and other threats, have prevented the U.S. military from improving its ability to respond to any new crisis, The Associated Press has learned.  Despite security gains in Iraq, there is still a "significant" risk that the strained U.S. military cannot quickly and fully respond to another outbreak elsewhere in the world, according to the report.  Last year the Pentagon raised that threat risk from "moderate" to "significant." This year, the report will maintain that "significant" risk level _ pointing to the U.S. military's ongoing struggle against a stubborn insurgency in Iraq and its lead role in the NATO-led war in Afghanistan. 
 The risk level was raised to significant last year by Mullen's predecessor, Marine Gen. Peter Pace. 
 Withdrawal Key – Time Frame

Current Timeframe is key to allow Iraq Government stability and achieve true sovereignty

Raed Jarrar “Don't reward violence in Iraq by extending US troop withdrawal deadline” http://juneauempire.com/cgi-bin/printme.pl Thursday, May 27, 2010
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. 
Impacts - Terrorism

Iran’s support to terrorist groups is influenced by US occupation.
 (Kenneth Katzman, Specialist in Middle Eastern Affairs Congressional Research Service 2009 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/RS22323.pdf) 

Iran’s arming and training of Shiite militias in Iraq has added to U.S.-Iran tensions over Iran’s nuclear program and Iran’s broader regional influence, such as its aid to Lebanese Hezbollah and the Palestinian organization Hamas, which now controls the Gaza Strip. U.S. officials feared that, by supplying armed groups in Iraq, Iran was seeking to develop a broad range of options that included: pressuring U.S. and British forces to leave Iraq; to bleed the United States militarily; and to be positioned to retaliate in Iraq should the United States take military action against Iran’s nuclear program. However, as of early 2009, according to the Defense Department report on Iraq stability (March 2009), “Tehran has selectively reduced the number of militants it supports.” At the height of Iran’s support to Shiite militias, U.S. officials publicly discussed specific information on Qods Force and Hezbollah aid to Iraqi Shiite militias, particularly the JAM. One press report said there are 150 Qods and intelligence personnel there,2 but some U.S. commanders who have served in southern Iraq said they understood that there were perhaps one or two Qods Force personnel in each Shiite province, attached to or interacting with pro-Iranian governors in those provinces. Qods Force officers often do not wear uniforms and their main role is to identify Iraqi fighters to train and to organize safe passage for weapons and Iraqi militants between Iranand Iraq, although some observers allege that Iranian agents sometimes assisted the JAM in its combat operations. A study by the “Combatting Terrorism Center” at West Point, published October 13, 2008 (“Iranian Strategy in Iraq: Politics and ‘Other Means’”), details this activity, based on declassified interrogation and other documents. 
Middle east relations key to war on terror

Kugelman 06 Michael Kugelman Vali R. Nasr, Professor of Middle East and South Asia Politics, Department of National Security Affairs, Naval Postgraduate SchoolThe Fares Center for Eastern Mediterranean Studies, Tufts University and Master’s Degree Student, The Fletcher School, Tufts University http://farescenter.tufts.edu/publications/papers/2006Paper1-EngagingDialogue.pdf 
The United States was most concerned about the Soviets’ defeat, Dr. Ahmad said, and thought little of the effect of this defeat and the influence it would have on the victorious mujahidin. The children of these Muslim fighters, in fact, would be schooled in Pakistan’s madrasas, where, emboldened by the success of their fathers against the Soviets, they would entertain hopes of one day defeating another superpower. Ahmad cited the scholar Albert Hourani for predicting, as early as 1991, that Islam would become the West’s new enemy. Cultures, Dr. Ahmad said, paraphrasing Hourani, are more comfortable with the availability of enemies to hate. Nevertheless, American policies now seek to promote democracy in the Muslim world, though the U.S. government maintains friendships with authoritarian leaders throughout the region. To win the War on Terror, Dr. Ahmad asserted, the United States must focus more on terrorism’s root causes and reach out to the Muslim world. He recommended that the objectives of the United Kingdom’s Scotland Yard be a model. This police agency pledges to keep London safe from terrorists, while also recogniz- ing that maintaining relations with Muslims is a necessary condi- tion for achieving that goal.
Only when the US listens to its allies will it succeed the ‘war on terror’
Steve Smith citing Joseph Nye, and Mick Cox, 2002 16: 171 “The End of the Unipolar Moment? September 11 and the Future of World Order”  International Relations , <http://ire.sagepub.com/content/16/2/171.full.pdf+html>
This analysis implies that the US needs to steer a careful path between exercising its power and taking into account the views of its partners. The danger is that the US will act increasingly unilaterally, whereas in fact this is unlikely to strengthen the US’s position in the long run. This is because, first, as Nye puts it, ‘military power alone cannot produce the outcomes Americans want’25; second, acting alone cannot achieve all US international goals. Thus the success of the ‘war on terrorism’ will depend far more on diplomatic negotiations to develop cooperation than it will on any military victories. Indeed, the military victories could even undermine the attempts by the US to build a political and diplomatic coalition against al-Qaeda, which after all has cells in some 50 countries, thus Nye calls for a policy of engagement with other countries in order to achieve long-term US interests by legitimizing and making more acceptable US power. This policy will require the US to define its national interest in a broader way than currently favoured by sizeable sections of the Bush administration and by the unilateralists. If such a policy of engagement was followed then the US could continue to be the leading world power for the medium-term future. As Mick Cox argues, at the start of the new century the US is in fact in a stronger international position than it was even after the Second World War, is essential to international order and is in a position to continue that dominance. As he puts it: . . . there is little to indicate that things will change over the long term, so long as the United States exercises its hegemony in a relatively benign way, and where the benefits of cooperation within an American-led world system continue to make it an attractive option for competitors and allies alike.26 For Cox, as for Nye, the US can continue to be the leading world power for the current century, but both persuasively argue that the US can only achieve this by acting multilaterally. As Cox argues: Hegemony . . . requires the US to listen to its allies. Indeed, historically it has been at its most effective when it has done precisely that. The process may be noisy, tedious, and slow. In the end, though, it is likely to lead to more positive outcomes than unilateral actions emanating from what many non-Americans – rightly or wrongly – already perceive to be an overly powerful giant always seeking to get its own way.
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Withdrawal Key – US Influence

The US is being blamed for everything.

Rubin, Barry, 2005, 'Reality bites: The impending logic of withdrawal from Iraq', The Washington Quarterly, 28: 2, 67 — 80 To link to this Article: DOI: 10.1162/0163660053295220 URL: http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/0163660053295220 
PROVIDING A SCAPEGOAT 

Moreover, if the United States remains in Iraq as a patron to the new re- gime, it will receive blame for all of the government's shortcomings. If the regime is repressive, Iraqis will attribute it to U.S. malevolence toward Iraq and take it as proof that the United States is hypocritical about democracy. On the other hand, if the regime is not assertive enough and chaos continues, Iraqis will blame the continued instability and failure to destroy the in- surgency on excessive U.S. legalism and timidity. Some will even claim and indeed many will believe that the United States is promoting the insurgency in order to provide itself with an excuse to remain in Iraq and keep the country weak. Similarly, Iraqi government corruption will be blamed on U.S. laxness. As the government sets policies bestowing any advantage to a spe- cific community, region, or even individual—no matter how rational such a decision is in terms of its practical value—it is certain to stir passionate op- position by all those not so favored who will blame this outcome on the United States. To curry favor with the people, the new rulers will find resisting the temp- tation to play the anti-U.S. card difficult. Virtually the only way a new re- gime could prove its nationalist or Islamist credentials will be to demonstrate its independence from the United States and refusal to heed U.S. advice or demands. Propaganda from many Arab nationalist and Islamic sources in- side and outside Iraq will further encourage the new leaders to do so. Anti- U.S. sentiment will also be a powerful weapon for disaffected sectors of the Iraqi population. These groups will stir up nationalist and Islamic zeal against the U.S. occupiers as the "true masters" of Iraq if the United States remains.
Impacts – Violence

The Middle East believes the reason for recent violent surges in Iraq is because of continued American presence.

Press TV 10 (National Iranian television network, Press TV, May 31, 2010, http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=128480&sectionid=351020201)

An opinion poll suggests that the recent surge in Shia killings in Iraq stems from US efforts to prolong its presence in the oil-rich country.   Fifty percent of respondents to an online Press TV poll say they blame the US, pro-Saudi Salafis, and Baath agents in Iraq for the death of 375 Shia Muslims who were killed in recent months.   About 11 percent of the respondents believed that anti-US terrorist groups were responsible for the deaths and 30 percent held US agents, seeking to pressure the Iraqi government to extend their stay in the country, responsible for the violence.   Nearly 11 percent of those surveyed blamed pro-Saudi Salafis, and Baath agents for the Shia killings.   In 2003, Britain and the US led a campaign to win support for the invasion of the oil-rich country under the pretext that the regime of former dictator Saddam Hussein had produced weapons of mass destruction -- a claim that has been refuted by the US Army, which has continued its presence in Iraq since the attack. 

Continuation of U.S. occupation in Iraq will have grave consequences and no result

RAED JARRAR and ERIK LEAVER, senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action. research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies, 3/3/10, “Sliding Backwards on Iraq” The consequences of Waffling, <http://www.counterpunch.org/jarrar03032010.html> 
 

Adding more years to the U.S. occupation, as Ricks suggested, or delaying the withdrawal of combat forces, as Odierno has suggested, will cost the United States hundreds of billions more dollars and result in the deaths of countless more U.S. soldiers and Iraqi civilians. Most importantly, it won't bring Iraq any closer to being a stable and prosperous country.

The war with iraq has caused the continued death of people, the rape of women, and even young girls are being sold into slavery

Hannibal Travis Spring 2005 (Associate Professor of Law at Florida International University College of Law, FREEDOM OR THEOCRACY?: CONSTITUTIONALISM IN AFGHANISTAN AND IRAQ, pg 27-28)

Although like the Taliban, Saddam Hussein’s government implemented extremely brutal policies against women, it also had a better record on women’s equality in some respects than some of its Arab neighbors. The Iraqi Ba’ath party started out as a more secular, forward- looking party towards women, and by 2002 Iraqi women could exercise more control over their mode of dress, education, employment, and entertainment than in neighboring countries such as Saudi Arabia, Iran, or Kuwait.500
Iraqi women made up 38% of Iraq’s doctors, enrolled in primary school 50% more often than Saudi women,502 and worked as teachers and professors 50% more often than Saudi women. But after suffering a crisis of legitimacy after the Gulf War in 1991, Saddam’s regime turned to violent anti-woman policies in an effort to build support for the regime among religious and tribal conservatives. Iraq amended its Penal Code to exempt men who murder female family members in the name of family honor, after which Iraqi men murdered over 4,000 female relatives.504
Under the pretext of ending prostitution, pro- government paramilitary Fedayeen killed over 200 women tied to the political opposition. Women suffered along with many other Iraqis as a result of the war to oust Saddam. A breakdown of law and order after the fall of Iraq’s government resulted in the rapes of hundreds of Iraqi women. Violent deaths of men, women and children tripled. Young girls are being sold into slavery. Many women are too afraid even to leave their homes, let alone participate actively in developing a secular government that respects the equal rights of its citizens. Women’s minimal representation in the post-Saddam Hussein Iraqi government has proved inadequate to protect their interests. Although women make up more than 50% of Iraq’s population, the Bush administration gave them only two out of 25 seats on the IGC, less than 10% of the available seats. Despite many trained Iraqi women lawyers, only 15 out of the thousands of people given judgeships by the CPA were women. Not one of the Iraqi lawyers hand-picked by the U.S. to draft a new constitution was a woman, a record of total exclusion that was all the more surprising because Afghanistan, with a far worse record on women’s participation in public life, had many women involved in its constitutional drafting process. Iraqi women judges and lawyers have decried the increased influence of religious fundamentalists on the IGC and other Iraqi institutions. They expressed outrage when the IGC announced reforms to Iraqi family law that would refuse women the right to divorce in most cases and automatically deny mothers custody of children who reached the age of religious instruction (nine years old). They objected that the new laws would “allow anyone who calls himself a cleric to open an Islamic court in his house and decide about who can marry and divorce and have rights.” “This will send us home and shut the door, just like what happened to women in Afghanistan,” one Kurdish woman lawyer declared. Even a member of the IGC recognized “that the law of the tyrant Saddam was more modern than this new law.” Although even more extreme laws have been enforced in Afghanistan, Iraqi women have enjoyed more educational and professional opportunities than in many other large Arab or Muslim countries, and have not yet become accustomed to the levels of violence and disrespect inflicted upon Afghan women. Eventually their protests prompted the CPA to drop the law reform plan. 
And, Presence of U.S. in Iraq are causing Iraqi fundamentalist murders and rape to “scare” the U.S. out of iraq

Hannibal Travis Spring 2005 (Associate Professor of Law at Florida International University College of Law, FREEDOM OR THEOCRACY?: CONSTITUTIONALISM IN AFGHANISTAN AND IRAQ, pg 28)

The article concludes by drawing some parallels between the Afghan constitutional process and the ongoing process of transitioning Iraq from a nominally socialist dictatorship with a genocidal record into a so-called “Islamic democracy.” Many Iraqis, and almost all residents of majority Kurdish areas of northern Iraq, report being better off as a result of the U.S.-led operation to remove Saddam Hussein from power.7
But as in Afghanistan, the Iraqi delegates handpicked by the U.S and the U.N. to draft a constitution have established Iraq as a religious state. At the behest of powerful fundamentalists with private armies, the drafters of the interim Iraqi constitution included language providing for judicial review of legislation for conformity to an unspecified, but probably fundamentalist, version of religious law. At the same time, more than 100,000 Iraqis have died violently since the war began; Iraqi fundamentalists are murdering and raping members of the indigenous Christian population at an accelerated pace, prompting tens of thousands to flee the country; and Iraqi women are facing new restrictions on their freedom of movement and dress, as well as deprivation of their rights in marriage and divorce. The actions and public statements of Iraq’s most prominent religious leaders, to which the likely leaders of the new Iraq will defer if present trends continue, raise precisely the same sorts of concerns as the fundamentalist policies that have continued in Afghanistan. 
Impacts – Deteriorating Democracy

The promotion of Democracy has changed in Americas fight on the war on terror, they use a forced democracy destroying all value of real democracy

Kugelman 06 Michael Kugelman Vali R. Nasr, Professor of Middle East and South Asia Politics, Department of National Security Affairs, Naval Postgraduate SchoolThe Fares Center for Eastern Mediterranean Studies, Tufts University and Master’s Degree Student, The Fletcher School, Tufts University http://farescenter.tufts.edu/publications/papers/2006Paper1-EngagingDialogue.pdf 
Dr. Jalal followed with a sketch of events in South Asia, emphasiz- ing that U.S. policy has failed to fathom the Subcontinent’s myr- iad complexities. The United States, she argued, must employ creative strategies, along with constant engagement, to produce lasting peace and stability. U.S. efforts to promote freedom and democracy should be applauded—particularly as Muslims often harbor skepticism about U.S. intentions—yet may be insufficient to dispel long-standing sentiment against the United States. In addition, the promotion of democracy is not always what it seems. The exigencies of the War on Terror have seen the U.S. govern- ment supporting Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf (and prais- ing his military) at the expense of democracy. The United States has also done little about Pakistani educational curricula, parts of which advocate hatred of India and the United States. Turning to Kashmir, Dr. Jalal noted that the conflict has received wide attention mainly because of the risk of nuclear con- flagration. The Kashmir question is often oversimplified, with undue emphasis on ethnicity and insufficient attention to the question of artificial borders. Such a superficial approach favors conflict management over conflict resolution, an insufficient strat- egy for a conflict that, Dr. Jalal declared, can only be resolved through an emphasis on the people themselves. In fact, “no amount of support” from Pakistan and India can help the United States accomplish its foreign policy goals on the Subcontinent as long as the United States fails to employ “some means of empathy” with the sentiments of the people. A simple redrawing of boundaries will fail to find a solution to the elusive prospect of Kashmiris liv- ing side by side despite linguistic and religious differences. The United States, which, in line with India’s wishes, has thus far limited its direct involvement in resolving the Kashmir crisis, can nonetheless provide a significant contribution through pro- moting what Dr. Jalal called “imaginative” notions of sovereignty that take account of political aspirations, regardless of religion. While religion is a factor in the Kashmir imbroglio, so is the “denial of democracy.” The United States must probe and “scruti- nize” developments in this region, she explained, noting the exis- tence of democratic traditions in South Asia that U.S. policy has often overlooked. In conclusion, continuous dialogue, mutual respect, and understanding are instrumental for U.S. relations with the Muslim world. 
US Influence Key

Strong US influence key to solving nuclear proliferation, human rights, and democracy

Stephen M. Walt, 2002, “American Primacy”, <http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/american_primacy_prospects_pitfalls.pdf>

Thus, anyone who thinks that the United States should try to discourage the spread of weapons of mass destruction, promote human rights, advance the cause of democracy, or pursue any other positive political goal should recognize that the nation’s ability to do so rests primarily upon its power. The United States would accomplish far less if it were weaker, and it would discover that other states were setting the agenda of world politics if its own power were to decline. As Harry Truman put it over fifty years ago, “Peace must be built upon power, as well as upon good will and good deeds.” 

US Inability to mobilize causes global instability.

MICHAEL R. BESCHLOSS citing Joseph Nye, co-founder of the international relations theory neoliberalism, developed in their 1977 book Power and Interdependence, April 15, 1990, “THE U.S: STILL ON ITS FEET”, <http://www.nytimes.com/1990/04/15/books/the-us-still-on-its-feet.html>
Displaying the sensible use of history that informs his book, Mr. Nye notes the cautionary lesson of the 19th century and the 1930's: ''If the strongest state does not lead, the prospects for instability increase.'' But the United States may be unable to mobilize its resources fully in order to provide that leadership. Mr. Nye cites the disappointing recent record of American productivity, savings, education, research and development. He also laments the diffusion of domestic political power - reflected in the weakness of political parties and the strength of interest groups, among other elements. Such factors make more difficult the coherent and expeditious decision making that would help to maximize the nation's influence in the world. 
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