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Contention One: Colonialism

In 2003, the United States planted the seeds of a colonialist empire in the Middle East. The Status of Forces Agreement Obama committed to is nothing more than a ploy to maintain our military dominance while decreasing out military footprint

Ghali Hassan, Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation   May, 04 2010 “The “New” Iraq” http://countercurrents.org/hassan040510.htm

Meanwhile, Obama’s “commitment” to troops’ withdrawal by the end of 2011 is flawed. It is a propaganda designed to manipulate the public and promote the perception that Iraq is a free and sovereign nation. The Occupation continues, but it is “invisible occupation”, as Priya Satia of Stanford University rightly called it. “In reality, most of the ‘withdrawing’ forces are merely relocating to forward operating bases where they appear to be hunkering down for a long entr’acte [pause] offstage in expensive, built-to-last [military bases]” (Financial Times, July 01, 2009). “But Iraqis are too shrewd to fall for invisible occupation again: indeed they never fall for it the first time ... in 1932”, added Satia. Moreover, the so-called “Status of Forces Agreement” between the U.S. military and the puppet  government is a fraud, because it was never ratified by the Iraqi people. It is a deal between an occupier and a puppet government.  American military bases are being built (against the wishes of the Iraqi people) to enforce a permanent colonial occupation and to serve U.S.-Israel Zionist interests. Since 1991, “the U.S. has not just been building bases to wage wars, but has been waging wars to leave behind the bases. The effect has been to create a new U.S. military sphere of influence wedged in the strategic region between the E.U., Russia and China. The Pentagon has not been building these sprawling, permanent bases just to hand them to client governments”, writes Professor Zoltan Grossman of Evergreen State College. There are nearly 300 U.S. military bases in Iraq; many of them are the size of small towns. American advisors (at least 1,400 CIA agents) will remain stationed in the largest embassy in the world in the centre of Baghdad as a symbol of U.S. imperialism.
1AC – Colonialism [2/13]
The Obama administration in Iraq is the expansion of modern colonialism – current withdrawal strategy only mask structures of domination carried out through the U.S. embassy and military bases

Michael Schwartz, professor of sociology at Stony Brook State University and author of War Without End: The Iraq War in Context. 7-10-09 “Colonizing Iraq: The Obama Doctrine?”

Much of the complicated work of dismantling and removing millions of dollars of equipment from the combat outposts in the city has been done during the dark of night. Gen. Ray Odierno, the overall American commander in Iraq, has ordered that an increasing number of basic operations -- transport and re-supply convoys, for example -- takes place at night, when fewer Iraqis are likely to see that the American withdrawal is not total. Acting in the dark of night, in fact, seems to catch the nature of American plans for Iraq in a particularly striking way. Last week, despite the death of Michael Jackson, Iraq made it back into the TV news as Iraqis celebrated a highly publicized American military withdrawal from their cities. Fireworks went off; some Iraqis gathered to dance and cheer; the first military parade since Saddam Hussein's day took place (in the fortified Green Zone, the country's ordinary streets still being too dangerous for such things); the U.S. handed back many small bases and outposts; and Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki proclaimed a national holiday -- "sovereignty day," he called it. All of this fit with a script promisingly laid out by President Barack Obama in his 2008 presidential campaign. More recently, in his much praised speech to the students of Egypt's Cairo University, he promised that the U.S. would keep no bases in Iraq, and would indeed withdraw its military forces from the country by the end of 2011. Unfortunately, not just for the Iraqis, but for the American public, it's what's happening in "the dark" -- beyond the glare of lights and TV cameras -- that counts. While many critics of the Iraq War have been willing to cut the Obama administration some slack as its foreign policy team and the U.S. military gear up for that definitive withdrawal, something else -- something more unsettling -- appears to be going on. And it wasn't just the president's hedging over withdrawing American "combat" troops from Iraq – which, in any case, make up as few as one-third of the 130,000 U.S. forces still in the country -- now extended from 16 to 19 months. Nor was it the re-labeling of some of them as "advisors" so they could, in fact, stay in the vacated cities, or the redrawing of the boundary lines of the Iraqi capital, Baghdad, to exclude a couple of key bases the Americans weren't about to give up. After all, there can be no question that the Obama administration's policy is indeed to reduce what the Pentagon might call the U.S. military "footprint" in Iraq. To put it another way, Obama's key officials seem to be opting not for blunt-edged, Bush-style militarism, but for what might be thought of as an administrative push in Iraq, what Vice President Joe Biden has called "a much more aggressive program vis-à-vis the Iraqi government to push it to political reconciliation." An anonymous senior State Department official described this new "dark of night" policy recently to Christian Science Monitor reporter Jane Arraf this way: "One of the challenges of that new relationship is how the U.S. can continue to wield influence on key decisions without being seen to do so." Without being seen to do so. On this General Odierno and the unnamed official are in agreement. And so, it seems, is Washington. As a result, the crucial thing you can say about the Obama administration's military and civilian planning so far is this: ignore the headlines, the fireworks, and the briefly cheering crowds of Iraqis on your TV screen. Put all that talk of withdrawal aside for a moment and -- if you take a closer look, letting your eyes adjust to the darkness -- what is vaguely visible is the silhouette of a new American posture in Iraq. Think of it as the Obama Doctrine. And what it doesn't look like is the posture of an occupying power preparing to close up shop and head for home. As your eyes grow accustomed to the darkness, you begin to identify a deepening effort to ensure that Iraq remains a U.S. client state, or, as General Odierno described it to the press on June 30th, "a long-term partner with the United States in the Middle East." Whether Obama's national security team can succeed in this is certainly an open question, but, on a first hard look, what seems to be coming into focus shouldn't be too unfamiliar to students of history. Once upon a time, it used to have a name: colonialism. Traditional colonialism was characterized by three features: ultimate decision-making rested with the occupying power instead of the indigenous client government; the personnel of the colonial administration were governed by different laws and institutions than the colonial population; and the local political economy was shaped to serve the interests of the occupying power. All the features of classic colonialism took shape in the Bush years in Iraq and are now, as far as we can tell, being continued, in some cases even strengthened, in the early months of the Obama era. The U.S. embassy in Iraq, built by the Bush administration to the tune of $740 million, is by far the largest in the world. It is now populated by more than 1,000 administrators, technicians, and professionals -- diplomatic, military, intelligence, and otherwise -- though all are regularly, if euphemistically, referred to as "diplomats" in official statements and in the media. This level of staffing -- 1,000 administrators for a country of perhaps 30 million -- is well above the classic norm for imperial control. Back in the early twentieth century, for instance, Great Britain utilized fewer officials to rule a population of 300 million in its Indian Raj. Such a concentration of foreign officialdom in such a gigantic regional command center -- and no downsizing or withdrawals are yet apparent there -- certainly signals Washington's larger imperial design: to have sufficient administrative labor power on hand to ensure that American advisors remain significantly embedded in Iraqi political decision-making, in its military, and in the key ministries of its (oil-dominated) economy. From the first moments of the occupation of Iraq, U.S. officials have been sitting in the offices of Iraqi politicians and bureaucrats, providing guidelines, training decision-makers, and brokering domestic disputes. As a consequence, Americans have been involved, directly or indirectly, in virtually all significant government decision-making. In a recent article, for example, the New York Times reported that U.S. officials are "quietly lobbying" to cancel a mandated nationwide referendum on the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) negotiated between the United States and Iraq -- a referendum that, if defeated, would at least theoretically force the immediate withdrawal of all U.S. troops from the country. In another article, the Times reported that embassy officials have "sometimes stepped in to broker peace between warring blocs" in the Iraqi Parliament. In yet another, the military newspaper Stars and Stripes mentioned in passing that an embassy official "advises Iraqis running the $100 million airport" just 
completed in Najaf. And so it goes. Most colonial regimes erect systems in which foreigners involved in occupation duties are served (and disciplined) by an institutional structure separate from the one that governs the indigenous population. In Iraq, the U.S. has been building such a structure since 2003, and the Obama administration shows every sign of extending it. As in all embassies around the world, U.S. embassy officials are not subject to the laws of the host country. The difference is that, in Iraq, they are not simply stamping visas and the like, but engaged in crucial projects involving them in myriad aspects of daily life and governance, although as an essentially separate caste within Iraqi society. Military personnel are part of this segregated structure: the recently signed SOFA insures that American soldiers will remain virtually untouchable by Iraqi law, even if they kill innocent civilians. Versions of this immunity extend to everyone associated with the occupation. Private security, construction, and commercial contractors employed by occupation forces are not protected by the SOFA agreement, but are nonetheless shielded from the laws and regulations that apply to normal Iraqi residents. As an Iraq-based FBI official told the New York Times, the obligations of contractors are defined by "new arrangements between Iraq and the United States governing contractors' legal status." In a recent case in which five employees of one U.S. contractor were charged with killing another contractor, the case was jointly investigated by Iraqi police and "local representatives of the FBI," with ultimate jurisdiction negotiated by Iraqi and U.S. embassy officials. The FBI has established a substantial presence in Iraq to carry out these "new arrangements." This special handling extends to enterprises servicing the billions of dollars spent every month in Iraq on U.S. contracts. A contractor's prime responsibility is to follow "guidelines the U.S. military handed down in 2006." In all this, Iraqi law has a distinctly secondary role. In one apparently typical case, a Kuwaiti contractor hired to feed U.S. soldiers was accused of imprisoning its foreign workers and then, when they protested, sending them home without pay. This case was handled by U.S. officials, not the Iraqi government. 
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And, United States occupation is the sole cause of sectarian violence – conflict was purposefully incited and any threats of a “Civil War” are just excuses to maintain our dominance

Stephen Zunes, Professor of Politics and International Studies at the University of San Francisco, senior policy analyst for the Foreign Policy in Focus project of the Institute for Policy Studies. 03-07-06, “The US Role in Iraq’s Sectarian Violence.”

The sectarian violence that has swept across Iraq following last month's terrorist bombing of the Golden Mosque in Samara is yet another example of the tragic consequences of the U.S. invasion and occupation of Iraq. Until the 2003 U.S. invasion and occupation, Iraq had maintained a long-standing history of secularism and a strong national identity among its Arab population despite its sectarian differences. Not only has the United States failed to bring a functional democracy to Iraq, neither U.S. forces nor the U.S.-backed Iraqi government in Baghdad have been able to provide the Iraqi people with basic security. This has led many ordinary citizens to turn to extremist sectarian groups for protection, further undermining the Bush administration's insistence that American forces must remain in Iraq in order to prevent a civil war. Top analysts in the CIA and State Department, as well as large numbers of Middle East experts, warned that a U.S. invasion of Iraq could result in a violent ethnic and sectarian conflict. Even some of the war's intellectual architects acknowledged as much: In a 1997 paper, prior to becoming major figures in the Bush foreign policy team, David Wurmser, Richard Perle, and Douglas Feith predicted that a post-Saddam Iraq would likely be "ripped apart" by sectarianism and other cleavages but called on the United States to "expedite" such a collapse anyway. As a result, the tendency in the United States to blame "sectarian conflict" and "long-simmering hatreds" for the Sunni-Shi'ite violence in Iraq is, in effect, blaming the victim. Much of Iraq's current divisions can be traced to the decision of U.S. occupation authorities immediately following the conquest to abolish the Iraqi army and purge the government bureaucracy – both bastions of secularism – thereby creating a vacuum that was soon filled by sectarian parties and militias. In addition, the U.S. occupation authorities – in an apparent effort of divide-and-rule – encouraged sectarianism by dividing up authority based not on technical skills or ideological affiliation but ethnic and religious identity. As with Lebanon, however, such efforts have actually exacerbated divisions, with virtually every political question debated not on its merits, but on which group it potentially benefits or harms. This has led to great instability, with political parties, parliamentary blocs, and government ministries breaking down along sectarian lines. Theologically, there are fewer differences between Sunnis and Shi'ites than there are between Catholics and Protestants. In small Iraqi towns of mixed populations with only one mosque, Sunnis and Shi'ites worship together. Intermarriage is not uncommon. This harmony is now threatening to unravel. Shi'ite Muslims, unlike the Sunni Muslims, have a clear hierarchy. (Ayatollahs, for example, are essentially the equivalent of Catholic cardinals.) As a result, the already existing clerical-based social structures in the Shi'ite community were among the few organizations to survive Saddam's totalitarian regime and were therefore more easily capable of organizing themselves politically when U.S. forces overthrew the government in Baghdad in 2003. Sunni and secular groupings, then, found themselves at a relative disadvantage when they suddenly found themselves free to organize. The Shi'ite government of Iran, long cited for its human rights abuses by both the Bush administration and reputable human rights organizations, has actively supported Shi'ite militias within the Iraqi government and security forces. (Despite this, the Bush administration and its supporters – including many prominent Democrats – have been putting forth the ludicrous theory that Iran is actually supporting the anti-Shi'ite and anti-American Sunni insurgency.) Iraqi Interior Minister Bayan Jabr was trained by Iran's infamous Revolutionary Guards and later served as a leader of the Badr Brigade, the militia of the Supreme Council for the Islamic Revolution in Iraq. Though charges of a U.S. conspiracy are presumably groundless, it does underscore the growing opposition by both communities to the ongoing U.S. military presence in their country and how the United States has little credibility left with either community as a mediator, peacekeeper, overseer, or anything else. And it underscores the urgency for the United States to withdraw from Iraq as soon as possible.
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The US policy of occupation has ongoing material effects. Over 1.3 million Iraqi civilians have died. Washington’s current strategy is a deliberate attempt to collapse national unity and resistance for the sake of colonialism

Petras 09 (“The US War against Iraq: The Destruction of a Civilization” James Petras, a former Professor of Sociology at Binghamton University, New York, owns a 50-year membership in the class struggle, is an adviser to the landless and jobless in Brazil and Argentina, and is co-author of Globalization Unmasked (Zed Books). Petras’ most recent book is Zionism, Militarism and the Decline of US Power (Clarity Press, 2008 August 21st, 2009 http://dissidentvoice.org/2009/08/the-us-war-against-iraq/)
The sustained bloody purge of Iraq under US occupation resulted in the killing 1.3 million Iraqi civilians during the first 7 years after Bush invaded in March 2003. Up to mid-2009, the invasion and occupation of Iraq has officially cost the American treasury over $666 billion. This enormous expenditure attests to its centrality in the larger US imperial strategy for the entire Middle East/South and Central Asia region. Washington’s policy of politicizing and militarizing ethno-religious differences, arming and encouraging rival tribal, religious and ethnic leaders to engage in mutual bloodletting served to destroy national unity and resistance. The ‘divide and rule’ tactics and reliance on retrograde social and religious organizations is the commonest and best-known practice in pursuing the conquest and subjugation of a unified, advanced nationalist state. Breaking up the national state, destroying nationalist consciousness and encouraging primitive ethno-religious, feudal and regional loyalties required the systematic destruction of the principal purveyors of nationalist consciousness, historical memory and secular, scientific thought. Provoking ethno-religious hatreds destroyed intermarriages, mixed communities and institutions with their long-standing personal friendships and professional ties among diverse backgrounds. The physical elimination of academics, writers, teachers, intellectuals, scientists and professionals, especially physicians, engineers, lawyers, jurists and journalists was decisive in imposing ethno-religious rule under a colonial occupation. To establish long-term dominance and sustain ethno-religious client rulers, the entire pre-existing cultural edifice, which had sustained an independent secular nationalist state, was physically destroyed by the US and its Iraqi puppets. This included destroying the libraries, census bureaus, and repositories of all property and court records, health departments, laboratories, schools, cultural centers, medical facilities and above all the entire scientific-literary-humanistic social scientific class of professionals. Hundreds of thousands of Iraqi professionals and family members were driven by terror into internal and external exile. All funding for national, secular, scientific and educational institutions were cut off. Death squads engaged in the systematic murder of thousands of academics and professionals suspected of the least dissent, the least nationalist sentiment; anyone with the least capacity to re-construct the republic was marked.
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This type of colonialism spills over – the militaristic strategy devised to destroy Iraq’s government causes conflicts and serves as a launching point for future colonialist policies – the impact is mass death

Petras 09 (“The US War against Iraq: The Destruction of a Civilization” James Petras, a former Professor of Sociology at Binghamton University, New York, owns a 50-year membership in the class struggle, is an adviser to the landless and jobless in Brazil and Argentina, and is co-author of Globalization Unmasked (Zed Books). Petras’ most recent book is Zionism, Militarism and the Decline of US Power (Clarity Press, 2008 August 21st, 2009 http://dissidentvoice.org/2009/08/the-us-war-against-iraq/)

The second powerful political force behind the Iraq War were civilian militarists (like Donald Rumsfeld and Vice President Cheney) who sought to extend US imperial reach in the Persian Gulf and strengthen its geo-political position by eliminating a strong, secular, nationalist backer of Arab anti-imperialist insurgency in the Middle East. The civilian militarists sought to extend the American military base encirclement of Russia and secure control over Iraqi oil reserves as a pressure point against China. The civilian militarists were less moved by Vice President Cheney’s past ties with the oil industry and more interested in his role as CEO of Halliburton’s giant military base contractor subsidiary Kellogg-Brown and Root, which was consolidating the US Empire through worldwide military base expansion. Major US oil companies, who feared losing out to European and Asian competitors, were already eager to deal with Saddam Hussein, and some of the Bush’s supporters in the oil industry had already engaged in illegal trading with the embargoed Iraqi regime. The oil industry was not inclined to promote regional instability with a war. The militarist strategy of conquest and occupation was designed to establish a long-term colonial military presence in the form of strategic military bases with a significant and sustained contingent of colonial military advisors and combat units. The brutal colonial occupation of an independent secular state with a strong nationalist history and an advanced infrastructure with a sophisticated military and police apparatus, extensive public services and wide-spread literacy naturally led to the growth of a wide array of militant and armed anti-occupation movements. In response, US colonial officials, the CIA and the Defense Intelligence Agencies devised a ‘divide and rule’ strategy (the so-called ‘El Salvador solution’ associated with the former ‘hot-spot’ Ambassador and US Director of National Intelligence, John Negroponte) fomenting armed sectarian-based conflicts and promoting inter-religious assassinations to debilitate any effort at a united nationalist anti-imperialist movement. The dismantling of the secular civilian bureaucracy and military was designed by the Zionists in the Bush Administration to enhance Israel’s power in the region and to encourage the rise of militant Islamic groups, which had been repressed by the deposed Baathist regime of Saddam Hussein. Israel had mastered this strategy earlier: It originally sponsored and financed sectarian Islamic militant groups, like Hamas, as an alternative to the secular Palestine Liberation Organization and set the stage for sectarian fighting among the Palestinians. The result of US colonial policies were to fund and multiply a wide range of internal conflicts as mullahs, tribal leaders, political gangsters, warlords, expatriates and death squads proliferated. The ‘war of all against all’ served the interests of the US occupation forces. Iraq became a pool of armed, unemployed young men, from which to recruit a new mercenary army. The ‘civil war’ and ‘ethnic conflict’ provided a pretext for the US and its Iraqi puppets to discharge hundreds of thousands of soldiers, police and functionaries from the previous regime (especially if they were from Sunni, mixed or secular families) and to undermine the basis for civilian employment. Under the cover of generalized ‘war against terror’, US Special Forces and CIA-directed death squads spread terror within Iraqi civil society, targeting anyone suspected of criticizing the puppet government – especially among the educated and professional classes, precisely the Iraqis most capable of re-constructing an independent secular republic. The Iraq war was driven by an influential group of neo-conservative and neo-liberal ideologues with strong ties to Israel. They viewed the success of the Iraq war (by success they meant the total dismemberment of the country) as the first ‘domino’ in a series of war to ‘re-colonize’ the Middle East (in their words: “to re-draw the map”). They disguised their imperial ideology with a thin veneer of rhetoric about ‘promoting democracies’ in the Middle East (excluding, of course, the un-democratic policies of their ‘homeland’ Israel over its subjugated Palestinians). Conflating Israeli regional hegemonic ambitions with the US imperial interests, the neo-conservatives and their neo-liberal fellow travelers in the Democratic Party first backed President Bush and later President Obama in their escalation of the wars against Afghanistan and Pakistan. They unanimously supported Israel’s savage bombing campaign against Lebanon, the land and air assault and massacre of thousands of civilians trapped in Gaza, the bombing of Syrian facilities and the big push (from Israel) for a pre-emptive, full-scale military attack against Iran. The US advocates of sequential and multiple simultaneous wars in the Middle East and South Asia believed that they could only unleash the full strength of their mass destructive power after they had secured total control of their first victim, Iraq. They were confident that Iraqi resistance would collapse rapidly after 13 years of brutal starvation sanctions imposed on the republic by the US and United Nations. In order to consolidate imperial control, American policy-makers decided to permanently silence 
all independent Iraqi civilian dissidents. They turned to the financing of Shia clerics and Sunni tribal assassins, and contracting scores of thousands of private mercenaries among the Kurdish Peshmerga warlords to carry out selective assassinations of leaders of civil society movements. The US created and trained a 200,000 member Iraqi colonial puppet army composed almost entirely of Shia gunmen, and excluded experienced Iraqi military men from secular, Sunni or Christian backgrounds. A little known result of this build up of American trained and financed death squads and its puppet ‘Iraqi’ army, was the virtual destruction of the ancient Iraqi Christian population, which was displaced, its churches bombed and its leaders, bishops and intellectuals, academics and scientists assassinated or driven into exile. The US and its Israeli advisers were well aware that Iraqi Christians had played a key role the historic development of the secular, nationalist, anti-British/anti-monarchist movements and their elimination as an influential force during the first years of US occupation was no accident. The result of the US policies were to eliminate most secular democratic anti-imperialist leaders and movements and to present their murderous net-work of ‘ethno-religious’ collaborators as their uncontested ‘partners’ in sustaining the long-term US colonial presence in Iraq. With their puppets in power, Iraq would serve as a launching platform for its strategic pursuit of the other ‘dominoes’ (Syria, Iran, Central Asian Republics…).
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Resisting this colonialism is a Decision Rule: its role in the death and destruction of the vast majority of the planet requires its rejections 

Nermeen Shaikh, @ Asia Source ‘7,  [Development 50, “Interrogating Charity and the Benevolence of Empire,” palgrave-journals]

It would probably be incorrect to assume that the principal impulse behind the imperial conquests of the 18th and 19th centuries was charity. Having conquered large parts of Africa and Asia for reasons other than goodwill, however, countries like England and France eventually did evince more benevolent aspirations; the civilizing mission itself was an act of goodwill. As Anatol Lieven (2007) points out, even 'the most ghastly European colonial project of all, King Leopold of Belgium's conquest of the Congo, professed benevolent goals: Belgian propaganda was all about bringing progress, railways and peace, and of course, ending slavery'. Whether or not there was a general agreement about what exactly it meant to be civilized, it is likely that there was a unanimous belief that being civilized was better than being uncivilized – morally, of course, but also in terms of what would enable the most in human life and potential. But what did the teaching of this civility entail, and what were some of the consequences of changes brought about by this benevolent intervention? In the realm of education, the spread of reason and the hierarchies created between different ways of knowing had at least one (no doubt unintended) effect. As Thomas Macaulay (1935) wrote in his famous Minute on Indian Education, We must at present do our best to form a class who may be interpreters between us and the millions whom we govern; a class of persons, Indian in blood and colour, but English in taste, in opinions, in morals, and in intellect. To that class we may leave it to refine the vernacular dialects of the country, to enrich those dialects with terms of science borrowed from the Western nomenclature, and to render them by degrees fit vehicles for conveying knowledge to the great mass of the population. This meant, minimally, that English (and other colonial languages elsewhere) became the language of instruction, explicitly creating a hierarchy between the vernacular languages and the colonial one. More than that, it meant instructing an elite class to learn and internalize the culture – in the most expansive sense of the term – of the colonizing country, the methodical acculturation of the local population through education. As Macaulay makes it clear, not only did the hierarchy exist at the level of language, it also affected 'taste, opinions, morals and intellect' – all essential ingredients of the civilizing process. Although, as Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak points out, colonialism can always be interpreted as an 'enabling violation', it remains a violation: the systematic eradication of ways of thinking, speaking, and being. Pursuing this line of thought, Spivak has elsewhere drawn a parallel to a healthy child born of rape. The child is born, the English language disseminated (the enablement), and yet the rape, colonialism (the violation), remains reprehensible. And, like the child, its effects linger. The enablement cannot be advanced, therefore, as a justification of the violation. Even as vernacular languages, and all habits of mind and being associated with them, were denigrated or eradicated, some of the native population was taught a hegemonic – and foreign – language (English) (Spivak, 1999). Is it important to consider whether we will ever be able to hear – whether we should not hear – from the peoples whose languages and cultures were lost? The colonial legacy At the political and administrative levels, the governing structures colonial imperialists established in the colonies, many of which survive more or less intact, continue, in numerous cases, to have devastating consequences – even if largely unintended (though by no means always, given the venerable place of divide et impera in the arcana imperii). Mahmood Mamdani cites the banalization of political violence (between native and settler) in colonial Rwanda, together with the consolidation of ethnic identities in the wake of decolonization with the institution and maintenance of colonial forms of law and government. Belgian colonial administrators created extensive political and juridical distinctions between the Hutu and the Tutsi, whom they divided and named as two separate ethnic groups. These distinctions had concrete economic and legal implications: at the most basic level, ethnicity was marked on the identity cards the colonial authorities introduced and was used to distribute state resources. The violence of colonialism, Mamdani suggests, thus operated on two levels: on the one hand, there was the violence (determined by race) between the colonizer and the colonized; then, with the introduction of ethnic distinctions among the colonized population, with one group being designated indigenous (Hutu) and the other alien (Tutsi), the violence between native and settler was institutionalized within the colonized population itself. The Rwandan genocide of 1994, which Mamdani suggests was a 'metaphor for postcolonial political violence' (2001: 11; 2007), needs therefore to be understood as a natives' genocide – akin to and enabled by colonial violence against the native, and by the new institutionalized forms of ethnic differentiation among the colonized population introduced by the colonial state. It is not necessary to elaborate this point; for present purposes, it is sufficient to mark the significance (and persistence) of the colonial antecedents to contemporary political violence. The genocide in Rwanda need not exclusively have been the consequence of colonial identity formation, but does appear less opaque when presented in the historical context of colonial violence and administrative practices. Given the scale of the colonial intervention, good intentions should not become an excuse to overlook the unintended consequences. In this particular instance, rather than indulging fatuous theories about 'primordial' loyalties, the 'backwardness' of 'premodern' peoples, the African state as an aberration standing outside modernity, and so forth, it makes more sense to situate the Rwandan genocide within the logic of colonialism, which is of course not to advance reductive explanations but simply to historicize and contextualize contemporary events in the wake of such massive intervention. Comparable arguments have been made about the consolidation of Hindu and Muslim identities in colonial India, where the corresponding terms were 'native' Hindu and 'alien' Muslim (with particular focus on the nature and extent of the violence during the Partition) (Pandey, 1998), or the consolidation of Jewish and Arab identities in Palestine and the Mediterranean generally (Anidjar, 2003, 2007).  

1AC – Colonialism [9/13]

Calling for a full unconditional withdrawal poses a direct challenge to American colonialism
Arudathi Roy, world-renowned Indian author and global justice activist, 12-7-04, People vs. Empire, 

http://www.inthesetimes.com/article/1740/

Empire has a range of calling cards. It uses different weapons to break open different markets. There’s no country on God’s earth that isn’t caught in the crosshairs of the U.S. cruise missile and the IMF checkbook. For poor people in many countries, Empire does not always appear in the form of cruise missiles and tanks, as it has in Iraq or Afghanistan or Vietnam. It appears in their lives in very local avatars—losing their jobs, being sent unpayable electricity bills, having their water supply cut, being evicted from their homes and uprooted from their land. It is a process of relentless impoverishment with which the poor are historically familiar. What Empire does is further entrench and exacerbate already existing inequalities. Until quite recently, it was sometimes difficult for people to see themselves as victims of Empire. But now, local struggles have begun to see their role with increasing clarity. However grand it might sound, the fact is, they are confronting Empire in their own, very different ways. Differently in Iraq, in South Africa, in India, in Argentina, and differently, for that matter, on the streets of Europe and the United States.  Mass resistance movements, individual activists, journalists, artists and film makers have come together to strip Empire of its sheen. They have connected the dots, turned cash-flow charts and boardroom speeches into real stories about real people and real despair. They have shown how the neoliberal project has cost people their homes, their land, their jobs, their liberty, their dignity. they have made the intangible tangible. The once seemingly incorporeal enemy is now corporeal. This is a huge victory. It was forged by the coming together of disparate political groups, with a variety of stratigies. But they all recognized that the target of their anger, their activism and their doggedness is the same. This was the beginning of real globalization. The globalization of dissent. Meanwhile, the rift between rich and poor is being driven deeper and the battle to control the world’s resources intensifies. Economic colonialism through formal military aggression is staging a comeback. Iraq today is a tragic illustration of this process. The illegal invasion. The brutal occupation in the name of liberation. The rewriting of laws to allow the shameless appropriation of the country’s wealth and resources by corporations allied to the occupation. And now the charade of a sovereign “Iraqi government.” The Iraqi resistance is fighting on the frontlines of the battle against Empire. And therefore that battle is our battle. Before we prescribe how a pristine Iraqi resistance must conduct a secular, feminist, democratic, non-violent battle, we should shore up our end of the resistance by forcing the U.S. government and its allies to withdraw from Iraq.  Resistance across borders The first militant confrontation in the United States between the global justice movement and the neoliberal junta took place at the WTO conference in Seattle in December 1999. To many mass movements in developing countries that had long been fighting lonely, isolated battles, Seattle was the first delightful sign that people in imperialist countries shared their anger and their vision of another kind of world. As resistance movements have begun to reach out across national borders and pose a real threat, governments have developed their own strategies for dealing with them, ranging from co-optation to repression. Three contemporary dangers confront resistance movements: the difficult meeting point between mass movements and the mass media, the hazards of the NGO-ization of resistance, and the confrontation between resistance movements and increasingly repressive states. The place in which the mass media meets mass movements is a complicated one. Governments have learned that a crisis-driven media cannot afford to hang about in the same place for too long. Just as a business needs cash turnover, the media need crisis turnover. Whole countries become old news, and cease to exist, and the darkness becomes deeper than before the light was briefly shone on them. While governments hone the art of waiting out crises, resistance movements are increasingly ensnared in a vortex of crisis production that seeks to find ways of manufacturing them in easily consumable, spectator-friendly formats. For this reason, starvation deaths are more effective at publicizing impoverishment than malnourished people in the millions. The disturbing thing nowadays is that resistance as spectacle has cut loose from its origins in genuine civil disobedience and is becoming more symbolic than real. Colorful demonstrations and weekend marches are fun and vital, but alone they are not powerful enough to stop wars. Wars will be stopped only when soldiers refuse to fight, when workers refuse to load weapons onto ships and aircraft, when people boycott the economic outposts of Empire that are strung across the globe. If we want to reclaim the space for civil disobedience, we must liberate ourselves from the tyranny of crisis reportage and its fear of the mundane. We must use our experience, our imagination and our art to interrogate those instruments of state that ensure “normality” remains what it is: cruel, unjust, unacceptable. We must expose the policies and processes that make ordinary things—food, water, shelter and dignity—such a distant dream for ordinary people. The real preemptive strike is to understand that wars are the end result of a flawed and unjust peace. For mass resistance movements, no amount of media coverage can make up for strength on the ground. There is no alternative, really, to old-fashioned, back-breaking political mobilization. 

1AC – Binaries [10/13]
Contention Two: Racial Binaries

Islamic threat discourse remains at the heart of US – Iraqi policy – this is a tool used only to justify future US intervention, ensuring an endless cycle of violence

David Bromwich, Professor of Literature at Yale, 09, Compiled/Edited by Michael Walzer and Nicholaus Mills, Getting Out, pg 116-117

The justifications of empire never run out. Suppose it is discovered that the conquered nation was actually composed of a number of smaller discrete nations, tribes, or sects. Nonetheless, these smaller units remain a legitimate object for external control and reshaping, since they pose a common problem both for the occupying power and for each other. Radical Islam today is said to present a challenge for the entire world, yet it is also a provocation that the United States has a duty to "engage with" militarily. We are the most militarized country in the world, and What's the point," as Madeleine Albright said to Colin Powell, "of having this superb military you're always talking about if we can never use it?" So we take the responsibility on behalf of the world for dealing with radical Islam. Yet the casualties we strew in our path are seldom the targets we aim at. Most of the hundreds of thousands killed by the United States thus far in Iraq and Afghanistan were never part of radical Islam; and the killing contributes to swell the resentment and drive up the hatred to which radical Islam can appeal.
That the United States bears the responsibility for maintaining right over wrong in the world, and that we ought to enforce our sense of responsibility by violence that may permissibly kill hundreds of thousands of the innocent—this doctrine presumes a degree of confidence in ourselves as judges in our own cause that, if we found it in a person, we would recognize as a form of insanity. Yet there are venerable pretexts for so expansive a notion of American altruism. One such pretext was inadvertently given by Lincoln, in a passage of his Speech on the Dred Scott Decision that has been admired alike by neoconservative and neoliberal pundits. Lincoln here said of the American founders' use of the words "All men are created equal.”

1AC – Binaries [11/13]

Interventionist discourse spills over to create a violent dichotomy between the West and Islam

Talbot 08 (Steven, Defence Science and Technology Organisation, Sociological Research Online 13(1)17 'Us' and 'Them': Terrorism, Conflict and (O)ther Discursive Formations, http://www.socresonline.org.uk/13/1/17.html) 

Sociology of the enemy examines the social process of constructing enemies, and within the context of identity politics and negotiation, creating Others for advantageous reasons. Politicians, other charismatic leaders, social elites, and the military alike, are in prime positions to construct particular representations of the enemy. In turn, these representations are also influenced by a host of other actors (academics and intellectuals, advisors), and array of sources and representations at their disposal. The proliferation of these representations through the internet, media reports, government documents, books, articles, and film has led to an expansion of an enemy discourse (as part of a deliberate and incidental public diplomacy3), assisting the articulation of a dualistic collective moral righteousness which attempts to legitimate the destruction of the Other (Aho, 1994; cited in Cerulo 1997; Berry, 2006; Hansen, 2004). Orientalist and occidentalist inspired representations of ‘enemies’ can be seen at work within the current terrorism discourse. The Australian and US national security ideology for example frames the terrorism discourse within a system of representations that defines Australian and US national identities through their reference to the Un-Australian, Un-American, Un-Western Other, usually confined to a Muslim/Islamic centre located in the Middle East, but also extending by association to Muslim/Islamist global diasporas. Similarly, representations of the Un-Eastern, Un-Muslim or Non-Islamic Other are employed by some Islamic fundamentalist groups to assert their identity and cause. Both parties construct an enemy that reflect and fuel ideological strains within the American/Australian body politic and Islamist terrorist networks (Grondin, 2004, pp.15-16). The use of dichotomous logic in these representations fails to account for degrees of ‘Otherness’ and ‘Usness,’ or diversity, within both populations. In this sense, the homogenising effects of such a discourse fails to acknowledge an ‘other – Other,’ namely, a more moderate Muslim population located within an Islamic centre and its periphery. Similarly, distinctions can be drawn between an Australian ‘Us’ and her United States counterpart. In either case, the discursive construction of a homogenous West and ‘Rest’ has the effect of silencing dissenting voices residing within both camps.
The endpoint of this discursive dichotomy is worldwide civil war

Enns 4 (Diane, Philosophy Department at the University of Toronto, John Hopkins University Press, Bare Life and the Occupied Body, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theory_and_event/v007/7.3enns.html)

Agamben warns that we currently face the most extreme and dangerous developments of the paradigm of security in the name of a state of emergency. Rapidly imposing itself as the basic principle of state activity, security, he argues, is becoming the sole criterion of political legitimization while traditional tasks of the state surrender to a gradual neutralization of politics.2 Ironically, the more security reasoning is promoted, the more vulnerable we become. This is the ultimate risk. Security and terrorism have become a single deadly system in which they legitimate and justify each other's actions. The risk is twofold according to Agamben: not only does the paradigm of security develop a "clandestine complicity of opponents" in which resistance and power are locked together in a mutually reinforcing relationship, but it also leads to "a worldwide civil war which destroys all civil coexistence."3 This is the result of the dependency of security measures on maintaining a state of emergency.

1AC – Binaries [12/13]
Withdrawing specifically US troops from Iraq serves as a springboard to prevent future intervention

Everest 04 (Larry Everest, Common Courage Press, 2004, “Oil, Power, and Empire: Iraq and the U.S. Global Agenda”)

Since the end of World War II, dominating the Middle East and controlling these vast oil supplies have been crucial to U.S. foreign policy under 11 different presidents. In pursuit of these objectives, the U.S. acted covertly and overtly, employing the carrot of aid and the stick of military assault—installing and overthrowing governments, exerting economic, political and military pressure, waging wars, even threatening the use of nuclear weapons. The pillars of U.S. control have included the Shah’s regime in Iran, the state of Israel, and the subservience of repressive Arab rulers. Yet maintaining control of this volatile region of deep poverty, rapid social change, broad popular resistance, and growing anti-U.S. anger has been fraught with difficulties. During the tumultuous decades following World War II, U.S. dominance was repeatedly challenged and often thwarted by the rise of Arab nationalism, the explosion of Palestinian resistance to Israeli colonialism, the 1979 overthrow of the hated Shah of Iran and the subsequent rise of Islamist movements, and by its competition with other global powers—especially its Cold War rivalry with the nuclear-armed Soviet empire. Iran and Iraq, now labeled part of an “axis of evil,” have posed particular challenges to U.S. control. These two Persian Gulf states have adequate water supplies, enormous oil reserves, and relatively large populations. Both have experienced revolutions that put in power forces who sought to tap into nationalist sentiments in the area and turn their country’s assets into greater regional power and influence. This course threatened to impede U.S. hegemony and turned Iraq and Iran into frequent targets of American intrigues and interventions. President Bush and his cohorts have attempted to obscure this history with their talk of a “war on terror” that pits “good versus evil” and champions of “freedom” against those who “hate our freedoms.” The history we will explore in the next 7 chapters makes clear why U.S. officials studiously avoid the actual record of American actions in Iraq and the Middle East—in fact they command us to avoid it as well: “Either you are with us or you are with the terrorists,” Bush declares. No wonder. This record reveals a starkly different reality than the government fantasies offered to justify intervention and war. Four broad, interconnected themes emerge: For over 60 years, U.S. actions in Iraq and the Persian Gulf have been guided by calculations of global empire, regional domination, and overall control of Persian Gulf oil. As a result, they have never brought liberation, but have instead inflicted enormous suffering and perpetuated oppression. There are deep national, social and class divisions running through the societies of the Middle East, but foreign domination—by the U.S. in particular—remains the main obstacle to a more just social order.  Second, U.S. actions have brought neither peace nor stability, but spawned a deepening spiral of resistance, instability, intervention and war. There are connections here, and a trajectory to events which we will explore, from the 1953 coup that installed the Shah in Iran to the 1979 revolution that overthrew him, to the subsequent Iran-Iraq war, to the first U.S. Gulf War in 1991, and then the second in 2003. The new U.S. National Security Strategy and its offspring—the “war on terror”—are efforts to forcibly resolve these growing impediments.  Third, this war represents a further, horrific escalation of that deadly spiral of U.S. intervention and it is only the beginning. Washington has dispatched its military to conquer and occupy a country in the heart of the Arab world, perhaps for years to come, and use it as a springboard for further maneuvers and aggressions in the region. Finally, the history of foreign intervention in the Persian Gulf demonstrates that grand ambitions of conquest and control are one thing, but realizing them can be quite another. Oppression breeds resistance, actions provoke reactions, and events often careen beyond the control of their initiators in unexpected ways. 

1AC – Binaries [13/13]

Iraq is uniquely key in our fight against US interventionis  – there is no modern equivalent
Priyamvada Gopal lecturer at cambridge on colonial and post-colonial literatures and Neil Lazarus- B.A. in Political Science from the University of Wales, consultant for the Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Israeli Defense Forces, the Israel Air Force, the Israeli Ministry of Tourism, Jewish Federations, Keshet Television, The World Bank, Harvard University Extension Courses in Israel, Yad Vashem, Hillel, Hadassah, Birthright, the Jewish Agency, UNESCO 2006“59: After Iraq: Reframing Postcolonial Studies” Editorial http://www.lwbooks.co.uk/journals/newformations/archive/editorial59.html)

The specific significance of the invasion and occupation of Iraq, in these terms, is to make it obvious, not only that imperialism is not over, but, on the contrary, that any attempt to formulate a theory of the contemporary conjuncture must begin with this category, in both of its major received usages, political and economic. It is the transparency of this fact that does the work where 'Iraq' is concerned. Blood and lucre - 'Iraq' brings incontrovertibly to widespread attention, as no imperialist enterprise since Vietnam has been able to do, evidently, that imperialism runs like a bloodied thread, unbroken, throughout the long twentieth century. As Crystal Bartolovich puts it in her contribution to this issue, imperialism looms as a dominant 'uncompleted project' of capitalist modernity. 'Iraq' signals this in a way that Nicaragua, Haiti, Grenada, Panama, the Philippines, Angola, Somalia, Cuba, Venezuela, and any number of other recent political examples that might be cited here, seem not to. The 'Iraq enterprise '3 conjoins violence and military conquest with expropriation, pillage and undisguised grabbing for resources. As the collective etort put it n an essay published n 2005, what the Iraq adventure represents is … a radical, punitive restructuring of the conditions necessary for expanded profitability -it paves the way … for new rounds of American-led dispossession and capital accumulation. This was a neo-liberal putsch, made in the name of globalisation and free-marked democracy. It was intended as the prototype of a new form of military neo-liberalism.4
1AC – Plan Text
Thus the plan: the United States federal government should withdraw all of the United States federal government’s military and police presence from Iraq. 
Inherency – Embassy

The US “Embassy” is a lie to disguise colonial presence – this is a military base
Dahr Jamail, independent journalist who spent over 8 months reporting from occupied Iraq, recipient of the 2008 The Martha Gellhorn Prize for Journalism, author of two books. 3-14-06, “Iraq: Permanent US Colony.” http://www.countercurrents.org/iraq-jamail140306.htm
One example that provides some insight into their agenda is the US "Embassy" which is under construction in the infamous "Green Zone."  As you read this, a controversial Kuwait-based construction firm is building a $592 million US embassy in Baghdad. When the dust settles, this compound will be the largest and most secure diplomatic compound in the world.  The headquarters, I mean "Embassy," will be a self-sustaining cluster of 21 buildings reinforced 2.5 times the usual standards, with some walls to be as thick as 15 feet.  Plans are for over 1,000 US "government officials" to staff and reside there. Lucky for them, they will have access to the gym, swimming pool, barber and beauty shops, food court and commissary. There will also be a large-scale barracks for troops, a school, locker rooms, a warehouse, a vehicle maintenance garage, and six apartment buildings with a total of 619 one-bedroom units. And luckily for the "government officials," their water, electricity and sewage treatment plants will all be independent from Baghdad's city utilities. The total site will be two-thirds the area of the National Mall in Washington, DC."  I wonder if any liberated Iraqis will have access to their swimming pool?  And unlike the Iraqi infrastructure, which is in total shambles and functioning below pre-invasion levels in nearly every area, the US "Embassy" is being constructed right on time. The US Senate Foreign Affairs Committee recently called this an "impressive" feat, considering the construction is taking place in one of the most violent and volatile spots on the planet. 

 Inherency – Flawed Withdraw

Current plan for withdraw is flawed, and only allows for more hidden agendas by the US

Michael Schwart, 2009 (the author of War Without End: The Iraq War in Context, Colonialism in the 21st century, http://socialistworker.org/2009/07/13/colonialism-in-the-21st-century )

Unfortunately, not just for the Iraqis, but for the American public, it's what's happening in "the dark"--beyond the glare of lights and TV cameras--that counts. While many critics of the Iraq War have been willing to cut the Obama administration some slack as its foreign policy team and the U.S. military gear up for that definitive withdrawal, something else--something more unsettling--appears to be going on.And it wasn't just the president's hedging over withdrawing American "combat" troops from Iraq--which, in any case, make up as few as one-third of the 130,000 U.S. forces still in the country--now extended from 16 to 19 months. Nor was it the re-labeling of some of them as "advisors" so they could, in fact, stay in the vacated cities, or the redrawing of the boundary lines of the Iraqi capital, Baghdad, to exclude a couple of key bases the Americans weren't about to give up. After all, there can be no question that the Obama administration's policy is indeed to reduce what the Pentagon might call the U.S. military "footprint" in Iraq. To put it another way, Obama's key officials seem to be opting not for blunt-edged, Bush-style militarism, but for what might be thought of as an administrative push in Iraq, what Vice President Joe Biden has called "a much more aggressive program vis-à-vis the Iraqi government to push it to political reconciliation." An anonymous senior State Department official described this new "dark of night" policy recently to Christian Science Monitor reporter Jane Arraf this way: "One of the challenges of that new relationship is how the U.S. can continue to wield influence on key decisions without being seen to do so."
The SOFA doesn’t preclude long term US presence in many different forms
Dahr Jamail recipient of the 2008 The Martha Gellhorn Prize for Journalism 19 March, 2010

(“Operation Enduring Occupation” http://countercurrents.org/jamail190310.htm)

"Look for a Visiting Forces Agreement - of the kind negotiated with the Philippines - that allows supposedly 'visiting' US forces unrestricted access to its former bases. Similarly, constant joint military exercises can keep US troops continually visible and intimidating to Iraqis. Even after 2011, nothing in the Iraq Status of Forces Agreement prevents US bombers (stationed in Kuwait and elsewhere) from attacking Iraqi targets whenever they want, just as they did between 1991 and 2003. Nothing prevents the type of missile or Special Forces attacks like we're seeing in Pakistan, Yemen and Somalia. Nothing prevents CIA or contractors from participating in Iraqi missions or intelligence operations." Adding credence to this, we have Article 6 of the US/Iraqi SOFA discussing "agreed facilities," Article 27 mentions "mutually agreed ... military measures" after 2011 and Article 28 talks of a scenario where Iraq is able to "request" US security in the International Zone (Green Zone.)
Inherency – Combat Forces

The 2011 withdrawal is nothing more than an administrative sleight of hand – 50,000 combat troops will still remain under the guise of government terminology

Gareth Porter, investigative historian and journalist with Inter-Press Service specializing in U.S. national security policy and author of "Perils of Dominance: Imbalance of Power and the Road to War in Vietnam”, 3-27-09 “The Big Con On Iraq.”
Despite President Barack Obama’s statement at Camp LeJeune, North Carolina Feb. 27 that he had "chosen a timeline that will remove our combat brigades over the next 18 months," a number of Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs), which have been the basic U.S. Army combat unit in Iraq for six years, will remain in Iraq after that date under a new non-combat label.  A spokesman for Defence Secretary Robert M. Gates, Lt. Col. Patrick S. Ryder, told IPS Tuesday that "several advisory and assistance brigades" would be part of a U.S. command in Iraq that will be "re-designated" as a "transition force headquarters" after August 2010.  But the "advisory and assistance brigades" to remain in Iraq after that date will in fact be the same as BCTs, except for the addition of a few dozen officers who would carry out the advice and assistance missions, according to military officials involved in the planning process.  Gates has hinted that the withdrawal of combat brigades will be accomplished through an administrative sleight of hand rather than by actually withdrawing all the combat brigade teams. Appearing on Meet the Press Mar. 1, Gates said the "transition force" would have "a very different kind of mission", and that the units remaining in Iraq "will be characterised differently".  "They will be called advisory and assistance brigades," said Gates. "They won't be called combat brigades."  Obama’s decision to go along with the military proposal for a "transition force" of 35,000 to 50,000 troops thus represents a complete abandonment of his own original policy of combat troop withdrawal and an acceptance of what the military wanted all along - the continued presence of several combat brigades in Iraq well beyond mid-2010.  National Security Council officials declined to comment on the question of whether combat brigades were actually going to be left in Iraq beyond August 2020 under the policy announced by Obama Feb. 27.  The term that has been used internally within the Army to designate the units that will form a large part of the "transition force" is not "Advisory and Assistance Brigades" but "Brigades Enhanced for Stability Operations" (BESO).  Lt. Col. Gary Tallman, a spokesman for the Joint Staff, confirmed Monday that BESO will be the Army unit deployed to Iraq for the purpose of the transition force. Tallman said the decision-making process now underway involving CENTCOM and the Army is to determine "the exact composition of the BESO".  But the U.S. Army has already been developing the outlines of the BESO for the past few months. The only change to the existing BCT structure that is being planned is the addition of advisory and assistance skills rather than any reduction in its combat power. The BCT is organised around two or three battalions of motorized infantry but also includes all the support elements, including its own artillery support, needed to sustain the full spectrum of military operations.  Those are permanent features of all variants of the BCT, which will not be altered in the new version to be deployed under a "transition force", according to specialists on the BCT.  They say the only issue on which the Army is still engaged in discussions with field commanders is what standard augmentation a BCT will need for its new mission.  Maj. Larry Burns of the Army Combined Arms Centre at Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas, told IPS that Army Chief of Staff Gen. George W. Casey directed the Combined Arms Centre, which specialises in Army mission and doctrine, to work on giving the BCTs the capability to carry out a training and advisory assistance mission.  The essence of the BESO variant of the BCTs, according to Burns, is that the Military Transition Teams working directly with Iraqi military units will no longer operate independently but will be integrated into the BCTs.  That development would continue a trend already begun in Iraq in which the BCTs have gradually acquired operational control over the previously independent Military Transition Teams, according to Maj. Robert Thornton of the Joint Centre for International and Security Force Assistance at Fort Leavenworth.  Gen. Martin Dempsey, the commander of Army Training and Doctrine Command, has issued Planning Guidance calling for further refinement of the BESO. After further work on the additional personnel requirements, Casey was briefed on the proposed enhancement of the BCT for the second time in a month at a conference of four-star generals on Feb. 18, according to Burns.  Other names for the new variant that were used in recent months but eventually dropped made it explicitly clear that it is simply a slightly augmented BCT. Those names, according to Burns, included "Brigade Combat Team-Security Force Assistance" and "Brigade Combat Team for Stability Operations".  The plan to deploy several augmented BCTs represents the culmination of the strategy of "relabeling" or "remissioning" of BCTs in Iraq that was developed by U.S. military leaders in the wake of the surge of candidate Barack Obama to near-certain victory in the presidential election last year.  Late last year, Gen. David Petraeus, the CENTCOM chief, and Gen. Ray Odierno, the top commander in Iraq, were unhappy with Obama’s pledge to withdraw all U.S. combat brigades within 16 months. But military planners quickly hit on the relabeling scheme as a way of avoiding the complete withdrawal of BCTs in an Obama administration.  The New York Times revealed Dec. 4 that Pentagon planners were talking about "relabeling" of U.S. combat units as "training and support" units in a Dec. 4 story, but provided no details. Pentagon planners were projecting that as many as 70,000 U.S. troops would be maintained in Iraq "for a substantial time even beyond 2011".  That report suggested that the strategy envisioned keeping the bulk of the existing BCTs in Iraq as under a new label indicating an advisory and support mission.  Secretary Gates and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Adm. Mike Mullen discussed a plan to re-designate U.S. combat troops as support troops at a meeting with Obama in Chicago on Dec. 15, according a report in the Times three days later.  Gates and Mullen reportedly speculated at the meeting on whether Iraqis would permit such "re-labeled" combat forces to remain in Iraqi cities and towns after next June, despite the fact that the U.S.-Iraq withdrawal agreement signed in November 2008 called for all U.S. combat forces to be withdrawn from populated areas by the end of June 2010.  That report suggests that Obama was well aware that giving the Petraeus and Odierno a free hand to determine the composition of a "transition force" of 35,000 to 50,000 troops meant that most combat brigades would remain in Iraq rather than being withdrawn, as he ostensibly promised the U.S. public on Feb. 27. 
Inherency – No Detention Centers

No more detention centers

BBC 7 15 2010
(“US hands over last Iraqi detention centre” http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-middle-east-10654080)

The United States military has handed over control of its last remaining detention centre in Iraq, as the US increases the pace of its military withdrawal from the country.  The Iraqi authorities will take charge of 1,600 of the 1,800 detainees at Camp Cropper, near Baghdad's airport.  The US military has been asked to hold the remainder, some of them alleged members of al-Qaida in Iraq. 

Iraqi Public Opinion Low

Iraqis want us OUT

Ghali Hassan- Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation   May 2005
(“Media Disinformation and the Nature of the Iraqi Resistance”  http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/HAS505C.html)

The people of Iraq have rejected to live under U.S. Occupation and voted against the U.S. presence in their country.    The Western media distorts what is happening in Iraq in order to provide legitimacy to Washington's agenda.    The majority of Iraqis (nearly 98 per cent) want the U.S. forces to leave their country, and 92 percent of Iraqis see the Americans as imperial occupiers rather than "liberators".    Clearly, Western journalists and pundits have shown that they lack an accurate understanding of Iraq’s history and Iraqi society.    Most reports out of Iraq have been from a Western perspective, and rarely from an Iraqi perspective.    It would take Westerners a long time to understand the situation in Iraq today, including the general relationship between Islam and politics. Historically, Islam and politics in Iraq and many other Muslim countries have been inseparable. "Thus, the demand for the separation of religion and state in Muslim countries is more than secularist; it is openly [anti-Islam]", wrote the French academic Gilbert Achcar. Even Saddam Hussein, identified with Islam as part of the battle against imperialism.    Today’s Islam, however, is largely secular and concerned more with political and social issues rather than religious.    Unfortunately, the common line among Western media, pundits and politicians alike is always the same: a consistent miscomprehension of Iraqi society and politics. There is also no mention of the roles of the Occupation forces, the CIA and Israeli Mossad agents in orchestrating the current violence against the Iraqi people.    U.S. forces and their allies have needlessly killed tens of thousands of innocent Iraqis. Iraqi men, women and children are routinely imprisoned, abused and tortured, by U.S. forces in daily house-to-house searches, humiliation being conducted by U.S. forces.    The ceaseless attacks and aerial bombings by U.S. forces have destroyed Iraq’s infrastructure and people’s property. Iraq’s education system has been destroyed, health care services are on the brink of total collapse as a result of U.S. war and Occupation.    To defend their country, the Iraqi people have a legitimate right to resist, and use all forms of resistance to this war and occupation. Any resistance to the current imperial aggression is legitimate resistance.        "International law grants a people fighting an illegal occupation the right to use 'all necessary means at their disposal' to end their occupation and the occupied are entitled to seek and receive support".

Bases Key

Bases are the lynchpin of U.S. colonialism in Iraq  - only their removal can end U.S. influence
Michael Schwartz, Faculty Director of the Undergraduate College of Global Studies at Stony Brook University in New York, has written extensively on insurgency and the US Empire. 3-19-10, “Operation: Ending Occupation”, http://countercurrents.org/jamail190310.htm
Actions have made it very clear that Obama is unwilling to sacrifice the 50,000-strong strike force, even while he has also said he would abide by the SOFA and remove all troops from Iraq by the end of 2011. In the meantime, Gates and various generals have released hedging statements or trial balloons saying that the 2011 deadline might be impractical and that various types of forces might stay longer, either to provide air power, to continue training the Iraq military, or to protect Iraq from invasion. Any or all of these could translate into the maintenance of the 50k strike force as well as the five 'enduring bases.'  That the Obama administration intends to maintain a significant military presence in Iraq after 2011 is obvious from its continued insistence that in Iraq "democracy" must be guaranteed. In Washington speak this means that the government of Iraq must be an ally of the United States, a condition that has been iterated and reiterated by all factions (GOP and Democrat) in Washington, since the original invasion. Given the increasing unwillingness of the Maliki administration to follow US dictates (for example, on oil contracts, on relations with Iran, and on relations with Anbar and other Sunni provinces), the removal of troops would allow Maliki even more leeway to pursue policies unacceptable to Washington. Thus, even if Maliki succeeds himself in the Premiership, the US may need troops to keep the pressure on him. If he does not succeed himself, then the likely alternate choices are far more explicit in their antagonism to integration of Iraq into the US sphere of interest ... the Obama administration would then be left with the unacceptable prospect that withdrawal would result in Iraq adopting a posture not unlike Iran's with regard to US presence and influence in the Middle East. All in all, there are myriad signs that withdrawal of US troops might result in Iraq breaking free from US influence and/or deprive the United States of the strong military presence in that part of the Middle East that both Bush and Obama advocated and have struggled to establish. Until I see some sign that the five bases are going to be dismantled, I will continue to believe that the US will find some reason - with or without the consent of the Iraqi government - to maintain a very large (on the order of 50k) military force there. 
Bases in Iraq are an expansion of U.S. colonialism – continued presence justifies continued war

Zoltan Grossman, Phd in human geography and professor of geography at Evergreen State college, author of 11 books. 3-19-10, quoted in the article “Operation: Enduring Occupation”, http://countercurrents.org/jamail190310.htm
Since the Gulf War, the US has not just been building the bases to wage wars, but has been waging wars to leave behind the bases. The effect has been to create a new US military sphere of influence wedged in the strategic region between the E.U., Russia and China. The Pentagon has not been building these sprawling, permanent bases just to hand them over to client governments. Look for a Visiting Forces Agreement - of the kind negotiated with the Philippines - that allows supposedly 'visiting' US forces unrestricted access to its former bases. Similarly, constant joint military exercises can keep US troops continually visible and intimidating to Iraqis. Even after 2011, nothing in the Iraq Status of Forces Agreement prevents US bombers (stationed in Kuwait and elsewhere) from attacking Iraqi targets whenever they want, just as they did between 1991 and 2003. Nothing prevents the type of missile or Special Forces attacks like we're seeing in Pakistan, Yemen and Somalia. Nothing prevents CIA or contractors from participating in Iraqi missions or intelligence operations.

“Us – Them” Dichotomy Ext/Spillover

Iraq is only the starting point for a new U.S. empire – the Embassy and bases intimade civilians into docility
Terrell E. Arnold, analyst in the State Office of Intelligence and Research, Principal Deputy Director of the State Office of Counterterrorism and as Chairman of the Department of International Studies of the National War College., 06-03-06, “Ameriraq – The New Colonial Frontier.” http://www.rense.com/general71/cctro.htm
The central purpose of diplomacy perforce has been to conduct civil relations with other governments, regardless of who they are or represent, on matters of mutual interest.  Getting other governments and societies to accept American goals, objectives and political or economic systems and approaches is a different kettle of fish. The hardest part of transformational diplomacy is getting a government you like, even out of a successful process of meddling in somebody else's affairs.  The Hamas victory in Palestine virtually says it all.  The model for this diplomacy is an Embassy that will be big enough in size and complex enough in staffing to meddle in all the internal affairs of Iraq as well as those of all surrounding regions. How does this immodest pending facility compare with US diplomatic missions in the major capitals of the world?  For comparison purposes, Iraq is a country of 437,072 square kilometers that contains roughly 25 million people. When last we had an Embassy in Iraq, before Gulf War I, the entire American staff did not exceed 25 or 30 people.  Iraqis have not been asked to lead much, if any, of the American-sponsored enterprises.  Ever since the occupation began, Iraqis have complained that US and Middle Eastern contractors have been brought in to do work the Iraqis could do and, in their own interest, should do.  The new US Embassy itself is being built by a Kuwaiti prime contractor with Kuwaiti and mainly Asian labor, the alleged reason being to avoid having Iraqis know too much about how the compound is designed and protected--the obvious assumption being that outsiders either will not remember or will not blab.   The more striking, and from the Iraqi perspective more offensive assumption behind not using Iraqis to work on the new Embassy is that the Iraqi people will always be so opposed to the Americans that any Iraqi knowledge of how the new Embassy is put together could be dangerous to American health. Thus, a "we-they" psychology that now drives the US and Coalition force behavior in Iraq is being designed into the future layout of the American presence. A colony of American officials and families inside a totally protected compound will only reinforce such psychology.  With this as format, the future of US/Iraqi relations looks bleak indeed.  Each of four proposed bases, with two mile runways and associated operations, maintenance, living and recreational facilities, a miniature of hometown USA--each a military counterpart of the Embassy in size, or larger-- will mean that Iraq will host by far the largest official American presence outside the United States.  But the missions of those bases will be Middle East regional, starting with four large US military facilities looking down the throat of Iran.  Iraq, de facto, will become the center of a new American empire.  Supplying those bases and maintaining their in-place as well as enroute support networks will become the most demanding operational missions of the US military. What will emerge from this process, if all goes as apparently planned, is a docile Iraqi population under an innocuous Iraqi leadership that does the bidding of its American sponsors.  That, in fact, is the only profile of a future Iraqi society that is compatible with an American presence on the scale contemplated by the giant new Embassy and four sprawling military bases. The predictable future model is an Iraq subservient to American dictates:  Ameriraq. 

Solvency – Questioning

Questioning current problem/solution dichotomies is necessary to break down colonialism 

Diana Brydon, University of Western Ontario, ‘6 [Postcolonial Test 2.1, “Is There a Politics of Postcoloniality?” http://journals.sfu.ca/pocol/index.php/pct/article/viewArticle/508/175]
At its most fundamental level, postcolonial thinking challenges the failures of imagination that led to colonialism and its aftermath, a failure that continues with globalization but is now assuming horrific new forms. It involves learning to understand the legacies of the past in all their complexity so as to provide ourselves with a sound grounding, both cautionary and inspirational, for imagining better ways of living together in the future. That is where the politics come in. The way to such learning is determined by the needs and urgencies of the present. Such learning involves the kinds of unlearning that Gayatri Spivak addresses when she speaks of "un-learning our privilege as our loss" ("Criticism" 9). So often the second part of that equation gets forgotten. It involves recognizing that structures of knowledge often contain their own sanctioned forms of ignorance (another Spivakian concept) and their own asymmetrical forms of knowing, that blindness and insight may be the Siamese twins of knowledge.  But to recognize that truth is complex is not to dispense with it entirely. Here Satya Mohanty's engagements with critical realism need to be followed closely. My view, which admittedly goes against the grain of much of the new "common sense" about postcoloniality, is that postcolonial histories and stories challenge the prevalent postmodernist faith in individuality, deterritorialization and relativism and their entrenchment of special interest group and identity politics as the only politics of which people are capable. In my view, a postcolonial politics means turning away from cheap cynicisms and easy answers to enter instead into what Bonnie Honig calls, creating an adjective from the noun "dilemma," the "dilemmatic spaces" of difficult engagements. Such dilemmatic spaces require a certain humbleness of approach, a willingness to be proven wrong, an openness to fresh ways of posing problems, a willingness to submit to the demands of "infinite rehearsal" (Harris Infinite) rather than to seek any kind of "final solution." The echoes here are deliberate. My hopes are to evade "eclipses of otherness" (Harris Womb 55, 92-3); my fears are renewed forms of fascism.     More questions confront the postcolonial theorist who wishes to move beyond such narrowly circumscribed rhetorics of betrayal and blame. As my quotation from Said at the beginning of this paper indicates, that is not to suggest that Palestinians have not been wronged or that these wrongs must not be recognized, but it is to argue that once such acknowledgement is made, both a will and means must be found to negotiate a better way forward. It is true, as one of this paper's readers implied, that I am suspicious of the master-narratives of politics, but that does not require embracing a relativist view that one side's truth is as good as another's. The ethical choice of adjudicating truths may not be best served, in the end, by taking one side above another. Ethically, we may well decide that one side is right and the other wrong, but politics, as the art of the possible, moves in a different sphere. Rather than a politics of winners and losers and winner take all, I prefer to adopt a politics of negotiation and compromise. Postcolonial histories must prompt us to ask how we can know what kinds of political change will work best for all of us, or at least for more of us, when as Erna Brodber puts it, "the half has never been told" (35).  At the same time, Chinua Achebe reminds us of how much further we must go before we can begin to identify shared goals. He says:  To those who believe that Europe and North America have already invented a universal civilization and all the rest of us have to do is hurry up and enroll, what I am proposing will appear unnecessary if not downright foolish. But for others who may believe with me that universal civilization is nowhere yet in sight, the task will be how to enter the preliminary conversations. (104)  How to enter the preliminary conversations? That may indeed sound unduly timid to those more confident of the right way forward, yet I believe that postcolonial studies is still at this stage. We are still learning on what basis such a conversation may be begun because those of us inhabiting settler colonies, in any case, are still learning to listen to alternative analyses of who we are and what our accomplishments mean. We are still experimenting with devising our points of entry into alternative ways of envisioning the world. Dirlik and Harootunian believe that the conversation must begin with a critique of capitalism; Chamberlin suggests a renewed respect for ceremonies of community building through the rituals of words. We need the analyses that come from both traditions. I do not believe we have to choose between these options. Rather, we need to learn to think them through together and try to think beyond them. James (Sakj) Youngblood Henderson, in his essay, "Postcolonial Ghost Dancing: Diagnosing European Colonialism," provides one example, from an indigenous perspective, of how that might be done, wrenching the ghost dance away from Eurocentric interpretations back into the context of "a sustained vision of how to resist colonization" (57).

Solvency – Iraq Launching Point
The militaristic strategy  devised to destroy Iraq’s government causes conflicts and serves as a launching point for future colonialist policies, and condemns anyone who resists colonialism to death.

Petras 09 (“The US War against Iraq: The Destruction of a Civilization” James Petras, a former Professor of Sociology at Binghamton University, New York, owns a 50-year membership in the class struggle, is an adviser to the landless and jobless in Brazil and Argentina, and is co-author of Globalization Unmasked (Zed Books). Petras’ most recent book is Zionism, Militarism and the Decline of US Power (Clarity Press, 2008 August 21st, 2009 http://dissidentvoice.org/2009/08/the-us-war-against-iraq/)
The second powerful political force behind the Iraq War were civilian militarists (like Donald Rumsfeld and Vice President Cheney) who sought to extend US imperial reach in the Persian Gulf and strengthen its geo-political position by eliminating a strong, secular, nationalist backer of Arab anti-imperialist insurgency in the Middle East. The civilian militarists sought to extend the American military base encirclement of Russia and secure control over Iraqi oil reserves as a pressure point against China. The civilian militarists were less moved by Vice President Cheney’s past ties with the oil industry and more interested in his role as CEO of Halliburton’s giant military base contractor subsidiary Kellogg-Brown and Root, which was consolidating the US Empire through worldwide military base expansion. Major US oil companies, who feared losing out to European and Asian competitors, were already eager to deal with Saddam Hussein, and some of the Bush’s supporters in the oil industry had already engaged in illegal trading with the embargoed Iraqi regime. The oil industry was not inclined to promote regional instability with a war. The militarist strategy of conquest and occupation was designed to establish a long-term colonial military presence in the form of strategic military bases with a significant and sustained contingent of colonial military advisors and combat units. The brutal colonial occupation of an independent secular state with a strong nationalist history and an advanced infrastructure with a sophisticated military and police apparatus, extensive public services and wide-spread literacy naturally led to the growth of a wide array of militant and armed anti-occupation movements. In response, US colonial officials, the CIA and the Defense Intelligence Agencies devised a ‘divide and rule’ strategy (the so-called ‘El Salvador solution’ associated with the former ‘hot-spot’ Ambassador and US Director of National Intelligence, John Negroponte) fomenting armed sectarian-based conflicts and promoting inter-religious assassinations to debilitate any effort at a united nationalist anti-imperialist movement. The dismantling of the secular civilian bureaucracy and military was designed by the Zionists in the Bush Administration to enhance Israel’s power in the region and to encourage the rise of militant Islamic groups, which had been repressed by the deposed Baathist regime of Saddam Hussein. Israel had mastered this strategy earlier: It originally sponsored and financed sectarian Islamic militant groups, like Hamas, as an alternative to the secular Palestine Liberation Organization and set the stage for sectarian fighting among the Palestinians. The result of US colonial policies were to fund and multiply a wide range of internal conflicts as mullahs, tribal leaders, political gangsters, warlords, expatriates and death squads proliferated. The ‘war of all against all’ served the interests of the US occupation forces. Iraq became a pool of armed, unemployed young men, from which to recruit a new mercenary army. The ‘civil war’ and ‘ethnic conflict’ provided a pretext for the US and its Iraqi puppets to discharge hundreds of thousands of soldiers, police and functionaries from the previous regime (especially if they were from Sunni, mixed or secular families) and to undermine the basis for civilian employment. Under the cover of generalized ‘war against terror’, US Special Forces and CIA-directed death squads spread terror within Iraqi civil society, targeting anyone suspected of criticizing the puppet government – especially among the educated and professional classes, precisely the Iraqis most capable of re-constructing an independent secular republic. The Iraq war was driven by an influential group of neo-conservative and neo-liberal ideologues with strong ties to Israel. They viewed the success of the Iraq war (by success they meant the total dismemberment of the country) as the first ‘domino’ in a series of war to ‘re-colonize’ the Middle East (in their words: “to re-draw the map”). They disguised their imperial ideology with a thin veneer of rhetoric about ‘promoting democracies’ in the Middle East (excluding, of course, the un-democratic policies of their ‘homeland’ Israel over its subjugated Palestinians). Conflating Israeli regional hegemonic ambitions with the US imperial interests, the neo-conservatives and their neo-liberal fellow travelers in the Democratic Party first backed President Bush and later President Obama in their escalation of the wars against Afghanistan and Pakistan. They unanimously supported Israel’s savage bombing campaign against Lebanon, the land and air assault and massacre of thousands of civilians trapped in Gaza, the bombing of Syrian facilities and the big push (from Israel) for a pre-emptive, full-scale military attack against Iran. The US advocates of sequential and multiple simultaneous wars in the Middle East and South Asia believed that they could only unleash the full strength of their mass destructive power after they had secured total control of their first victim, Iraq. They were confident that Iraqi resistance would collapse rapidly after 13 years of brutal starvation sanctions imposed on the republic by the US and United Nations. In order to consolidate imperial control, American policy-makers decided to permanently silence all independent Iraqi civilian dissidents. They turned to the financing of Shia clerics and Sunni tribal assassins, and contracting scores of thousands of private mercenaries among the Kurdish Peshmerga warlords to carry out selective assassinations of leaders of civil society movements. The US created and trained a 200,000 member Iraqi colonial puppet army composed almost entirely of Shia gunmen, and excluded experienced Iraqi military men from secular, Sunni or Christian backgrounds. A little known result of this build up of American trained and financed death squads and its puppet ‘Iraqi’ army, was the virtual destruction of the ancient Iraqi Christian population, which was displaced, its churches bombed and its leaders, bishops and intellectuals, academics and scientists assassinated or driven into exile. The US and its Israeli advisers were well aware that Iraqi Christians had played a key role the historic development of the secular, nationalist, anti-British/anti-monarchist movements and their elimination as an influential force during the first years of US occupation was no accident. The result of the US policies were to eliminate most secular democratic anti-imperialist leaders and movements and to present their murderous net-work of ‘ethno-religious’ collaborators as their uncontested ‘partners’ in sustaining the long-term US colonial presence in Iraq. With their puppets in power, Iraq would serve as a launching platform for its strategic pursuit of the other ‘dominoes’ (Syria, Iran, Central Asian Republics…).

Solvency - Spill Over (1/2)

US policies in Iraq led to and unending cycle of violence – withdrawing troops serves as a springboard to prevent future intervention

Everest 04 (Larry Everest, Common Courage Press, 2004, “Oil, Power, and Empire: Iraq and the U.S. Global Agenda”)
Since the end of World War II, dominating the Middle East and controlling these vast oil supplies have been crucial to U.S. foreign policy under 11 different presidents. In pursuit of these objectives, the U.S. acted covertly and overtly, employing the carrot of aid and the stick of military assault—installing and overthrowing governments, exerting economic, political and military pressure, waging wars, even threatening the use of nuclear weapons. The pillars of U.S. control have included the Shah’s regime in Iran, the state of Israel, and the subservience of repressive Arab rulers. Yet maintaining control of this volatile region of deep poverty, rapid social change, broad popular resistance, and growing anti-U.S. anger has been fraught with difficulties. During the tumultuous decades following World War II, U.S. dominance was repeatedly challenged and often thwarted by the rise of Arab nationalism, the explosion of Palestinian resistance to Israeli colonialism, the 1979 overthrow of the hated Shah of Iran and the subsequent rise of Islamist movements, and by its competition with other global powers—especially its Cold War rivalry with the nuclear-armed Soviet empire. Iran and Iraq, now labeled part of an “axis of evil,” have posed particular challenges to U.S. control. These two Persian Gulf states have adequate water supplies, enormous oil reserves, and relatively large populations. Both have experienced revolutions that put in power forces who sought to tap into nationalist sentiments in the area and turn their country’s assets into greater regional power and influence. This course threatened to impede U.S. hegemony and turned Iraq and Iran into frequent targets of American intrigues and interventions. President Bush and his cohorts have attempted to obscure this history with their talk of a “war on terror” that pits “good versus evil” and champions of “freedom” against those who “hate our freedoms.” The history we will explore in the next 7 chapters makes clear why U.S. officials studiously avoid the actual record of American actions in Iraq and the Middle East—in fact they command us to avoid it as well: “Either you are with us or you are with the terrorists,” Bush declares. No wonder. This record reveals a starkly different reality than the government fantasies offered to justify intervention and war. Four broad, interconnected themes emerge: For over 60 years, U.S. actions in Iraq and the Persian Gulf have been guided by calculations of global empire, regional domination, and overall control of Persian Gulf oil. As a result, they have never brought liberation, but have instead inflicted enormous suffering and perpetuated oppression. There are deep national, social and class divisions running through the societies of the Middle East, but foreign domination—by the U.S. in particular—remains the main obstacle to a more just social order.  Second, U.S. actions have brought neither peace nor stability, but spawned a deepening spiral of resistance, instability, intervention and war. There are connections here, and a trajectory to events which we will explore, from the 1953 coup that installed the Shah in Iran to the 1979 revolution that overthrew him, to the subsequent Iran-Iraq war, to the first U.S. Gulf War in 1991, and then the second in 2003. The new U.S. National Security Strategy and its offspring—the “war on terror”—are efforts to forcibly resolve these growing impediments.  Third, this war represents a further, horrific escalation of that deadly spiral of U.S. intervention and it is only the beginning. Washington has dispatched its military to conquer and occupy a country in the heart of the Arab world, perhaps for years to come, and use it as a springboard for further maneuvers and aggressions in the region. Finally, the history of foreign intervention in the Persian Gulf demonstrates that grand ambitions of conquest and control are one thing, but realizing them can be quite another. Oppression breeds resistance, actions provoke reactions, and events often careen beyond the control of their initiators in unexpected ways. 

Solvency – Spillover (2/2)

Iraq is only the starting point for the US empire – Defense Report states an ambition to fight multiple, overlapping wars in order to colonize the Middle East
Dahr Jamail, independent journalist who spent over 8 months reporting from occupied Iraq, recipient of the 2008 The Martha Gellhorn Prize for Journalism, author of two books. 3-14-06, “Iraq: Permanent US Colony.” http://www.countercurrents.org/iraq-jamail140306.htm
A quick glance at US government military strategy documents is even more revealing.  "Our forces will be strong enough to dissuade potential adversaries from pursuing a military build-up in hopes of surpassing, or equaling, the power of the United States," reads the 2002 National Security Strategy.  To accomplish this, the US will "require bases and stations within and beyond Western Europe and Northeast Asia."  Another interesting document is "Joint Vision 2020" from the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, whose "vision" is "Dedicated individuals and innovative organizations transforming the joint force of the 21st Century to achieve full spectrum dominance [bold type theirs]: persuasive in peace, decisive in war, preeminent in any form of conflict [italics theirs]."  US policymakers have replaced the Cold War with the Long War for Global Empire and Unchallenged Military Hegemony. This is the lens through which we must view Iraq to better understand why there are permanent US bases there.  In the Quadrennial Defense Review Report released on February 6, 2006, there is a stated ambition to fight "multiple, overlapping wars" and to "ensure that all major and emerging powers are integrated as constructive actors and stakeholders into the international system." The report goes on to say that the US will "also seek to ensure that no foreign power can dictate terms of regional or global security. It will attempt to dissuade any military competitor from developing disruptive or other capabilities that could enable regional hegemony or hostile action against the United States or other friendly countries, and it will seek to deter aggression or coercion. Should deterrence fail, the United States would deny a hostile power its strategic and operational objectives."  In sum, what is the purpose of permanent US military garrisons in Iraq and the implicit goals of these government documents?  Empire. 

Solvency- Withdrawal Exposes Colonialism

The Iraq war has exposed the manifestations of colonialism. Calling for a full unconditional withdrawal directly challenges American Imperialism.

Roy 2004(Arudathi, Dec. 7th, world-renowned Indian author and global justice activist, People vs. Empire, http://www.inthesetimes.com/article/1740/, PU)
Empire has a range of calling cards. It uses different weapons to break open different markets. There’s no country on God’s earth that isn’t caught in the crosshairs of the U.S. cruise missile and the IMF checkbook. For poor people in many countries, Empire does not always appear in the form of cruise missiles and tanks, as it has in Iraq or Afghanistan or Vietnam. It appears in their lives in very local avatars—losing their jobs, being sent unpayable electricity bills, having their water supply cut, being evicted from their homes and uprooted from their land. It is a process of relentless impoverishment with which the poor are historically familiar. What Empire does is further entrench and exacerbate already existing inequalities.

Until quite recently, it was sometimes difficult for people to see themselves as victims of Empire. But now, local struggles have begun to see their role with increasing clarity. However grand it might sound, the fact is, they are confronting Empire in their own, very different ways. Differently in Iraq, in South Africa, in India, in Argentina, and differently, for that matter, on the streets of Europe and the United States. 

Mass resistance movements, individual activists, journalists, artisoh ts and film makers have come together to strip Empire of its sheen. They have connected the dots, turned cash-flow charts and boardroom speeches into real stories about real people and real despair. They have shown how the neoliberal project has cost people their homes, their land, their jobs, their liberty, their dignity. they have made the intangible tangible. The once seemingly incorporeal enemy is now corporeal.

This is a huge victory. It was forged by the coming together of disparate political groups, with a variety of stratigies. But they all recognized that the target of their anger, their activism and their doggedness is the same. This was the beginning of real globalization. The globalization of dissent.

Meanwhile, the rift between rich and poor is being driven deeper and the battle to control the world’s resources intensifies. Economic colonialism through formal military aggression is staging a comeback.

Iraq today is a tragic illustration of this process. The illegal invasion. The brutal occupation in the name of liberation. The rewriting of laws to allow the shameless appropriation of the country’s wealth and resources by corporations allied to the occupation. And now the charade of a sovereign “Iraqi government.”

The Iraqi resistance is fighting on the frontlines of the battle against Empire. And therefore that battle is our battle. Before we prescribe how a pristine Iraqi resistance must conduct a secular, feminist, democratic, non-violent battle, we should shore up our end of the resistance by forcing the U.S. government and its allies to withdraw from Iraq. 

Resistance across borders

The first militant confrontation in the United States between the global justice movement and the neoliberal junta took place at the WTO conference in Seattle in December 1999. To many mass movements in developing countries that had long been fighting lonely, isolated battles, Seattle was the first delightful sign that people in imperialist countries shared their anger and their vision of another kind of world. As resistance movements have begun to reach out across national borders and pose a real threat, governments have developed their own strategies for dealing with them, ranging from co-optation to repression.
Three contemporary dangers confront resistance movements: the difficult meeting point between mass movements and the mass media, the hazards of the NGO-ization of resistance, and the confrontation between resistance movements and increasingly repressive states.

The place in which the mass media meets mass movements is a complicated one. Governments have learned that a crisis-driven media cannot afford to hang about in the same place for too long. Just as a business needs cash turnover, the media need crisis turnover. Whole countries become old news, and cease to exist, and the darkness becomes deeper than before the light was briefly shone on them.

While governments hone the art of waiting out crises, resistance movements are increasingly ensnared in a vortex of crisis production that seeks to find ways of manufacturing them in easily consumable, spectator-friendly formats. For this reason, starvation deaths are more effective at publicizing impoverishment than malnourished people in the millions.

The disturbing thing nowadays is that resistance as spectacle has cut loose from its origins in genuine civil disobedience and is becoming more symbolic than real. Colorful demonstrations and weekend marches are fun and vital, but alone they are not powerful enough to stop wars. Wars will be stopped only when soldiers refuse to fight, when workers refuse to load weapons onto ships and aircraft, when people boycott the economic outposts of Empire that are strung across the globe.

If we want to reclaim the space for civil disobedience, we must liberate ourselves from the tyranny of crisis reportage and its fear of the mundane. We must use our experience, our imagination and our art to interrogate those instruments of state that ensure “normality” remains what it is: cruel, unjust, unacceptable. We must expose the policies and processes that make ordinary things—food, water, shelter and dignity—such a distant dream for ordinary people. The real preemptive strike is to understand that wars are the end result of a flawed and unjust peace.

For mass resistance movements, no amount of media coverage can make up for strength on the ground. There is no alternative, really, to old-fashioned, back-breaking political mobilization.

Solvency – Imperialism

US withdrawal is the lynchpin for imperialism in Iraq – the military controls Iraqi politics by force
Michael Schwartz, professor of sociology at Stony Brook State University and author of War Without End: The Iraq War in Context. 7-22-09 “The Obama Doctrine In Iraq”

LET'S BE clear at the beginning; this is not the end of the occupation. Last year, when the U.S. signed the Status of Forces Agreement, it wasn't interested in granting the Iraqi government withdrawal of its troops from cities of Iraq. It agreed because of pressure from below on the Iraqi government to get the U.S. troops out of Iraq. From the beginning, U.S. officials made it clear that if they accepted this withdrawal from the cities, they would do it in a way that would allow them to continue operating as they did before. What we can see, as they reposition U.S. troops, is their solution to this problem. Instead of being inside the cities, U.S. troops will surround the cities. They will leave some urban areas where they feel they have established firm control, and they will focus on cities where they face the greatest resistance. They will then fight battles on the outskirts of those cities, and enter the cities only when the Iraqi military encounters firefights. They still face resistance. They're still subject to sniper fire and improvised explosive devices (IEDs). So they will be compelled to respond. They will go into strongholds of the resistance, break down doors, and kill or arrest leaders, cadres and ordinary citizens. At the same time, the U.S. will try to get the Iraqi military to do its dirty work. Let's remember that the Iraqi military is under American command. American advisors tell them when to go out on patrol, and which homes to invade. The Americans will order the Iraqi military to enter communities that are hostile to the Iraqi government or the U.S., and arrest or kill people who are suspected of being leaders of the resistance, members of the resistance or supporters of the resistance. The U.S. hopes that the Iraqi army can handle these operations in some areas. Whether or not it can--and whether or not it will be willing to engage in these attacks--is an open question. But even if the Iraqi military does take on the dirty work, that doesn't mean the U.S. isn't involved militarily. Remember, the Iraqis don't have any artillery, airpower or logistics. They are dependent on the Americans for all of that. So if the Iraqi troops engage in a real firefight, there will be plenty of American troops providing support, firing the artillery and launching air strikes. And if the Iraqi troops falter, we can expect the U.S. troops to arrive forthwith, inside or outside the cities. SO IS it fair to say that you think that the "withdrawal" is really a redesign of an ongoing occupation, both for American consumption and Iraqi consumption? YES, I think it is. What's interesting about your comment is you say "both for American consumption and Iraqi consumption." Obviously, Obama wants Americans to think that the occupation is coming to end. In Iraq, the U.S. also wants--as much as it can--to lessen its profile. Military commanders are trying to do more operations at night so the Iraqis won't see the Americans in their cities. It is very important for them to make it appear to the Iraqis that the American presence will be drastically lowered. As I said, the U.S. wants the Iraqis to take up as much of the dirty work as possible. I don't think it will work. Very frequently, Iraqi units refuse to break down doors. They're not as nasty, and they let people go. They're just not as rigorous as the Americans are at being vicious to the Iraqi people. The American commanders are going to be demanding that the Iraqi units should be this vicious, and the question is whether or not they'll get them to do it. Even if the U.S. does manage to get the Iraqi military to repress the resistance, the U.S. military will continue to impact Iraqis in innumerable ways. American soldiers will continue driving down Iraqi streets in big convoys, forcing Iraqis to scatter out of the way or get shot. American soldiers will continue to maintain checkpoints where Iraqis can easily get killed or--if not killed--arrested. And if the U.S. is unable to get the Iraqi military to do the dirty work, American units will have to invade communities where there is any resistance and break down doors, arrest and kill suspected insurgents or sympathizers. 

Solvency- Imperialism

We must challenge imperialist policies in Iraq as a focal point to coalescing broader movements against the imperial warmonger known as the united states. Only complete withdrawal challenges imperialism 

Internationalist 2002 (U.S. Prepares New Desert Slaughter! Defeat U.S. Imperialism! Defend Iraq!, http://www.internationalist.org/defendiraq1002.html, PU)
Opponents of imperialism must reject demands for “inspection” and oppose all UN “sanctions” against Iraq, which are nothing but punishment of the Hussein regime and the Iraqi people for losing the 1990-91 Gulf War. U.S. imperialism has huge quantities of nuclear weapons (which it used on Japan) as well as of chemical and biological weapons (used in carpet-bombing Vietnam) – not to mention the radioactive “depleted uranium” shells it has rained on Iraq, Yugoslavia and Afghanistan. So does its ally Israel. The fact is that if Iraq really had nuclear weapons, which it has every right to, this would serve as a deterrent to a U.S. invasion. Bush charges that Hussein has “used chemical weapons on its own people.” What the U.S. war propaganda leaves out is that Iraq used mustard gas, VX and other C-weapons during the 1980-88 Iran-Iraq war with the full knowledge of the United States, which armed Iraq, supplied it with satellite photos of Iranian positions and had on-site battlefield observers. While the existence of this clandestine program was reported by the New York Times (18 August) in a dispatch that was quickly forgotten, the Times neglected to mention that the United States also supplied Iraq with “seed chemicals” to jump-start its chemical weapons program.  

The cynicism of the U.S. rulers knows no limit. While endlessly proclaiming that it is “advancing democracy,” after imposing an imperialist protectorate on Afghanistan, whose puppet “president” Karzai is guarded by U.S.-contracted mercenaries, the White House is preparing to impose a U.S. military occupation government on Iraq that will be in place for years. General Tommy Franks “would assume the role that Gen. McArthur served in Japan after its surrender in 1945” (New York Times, 11 October) – that is, he would be an all-powerful dictator over the Iraqis’ destinies. This is what is euphemistically known as “regime change” in the Orwellian language of Bush-speak. Meanwhile, amid all the talk of Hussein’s hypothetical “weapons of mass destruction,” the fact is that the Pentagon is preparing to use “tactical” nuclear weapons on Iraq. The U.S. News & World Report (22 July) revealed:  

“The Pentagon’s nuclear priesthood believes an earth-penetrating nuclear bomb might be used to destroy underground bunkers…. This dramatic shift in nuclear policy is the most recent evidence of a new Bush administration military strategy that contemplates  pre-emptive first strikes – and even the remote possibility of using nuclear weapons – against outlaw states such as Iraq.” 

Just as the German Nazis used the Spanish Civil War to try out their Messerschmidt and Junker warplanes by dive-bombing Republican columns and obliterating Guernica, the Yankee imperialists want to test-drive their nukes in the Iraqi desert…and on Iraqi cities. Don’t forget the more than 400 women and children killed in the U.S. “surgical” bombing of the Al Amiriya air raid shelter with a U.S. GBU-27 “bunker buster” in 1991.  

Absolutely nobody among the movers and shakers in Washington believes the government’s stated reason for the war. Even the CIA admitted, in declassified sections of a report to the Senate Intelligence Committee, that the Iraqi regime is “drawing a line short of conducting terrorist attacks” against the U.S., that the chances of Hussein initiating an attack with weapons of mass destruction were “low” if unprovoked but “high” if Iraq is invaded (New York Times, 9 October). The forces that have most actively pushed for a war on Iraq are practically a caricature of “Daddy Warbucks” weapons manufacturers, military construction firms and oil millionaires extending into the White House. They think war will be great for business, and may even pull the Dow Jones stock index out of its downward spiral. Spokesmen for the Bush administration assure journalists that the fighting will all be over in a matter of two weeks to two months. The Congressional Budget Office estimates three months, at a cost of $44 billion (Wall Street Journal, 1 October).  

Those who are counting on a cakewalk and getting war on the cheap may be sorely surprised, but even if the U.S. military force is able to overwhelm all resistance, an imperialist occupation of the country would drag on for years.  
(Where Bush I got NATO and Japan to cough up the cash to pay for the war, Bush II intends to pay for it with money siphoned off of Iraqi oil production – kind of a “leveraged buyout” on a grand scale.)  

The fight to defeat the imperialist war drive must be waged not only in Iraq but internationally, in particular in the imperialist countries, notably the United States. Asked why the administration’s drive for war suddenly went into high gear in September, coinciding with the kick-off of the fall election campaign, the White House chief of staff cynically replied: “From a marketing point of view, you don’t introduce new products in August.” The White House took the measure of the Democratic leaders, who predictably roll over and play dead when accused of being soft on Saddam. But those who think that marketing war is just like selling toothpaste could get a rude awakening from the very people they think they are hoodwinking. Popular support for this war is very thin and can be broken.  

Solvency- Imperialism 

U.S. withdrawal puts an end to the imperialist bloodshed carried out by our troops and allows for coalitions of multi cultural ethnic groups to instantiate a democratic government ending the last major threshold of U.S. imperialism. You may say that shit will hit the fan but no civil war or unrest will occur.

Rosen 2010 (July 20, Nir, fellow at the New York University Center on Law and Security, http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2005/12/if-america-left-iraq/4412/2/, PU)

At some point—whether sooner or later—U.S. troops will leave Iraq. I have spent much of the occupation reporting from Baghdad, Kirkuk, Mosul, Fallujah, and elsewhere in the country, and I can tell you that a growing majority of Iraqis would like it to be sooner. As the occupation wears on, more and more Iraqis chafe at its failure to provide stability or even electricity, and they have grown to hate the explosions, gunfire, and constant war, and also the daily annoyances: having to wait hours in traffic because the Americans have closed off half the city; having to sit in that traffic behind a U.S. military vehicle pointing its weapons at them; having to endure constant searches and arrests. Before the January 30 elections this year the Association of Muslim Scholars—Iraq's most important Sunni Arab body, and one closely tied to the indigenous majority of the insurgency—called for a commitment to a timely U.S. withdrawal as a condition for its participation in the vote. (In exchange the association promised to rein in the resistance.) It's not just Sunnis who have demanded a withdrawal: the Shiite cleric Muqtada al-Sadr, who is immensely popular among the young and the poor, has made a similar demand. So has the mainstream leader of the Shiites' Supreme Council for the Islamic Revolution in Iraq, Abdel Aziz al-Hakim, who made his first call for U.S. withdrawal as early as April 23, 2003.

If the people the U.S. military is ostensibly protecting want it to go, why do the soldiers stay? The most common answer is that it would be irresponsible for the United States to depart before some measure of peace has been assured. The American presence, this argument goes, is the only thing keeping Iraq from an all-out civil war that could take millions of lives and would profoundly destabilize the region. But is that really the case? Let's consider the key questions surrounding the prospect of an imminent American withdrawal.

Would the withdrawal of U.S. troops ignite a civil war between Sunnis and Shiites? 

No. That civil war is already under way—in large part because of the American presence. The longer the United States stays, the more it fuels Sunni hostility toward Shiite "collaborators." Were America not in Iraq, Sunni leaders could negotiate and participate without fear that they themselves would be branded traitors and collaborators by their constituents. Sunni leaders have said this in official public statements; leaders of the resistance have told me the same thing in private. The Iraqi government, which is currently dominated by Shiites, would lose its quisling stigma. Iraq's security forces, also primarily Shiite, would no longer be working on behalf of foreign infidels against fellow Iraqis, but would be able to function independently and recruit Sunnis to a truly national force. The mere announcement of an intended U.S. withdrawal would allow Sunnis to come to the table and participate in defining the new Iraq. 

But if American troops aren't in Baghdad, what's to stop the Sunnis from launching an assault and seizing control of the city?

Sunni forces could not mount such an assault. The preponderance of power now lies with the majority Shiites and the Kurds, and the Sunnis know this. Sunni fighters wield only small arms and explosives, not Saddam's tanks and helicopters, and are very weak compared with the cohesive, better armed, and numerically superior Shiite and Kurdish militias. Most important, Iraqi nationalism—not intramural rivalry—is the chief motivator for both Shiites and Sunnis. Most insurgency groups view themselves as waging a muqawama—a resistance—rather than a jihad. This is evident in their names and in their propaganda. For instance, the units commanded by the Association of Muslim Scholars are named after the 1920 revolt against the British. Others have names such as Iraqi Islamic Army and Flame of Iraq. They display the Iraqi flag rather than a flag of jihad. Insurgent attacks are meant primarily to punish those who have collaborated with the Americans and to deter future collaboration. 

Wouldn't a U.S. withdrawal embolden the insurgency? 

No. If the occupation were to end, so, too, would the insurgency. After all, what the resistance movement has been resisting is the occupation. Who would the insurgents fight if the enemy left? When I asked Sunni Arab fighters and the clerics who support them why they were fighting, they all gave me the same one-word answer: intiqaam—revenge. Revenge for the destruction of their homes, for the shame they felt when Americans forced them to the ground and stepped on them, for the killing of their friends and relatives by U.S. soldiers either in combat or during raids. 

Solvency – Civil Wars

Any claims of us prevention of civil war are false, the ethnic divisions have been created by the US
Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation    May 29, 2008
(“Iraq’s Occupation: A Form Of Terrorism” http://www.countercurrents.org/hassan290508.htm)
According to Karen DeYoung of the Washington Post (December 19, 2007); “Iraqis of all sectarian and ethnic groups believe that the U.S. military invasion is the primary root of the violent differences among them, and see the departure of ‘occupying forces’ as the key to national reconciliation”. According to DeYoung (citing a study by focus groups conducted for the U.S. military); ‘the current strife [U.S.-generated violence] in Iraq seems to have totally eclipsed any agonies or grievances many Iraqis would have incurred from the past regime, which lasted for nearly four decades -- as opposed to the current conflict, which has lasted for five years.’ The report provides very strong evidence that; “A sense of ‘optimistic possibility permeated all focus groups … and far more commonalities than differences are found among these seemingly diverse groups of Iraqis’”. So, the pretext that the U.S. is in Iraq “to prevent” civil war is an outright lie. It is the presence of U.S. troops which prevents peaceful reconciliation between the different Iraqi communities. There has never been a civil war in Iraq. With longstanding national and cultural traditions, Iraqis share common beliefs and values, and have shown the capacity to live together peacefully free of U.S. oppression. There is simply no argument left to justify the ongoing murderous Occupation of Iraq.  The ongoing murderous Occupation of Iraq is a form of terrorism aimed at terrorising and intimidating the entire Iraqi society in order to impose a client regime subservient to U.S.-Israeli interests. While Iraqis have suffered most of U.S. terrorism violence, the U.S. aggression is an aggression against the whole of humanity. The only way to save Iraqis from terrorism violence is to end the U.S. Occupation of Iraq by an immediate withdrawal of U.S. troops and mercenaries from the country.
Solvency – K of Military Key

Humanism and critiques of military jingoism key

Robert Spencer -weekly columnist for Human Events and FrontPage Magazine, and has led seminars on Islam and jihad for the United States Central Command, United States Army Command and General Staff College, the U.S. Army's Asymmetric Warfare Group, the FBI, the Joint Terrorism Task Force, and the U.S. intelligence community. 2006
(“Edward Said and the war in Iraq” New Formations #59) 

Having established the principles of humanistic endeavour, Said goes on  to elucidate the special attributes required of the American humanist in the  wake of 9/11 and the United States’ belligerent response. For a start, democratic  humanism contrasts with the provincial version of this creed lately espoused by  the Bush administration. It has nothing to do with any unselfconscious defence  of one’s own sinless, unfaltering culture against malevolent interlopers, not just  because the United States – as Said is at pains to stress – is a society made up  of immigrants and therefore in conception if not always in fact a multifarious  and hospitable place, but more importantly because it is of the very nature of  humanistic activity to upset, interrogate and reformulate ostensible certainties.  Those dogmatic presuppositions cannot survive the knowledge of self and  world to which humanistic scrutiny gives rise. Awareness of a world rendered  indistinct by media clichés, filtered through the ideological preconceptions of  policy makers, or else glimpsed through the cross hairs of military planners  demolishes the myth of the United States’s irreproachable virtue. That this  myth has for many gained rather than lost credibility since 9/11 is a fact that  has made all the more urgent the sort of careful humanistic scrutiny required  to break through blinkeredness and patriotic fealty. Critical consciousness or,  put differently, a biting distrust of accepted wisdom is the humanist’s customary  mode. A form of resistance, humanism necessitates a militant critique of  jingoistic ideologies and a practical refusal to tolerate distant suffering.  Principally it means situating critique at the heart of humanism, critique as  a form of democratic freedom and as a continuous practice of questioning  and of accumulating knowledge that is open to, rather than in denial of,  the constituent historical realities of the post-Cold War world, its early  colonial formation, and the frighteningly global reach of the last remaining  superpower of today.6 

Humanist protect and action solves

Robert Spencer -weekly columnist for Human Events and FrontPage Magazine, and has led seminars on Islam and jihad for the United States Central Command, United States Army Command and General Staff College, the U.S. Army's Asymmetric Warfare Group, the FBI, the Joint Terrorism Task Force, and the U.S. intelligence community. 2006
(“Edward Said and the war in Iraq” New Formations #59) 

Fitting epitaphs both, these final texts constitute a rousing call for a new  global consciousness of critical vigilance, moral obligation, and political  solidarity. Like Shelley’s ‘[r]ulers who neither see, nor feel, nor know,’  American and British leaders have emphatically not shown a convincing  commitment to democratic and humanist principles. Happily, however, as  Said is evidently delighted to observe, many of their people have:  [It is] a great and noble fact that for the first time since World War II, there  are mass protests against the war taking place before rather than during the  war itself. This is unprecedented and should become the central political fact of the new globalized era into which our world has been thrust by the  United States and its superpower status. What this demonstrates is that  despite the awesome power wielded by autocrats and tyrants like Saddam and  his American antagonists, despite the complicity of a mass media that has  (willingly or unwillingly) hastened the rush to war, and despite the indifference  and ignorance of a great many people, mass action and mass protest on the  basis of human community and sustainability are still formidable tools of  human resistance. Call them weapons of the weak, if you wish.17
Military ( Us/Them Dichotomies

 Military presence entrenches hierarchies of American superiority – Iraqis are segregated on a daily basis
Michael Schwartz, professor of sociology at Stony Brook State University and author of War Without End: The Iraq War in Context. 7-10-09 “Colonizing Iraq: The Obama Doctrine?”

Beyond this legal segregation, the U.S. has also been erecting a segregated infrastructure within Iraq. Most embassies and military bases around the world rely on the host country for food, electricity, water, communications, and daily supplies. Not the U.S. embassy or the five major bases that are at the heart of the American military presence in that country. They all have their own electrical generating and water purification systems, their own dedicated communications, and imported food from outside the country. None, naturally, offer indigenous Iraqi cuisine; the embassy imports ingredients suitable for reasonably upscale American restaurants, and the military bases feature American fast food and chain restaurant fare. The United States has even created the rudiments of its own transportation system. Iraqis often are delayed when traveling within or between cities, thanks to an occupation-created (and now often Iraqi-manned) maze of checkpoints, cement barriers, and bombed-out streets and roads; on the other hand, U.S. soldiers and officials in certain areas can move around more quickly, thanks to special privileges and segregated facilities. In the early years of the occupation, large military convoys transporting supplies or soldiers simply took temporary possession of Iraqi highways and streets. Iraqis who didn't quickly get out of the way were threatened with lethal firepower. To negotiate sometimes hours-long lines at checkpoints, Americans were given special ID cards that "guaranteed swift passage... in a separate lane past waiting Iraqis." Though the guaranteed "swift passage" was supposed to end with the signing of the SOFA, the system is still operating at many checkpoints, and convoys continue to roar through Iraqi communities with "Iraqi drivers still pulling over en masse." Recently, the occupation has also been appropriating various streets and roads for its exclusive use (an idea that may have been borrowed from Israel's 40-year-old occupation of the West Bank). This innovation has made unconvoyed transportation safer for embassy officials, contractors, and military personnel, while degrading further the Iraqi road system, already in a state of disrepair, by closing useable thoroughfares. Paradoxically, it has also allowed insurgents to plant roadside bombs with the assurance of targeting only foreigners. Such an incident outside Falluja illustrates what have now become Obama-era policies in Iraq: "The Americans were driving along a road used exclusively by the American military and reconstruction teams when a bomb, which local Iraqi security officials described as an improvised explosive device, went off. No Iraqi vehicles, even those of the army and the police, are allowed to use the road where the attack occurred, according to residents. There is a checkpoint only 200 yards from the site of the attack to prevent unauthorized vehicles, the residents said." It is unclear whether this road will be handed back to the Iraqis, if and when the base it services is shuttered. Either way, the larger policy appears to be well established -- the designation of segregated roads to accommodate the 1,000 diplomats and tens of thousands of soldiers and contractors who implement their policies. And this is only one aspect of a dedicated infrastructure designed to facilitate ongoing U.S. involvement in developing, implementing, and administering political-economic policies in Iraq. One way to "free up" the American military for withdrawal would, of course, be if the Iraqi military could manage the pacification mission alone. But don't expect that any time soon. According to media reports, if all goes well, this isn't likely to occur for at least a decade. 

Military ( Violence

Occupation breeds violence
Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation    May 29, 2008
(“Iraq’s Occupation: A Form Of Terrorism” http://www.countercurrents.org/hassan290508.htm)
The overwhelming majority of Iraqis in Iraq and outside Iraq wants U.S. troops and mercenaries to leave their country. However, the U.S. refused to abide by international law and respects the Iraqi people rights to self-determination. The stated justification for the ongoing Occupation is that a withdrawal of U.S. troops and mercenaries would result in increased violence. Evidence shows that the Occupation is the source of violence and terror against the Iraqi people.

Surveil (  Hierarchies

Surveillance produces hierarchies within all parts of society

Yasmin Ibrahim Reader in International Business and Communications at Queen Mary, University of London and Visiting lecturer at Kingston University where she lectures on the postgraduate International Political Communication, Campaigning and Advocacy Programme 2007
(“Commodifying Terrorism Body, Surveillance and the Everyday”    *  Volume 10    * Issue 3    * Jun. 2007 http://journal.media-culture.org.au/0706/05-ibrahim.php)

Lyon (Terrorism), in tracing the trajectory of surveillance studies, points out that much of surveillance literature has focused on understanding it as a centralised bureaucratic relationship between the powerful and the governed. Invisible forms of surveillance have also been viewed as a class weapon in some societies. With the advancements in and proliferation of surveillance technologies as well as convergence with other technologies, Lyon argues that it is no longer feasible to view surveillance as a linear or centralised process. In our contemporary globalised world, there is a need to reconcile the dialectical strands that mediate surveillance as a process. In acknowledging this, Giles Deleuze and Felix Guattari have constructed surveillance as a rhizome that defies linearity to appropriate a more convoluted and malleable form where the coding of bodies and data can be enmeshed to produce intricate power relationships and hierarchies within societies. Latour draws on the notion of assemblage by propounding that data is amalgamated from scattered centres of calculation where these can range from state and commercial institutions to scientific laboratories which scrutinise data to conceive governance and control strategies. Both the Latourian and Deleuzian ideas of surveillance highlight the disparate arrays of people, technologies and organisations that become connected to make “surveillance assemblages” in contrast to the static, unidirectional Panopticon metaphor (Ball, “Organization” 93). In a similar vein, Gandy (Panoptic) infers that it is misleading to assume that surveillance in practice is as complete and totalising as the Panoptic ideal type would have us believe.
Peacekeeping = Imperial

Peacekeeping has historically been a mask for colonial torture and brutal violence: Darfur proves

Cunliffe 2007( Phillip, August 2nd , co-editor of Politics Without Sovereignty, http://www.spiked-online.com/index.php?/site/printable/3697/, PU)
The UN’s latest peacekeeping plan for Darfur is designed to quell the strife that erupted in the province in 2003, when local rebels took up arms against the central government in Khartoum. The conflict is complex, with a variety of interlocking factions and ethnic groups whose political antagonisms and struggle with the central government gird longstanding rivalries over the region’s depleted resources (2). But it is not only regional politics and economics that represent a barrier to peace – the international community’s involvement in the conflict has served to prolong and escalate the bloodshed.

Evading the bloody involution of the American crusade to liberate Iraq, a swathe of Western politicians, human rights groups and liberal intellectuals have tried collectively to regroup around Darfur (3). Dictated by a desire to cohere the agenda of international interventionism, these groups have systematically portrayed the conflict in Darfur as a genocide launched by racist, fanatical ‘Arabs’ against victimised ‘Africans’ (4). For the incoming governments of Gordon Brown and Nicolas Sarkozy in Britain and France, a joint focus on Darfur – complete with a promise to visit the refugee camps – has helped to dissociate them from the disaster of Iraq, while simultaneously affirming their moral authority to dictate affairs around the globe (5).

This skewed presentation of the conflict has warped its dynamics, by offering Darfuri rebels the tantalising prospect that they could opportunistically convert international sympathy into military intervention in their favour. According to a State Department official a few years back, the rebels ‘let the village burnings go on, let the killing go on, because the more international pressure that’s brought to bear on Khartoum, the stronger their position grows’ (6). Transfixed by the moral gaze of the international community, the Sudan Liberation Movement splintered, with various factions jostling for advantage and demanding international guarantees and troops, thereby wrecking last year’s peace negotiations (7). One African analyst described the background to the earlier 2005 peace negotiations: ‘Unlike many liberation movements in Africa, which had to depend on the people to build and plan with them, these rebels have too many willing regional and international actors indulging their delusions of grandeur.’ (8) If this were not enough, the intense international pressure on Khartoum also encouraged other rebels – this time in eastern Sudan – to renew their war against Khartoum, further destabilising Africa’s largest country (9).

Peace negotiations are supposed to restart before the deployment of the new UN force. But given that the insertion of this new force into Darfur is the logical extension of the previous internationalisation of the conflict, there is no reason to think that the UN presence will not further upset the local balance of forces, as each belligerent reorganises their strategy around the new military presence on the ground, with rebel factions potentially goading the UN into military action on their behalf.

The more that African governments – or indeed would-be revolutionary movements – cede their own authority to a shimmering and remote international community, the more that ordinary Africans’ lives are beholden to more distant and unaccountable powers in place of their own governments. Under the auspices of the UN, wars are no longer treated as political affairs, with peace founded on Africans’ own efforts, but as ‘conflict management’ activities to be administered by bureaucrats and jet-setting international diplomats.

Humanitarian Aid = Imperial

Humanitarian aid and peacekeeping is simply rhetoric employed to create a framework of legitimacy in hopes of masking imperialist conquest. Don’t be fooled.

Hassler 2010(Sabine, Bristol Law School, University of the West of England, Peacekeeping and the Responsibility to Protect, http://docserver.ingentaconnect.com/deliver/connect/mnp/18754104/v14n1/s7.pdf?expires=1279673556&id=57770941&titleid=75004451&accname=Dartmouth+College&checksum=FF503651ABD4EE8E0F9381F3EE9B3F31, PU)
The notion that human beings matter more than sovereignty 27 had “radiated brightly, albeit briefly , across the international political horizon of the 1990s”. 28 Although Falk calls the 1990s the “golden age of humanitarian diplomacy”, 29 the period also witnessed a phase of reflection and evaluation about the experiments in humanitarian intervention – using peacekeeping forces as a one-size-fits-all mechanism – that had characterized the immediate post-Cold War period. 30 After the 1993 “Black Hawk Down”-incident in Mogadishu, the US government had all but abandoned humanitarian intervention. 31 It resulted in the removal of US troops from Somalia in March 1994, damage to the humanitarian character and goal of the intervention, and a decrease in political will on the part of the international community to get involved in conflict situations for exclusively humanitarian reasons. 32 Doubts in the value of humanitarian intervention were further underlined when it became clear that some interventions had been of questionable legality. 33 Suspicions were raised especially after September 2001 and the US-led interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq that the West’s humanitarian justifi cations mask neo-imperial ambitions. 34 19 th century European colonialism, particularly the “second imperialism”, had also been undertaken in the name of a humanitarian imperative. 35 It is therefore not entirely surprising that the concept has been accused of neo-colonialist shades. 36 Although it may be accepted that the international community has “a moral obligation to come to the rescue of people living under brutal regimes”, 37 the question has to be asked whether there is not a “danger of creating a rationale for a new form of […] imperialism”. 38 While for many in Western liberal democracies the change in the international normative structure may be a positive development, from elsewhere it looks more like a form of cultural imperialism and thus the imposition of Western values. 39 It may be fair to ask whether humanitarian intervention is nothing more than a smokescreen for bullies; 40 a point aptly underlined when, after September 2001, the American approach to humanitarian intervention resulted in “post-hoc rationalizations for uses of force that are difficult to reconcile with international law”. 41 The contrived justifications to rationalise intervention, especially if made in the name of humanitarianism or democracy, 42 are likely to create more problems than they solve. 43 Where the the international legal and political framework is uncertain, usually morality and ethics are restorted to in an attempt to provide the lacking framework of legitimacy – Iraq 2003 being a case in point. 44 Here, the “moral [ sic ] shifted dramatically from fad to fade”. 45 Indeed, “Iraq has wrecked our case for humanitarian wars.” 46 The ill-considered rhetoric harmed, rather than added to, the legitimacy of such enterprises. 47 However, morality alone cannot be a guide for humanitarian intervention. 48 The attempt to legitimize the war in Iraq on humanitarian grounds increased the level of scepticism about the West’s professed humanitarianism 

Impact - Systemic Deaths

The US regime in Iraq allows for the systemic killing of anyone thought to be a threat.

Petras 09 (“The US War against Iraq: The Destruction of a Civilization” James Petras, a former Professor of Sociology at Binghamton University, New York, owns a 50-year membership in the class struggle, is an adviser to the landless and jobless in Brazil and Argentina, and is co-author of Globalization Unmasked (Zed Books). Petras’ most recent book is Zionism, Militarism and the Decline of US Power (Clarity Press, 2008 August 21st, 2009 http://dissidentvoice.org/2009/08/the-us-war-against-iraq/)
A mere ‘regime change’ could not extirpate this deeply embedded and advanced secular republican culture in Iraq. The US war planners and their Israeli advisers were well aware that colonial occupation would increase Iraqi nationalist consciousness unless the secular nation was destroyed and hence, the imperial imperative to uproot and destroy the carriers of nationalist consciousness by physically eliminating the educated, the talented, the scientific, indeed the most secular elements of Iraqi society. Retrogression became the principal instrument for the US to impose its colonial puppets, with their primitive, ‘pre-national’ loyalties, in power in a culturally purged Baghdad stripped of its most sophisticated and nationalistic social strata. According to the Al-Ahram Studies Center in Cairo, more that 310 Iraqi scientists were eliminated during the first 18 months of the US occupation – a figure that the Iraqi education ministry did not dispute. Another report listed the killings of more than 340 intellectuals and scientists between 2005 and 2007. Bombings of institutes of higher education had pushed enrollment down to 30% of the pre-invasion figures. In one bombing in January 2007, at Baghdad’s Mustansiriya University 70 students were killed with hundreds wounded. These figures compelled the UNESCO to warn that Iraq’s university system was on the brink of collapse. The numbers of prominent Iraqi scientists and professionals who have fled the country have approached 20,000. Of the 6,700 Iraqi university professors who fled since 2003, the Los Angeles Times reported than only 150 had returned by October 2008. Despite the US claims of improved security, the situation in 2008 saw numerous assassinations, including the only practicing neurosurgeon in Iraq’s second largest city of Basra, whose body was dumped on the city streets. The raw data on the Iraqi academics, scientists and professionals assassinated by the US and allied occupation forces and the militias and shadowy forces they control is drawn from a list published by the Pakistan Daily News on November 26, 2008. This list makes for very uncomfortable reading into the reality of systematic elimination of intellectuals in Iraq under the meat-grinder of US occupation.

Impact – Imperialism

Imperialism  creates endless wars, and violence.

Internationalist 2002 (U.S. Prepares New Desert Slaughter! Defeat U.S. Imperialism! Defend Iraq!, http://www.internationalist.org/defendiraq1002.html, PU)
The invasion of this impoverished, semi-colonial country is as blatant an imperialist aggression as there has been since Mussolini attacked Ethiopia in 1935. The murderous rampages of a tin-pot strongman like Saddam Hussein are nothing compared to the devastation that is about to be unleashed by the real “Butcher of Baghdad,” who is sitting in the White /House. Washington is carrying out this carnage not because of a mythical Iraqi “threat” but because U.S. imperialism needs this war to enforce its world hegemony. In 1999, Democrat Clinton bombed hospitals in Belgrade, Yugoslavia in the name of “human rights” for Kosovo. Last year Republican Bush conquered Afghanistan, using the indiscriminate September 11 attack on the World Trade Center as an excuse. Today Bush II is preparing a new “Desert Slaughter” against Iraq, to “finish the job” that Bush I left undone in the first Gulf War. And tomorrow? The endless “war on terror” proclaimed by the U.S. will be a prelude to a third imperialist world war – in which the ultimate targets are its Japanese and European allies and rivals, who are naturally less than enthusiastic about the impending Iraq attack. 

In the diplomatic horse-trading, the Europeans, Russians and Chinese in the UN Security Council want to dispatch “inspectors” to Iraq to look for “weapons of mass destruction.” (The Bush administration has gone into “thwart mode” to block this, since all its scare talk of “WMD” in Hussein’s hands is purely a pretext – sucker-bait for “lily-livered liberals” and the like – and it doesn’t want anything to delay its planned attack.) It should be clear that such inspections are nothing but spying on the victim of the upcoming imperialist attack. The U.S. now claims that Iraq “expelled” UN inspectors in November 1998, whereas the reality is that the UN withdrew them in order to make way for the U.S. bombing of Baghdad that December, code-named “Desert Fox” after the nickname for World War II German general Rommel. Iraq complained at the time that the inspectors were secretly funneling information for the U.S. It was later revealed that this is exactly what happened, as CIA and NSA agents disguised as “UNSCOM” inspectors placed an elaborate electronic eavesdropping system in key sites which was then used to guide U.S. bombers.  

The claims of “legality” for the various “sanctions,” “inspections” and other measures against Iraq are ludicrous. The so-called “no-fly zones,” prohibiting Iraqi aircraft and allowing NATO warplanes over two-thirds of the country, were simply decreed by the U.S. and Britain. The UN “sanctions” cut off and then severely limited Iraqi oil exports, while prohibiting the importation of medical supplies and vitally needed machinery to restore electrical plants and waterworks systematically bombed by the U.S.-led “coalition” in the first Gulf War. The resulting toll has been more than 1.5 million Iraqi dead from preventable diseases, among them a million children, in addition to the 200,000 killed in the U.S. attacks on Baghdad, Basra and other cities. For the past dozen years, Iraq, once the most prosperous and literate country in the Near East, has been driven into dire poverty by the UN sanctions regime. Now Bush and his poodle, British prime minister Tony Blair, are getting ready to blast the country again, deepening the misery and taking untold lives. And the U.S. war planners expect the Iraqis to stand on their rooftops and welcome the “Allied” bombers as “liberators”! 

Impact – Colonialism

While life expectancy and wealth increase in first world countries, disease, famine and war bring the negative externalities of this growth to the peripheries

Vijay Devadas eaches and supervises research in the areas of critical and cultural theory, postcolonial theory and media studies at University of Otago, Aotearoa and Chris Prentice teaches, supervises and researches in the areas of postcolonial literatures and theory and cultural theory at University of Otago, Aotearoa 2006
In 'Thinking the Postcolonial as Political', Mark Devenney posits the axiom of equality as characteristic of the political; while democracy defends the principle of equality, it naturalises structural conditions of inequality. Postcolonial politics, understood as antagonistic rather than agonistic, involve the demand for equality under conditions of inequality, which fundamentally implies a rearticulation of the body politic. The political task of postcolonial studies, then, is to specify the structural limits on equality. This set of principles underpins his analysis of the emergence of an 'actuarial' politics of life and death, a bio-politics with global reach, in which the rise in life expectancy, wealth, and consumption in the West is mirrored by their fall in the poorest, often postcolonial states and societies. As new forms of private property emerge in the materials and capacities of life itself, and life is accounted for in calculation of investment risk, power deployed by supposedly neutral technologies of information colonises the future in notions of investment and return. The resulting famine, disease, debt and war for the poorest nations is complicated by the difficulty in determining the targets and agents of effective political struggle under conditions of globalisation and its effects on the role and power of the nation-state. Devenney looks to the construction of   "a postcolonial order that does not depend on the privatisation of the commons, does not reduce politics to deliberation, and reconstitutes the terms of inclusion of productive and reproductive life in the polity".

Depleted Uranium

Depleted uranium is used in Iraq and is bad
Paul Rockwell Formerly assistant professor of philosophy at Midwestern University Jan 31 2004
(“U.S. War Crimes in Iraq: A Prima Facie Case” http://www.inmotionmagazine.com/opin/pr_uswc.html)

Ever since the end of Desert Storm, where the Pentagon unloaded 350 tons of depleted uranium (DU), American officials were well aware of the health hazards of the residue that is collected from the processing of nuclear fuel. When the Pentagon authorized new use of depleted uranium for the preemptive invasion of Iraq, the Bush administration not only committed a war crime against Iraq, it demonstrated reckless disregard for the health and safety of American troops.  Of all the violations of the laws of war by the highest officials of the country, none is more alarming or portentous than the widespread, premeditated use of depleted uranium in Iraq. What if other countries follow Bush's example?  The use of depleted uranium is a war crime. Article 23 of the Geneva Convention IV is clear: "It is forbidden to employ poison or poisoned weapons, to kill treacherously individuals belonging to the hostile nation or army, to employ arms, projectiles or material calculated to cause unnecessary suffering." the Geneva Protocol of 1925 explicitly prohibits "asphyxiating, poisonous or other gasses, and all analogous liquids, materials or devices."  The radiation produced by depleted uranium in battle is a poison, a carcinogenic material that causes birth defects, lung disease, kidney disease, leukemia, breast cancer, lymphoma, bone cancer, and neurological disabilities.  Depleted uranium is much denser than lead and enables U.S. weapons to penetrate steel, a great advantage in modern war. But under the Geneva Conventions, "the means of injuring the enemy are not unlimited." When DU munitions explode, the air is bathed in a fine radioactive dust, which carries on the wind, is easily inhaled, and eventually enters the soil, pollutes ground water, and enters the food chain. Unexploded casings gradually oxidize, releasing more uranium into the environment. Handlers of depleted uranium in the U.S. are required to wear masks and protective clothing -- a requirement that Iraqi and American soldiers, not to mention civilians, are unable to fulfill.

And DU is incredibly bad for health

Paul Rockwell Formerly assistant professor of philosophy at Midwestern University Jan 31 2004
(“U.S. War Crimes in Iraq: A Prima Facie Case” http://www.inmotionmagazine.com/opin/pr_uswc.html)

The Christian Science Monitor recently sent reporters to Iraq to investigate long-term effects of depleted uranium. Staff writer Scott Peterson saw children playing on top of a burnt-out tank near a vegetable stand on the outskirts of Baghdad, a tank that had been destroyed by armor-piercing shells coated with depleted uranium. Wearing his mask and protective clothing, he pointed his Geiger counter toward the tank. It registered 1,000 times the normal background radiation. The families who survived the tragic decade of sanctions, even the children who recently survived the bombing of Baghdad, may not survive the radiated aftermath of military profligacy. Uranium remains radioactive for two billion years. That's a long time for reconstruction.  According to Dr. Doug Rokke, U.S. Army health physicist who led the first clean-up of depleted uranium after the Gulf War, "Depleted uranium is a crime against God and humanity." Rokke's own crew, a hundred employees, was devastated by exposure to the fine dust. "When we went to the Gulf, we were all really healthy," he said. After performing clean-up operations in the desert (mistakenly without protective gear), thirty members of his staff died, and most others -- including Rokke himself -- developed serious health problems. Rokke now has reactive airway disease, neurological damage, cataracts, and kidney problems. "We warned the Department of Defense in 1991 after the Gulf War. Their arrogance is beyond comprehension."  The growing outcry against the use of depleted uranium is not a matter of minor legal technicalities. The laws of war prohibit the use of weapons that have deadly and inhumane effects beyond the field of battle. Nor can weapons be legally deployed in war when they are known to remain active, or cause harm after the war concludes.  The use of depleted uranium is a crime whose horrific consequences have yet to run their course.  In his State of the Union address, President Bush said that Iraq tried to obtain uranium from Africa. Bush lied. Authorized by the Pentagon, 2,000 tons of depleted uranium in Iraq -- and the inevitable tragedies of radiation sickness -- came from U.S. merchants of death, not Africa. The epitaph for the Punic wars is quite appropriate for the U.S. in Iraq: "They made a wasteland and called it peace."
Necropolitics 

Necropolitics is created thru US troops and PMCs that operate outside of the law

Goldie Osuri Prof Department of Critical and Cultural Studies, Macquarie University, New South Wales, Australia 2008
(“Necropolitical complicities: (re)constructing a normative  somatechnics of Iraq” Social Semiotics 

Vol. 19, No. 1, March 2009, 31 45)

Apart from highlighting the operations of colonial sovereignty, the theorization  of necropolitical complicity also highlights the space between law and justice in the  creation of deathworlds in Iraq. I began this essay by mentioning the negotiation  between the US and Iraqi governments as to the timeline of withdrawal of US  troops. The US government’s concern to create immunity for war crimes committed  by its soldiers and private security forces demonstrates its colonial attempts to  operate both within and outside law, creating extra-judicial spaces for its actions.  Necropolitical complicity, as I have theorized it, highlights the responsibility of  colonial sovereignty, the perpetrator of a necropolitical engagement. Legally, a  complicit person or an accessory to crime can only be convicted if the perpetrator is   indicted. In the case of Iraq, not only is the perpetrator not indicted but the  detention of Iraqis responsible for ethno-sectarian violence can be read as a case  where it is the perpetrator who detains the accessory to a crime. Particularly  shocking is the fact that the perpetrator is now engaged in negotiations for immunity.  Currently, it is uncertain whether the US government will succeed in getting  immunity for its forces from the Iraqi government. However, the concept of  necropolitical complicity, I hope, will lay bare the scaffolding of immunity that can  only reveal skeletons from the deathworlds generated by colonial sovereignty. 

Us occupation creates a necropolitical relationship with Iraqis destroying their VTL

Goldie Osuri Prof Department of Critical and Cultural Studies, Macquarie University, New South Wales, Australia 2008
(“Necropolitical complicities: (re)constructing a normative  somatechnics of Iraq” Social Semiotics 

Vol. 19, No. 1, March 2009, 31 45)

In August 2008, therefore, it still seems appropriate to speak of Mbembian  necropolitics or ‘‘politics of death’’ 􏰀 and of the creation of deathworlds that pervade  contemporary Iraqi lifeworlds. This paper traces the kind of necropolitical relation  that has emerged in Iraq since the US-led invasion in 2003, which is characterized by  a necropolitical complicity, a complicity between the invaders and denizens of Iraq;  it is one that has emerged out of the Coalition’s exploitation of ‘‘ethno-religious’’  differences leading to the entrenchment of ethno-sectarian violence in Iraq. Achille  Mbembe describes deathworlds with reference to the occupation of Palestine.  Deathworlds, Mbembe suggests:  experience a permanent condition of ‘‘being in pain’’: fortified structures, military posts,  and roadblocks everywhere; buildings that bring back painful memories of humiliation,  interrogations, and beatings; curfews that imprison hundreds of thousands in their  cramped homes every night from dusk to day break; soldiers patrolling unlit streets,  frightened by their own shadows . . . bones broken; shootings and fatalities 􏰀 a certain  kind of madness. (2003, 39)  This description, I would suggest, could apply to different areas within Iraq where a  necropolitical engagement responds to the conditions of ethno-sectarian violence  created through military occupation and the exercise of colonial sovereignty.

Colonialism ( Necropolitics

Colonial policies create necropolitics in which the sovereign can not only disqualify life but expose to death in the name of security
Goldie Osuri Prof Department of Critical and Cultural Studies, Macquarie University, New South Wales, Australia 2008
(“Necropolitical complicities: (re)constructing a normative  somatechnics of Iraq” Social Semiotics 

Vol. 19, No. 1, March 2009, 31 45)

Necropolitics as Mbembe has defined it emerges from the difference of colonial rule  􏰀 the ‘‘colony represents the site where sovereignty consists fundamentally in the  exercise of power outside the law (ab legibus solutus) and where ‘peace’ is more likely  to take on the face of a ‘war without end’’’ (2003, 23). Assuming Foucault’s  discussion of sovereignty as a relationship between politics, life and death, thus  veering away from conventional accounts of sovereignty as state-based autonomy or  self-determination, Mbembe uses Foucault’s conceptualization of biopower to define  necropower. If biopower is the exercise of the power ‘‘to ‘make live’ and ‘let die’’’  (Foucault 2003, 241), Mbembe’s theorization of colonial sovereignty necessitates a  theorization of a specific form of biopower: that is, necropower. The following  questions, Mbembe suggests, necessitate this theorization:  under what practical conditions is the right to kill, to allow to live, or to expose to death  exercised? . . . [And] ‘‘is the notion of biopower sufficient to account for the  contemporary ways in which the political under the guise of war, of resistance, or of  the fight against terror, makes the murder of the enemy its absolute objective? (2003, 12)  It is worth exploring this question of biopower a little more closely in order to  determine what necessitates the qualification that Mbembe is attempting to make.  Foucault theorizes biopower in the context of tracing the Hobbesian constitution of  sovereignty as a relationship between death and politics. The sovereign right to ‘‘take  life or let live’’ especially in the establishment of sovereignty via conquest, as Hobbes  traces it, establishes for Foucault a difference between this earlier exercise of power  and the shift to a form of power exercised over the domain of life. But biopower is  also a power that can disallow life. So, in this sense, the sovereign right to kill does  not disappear; it is reformulated as disallowance of life to the point of death. In this  context, how is necropower differentiated from biopower? Or is necropower simply a reversion to a Hobbesian notion of sovereignty, where it is the fear of the sword of  the sovereign that constitutes sovereignty by conquest?  Mbembe builds on the concept of biopower as Foucault envisions it 􏰀 as the  exercise of power in the interest of the maximization of life or its disallowance; but he  introduces into the heart of sovereignty the rule of colonial difference. If sovereignty  has to do with the power to decide on a state of exception, then colonial sovereignty,  according to Mbembe, could be said to be constituted on the distinction between the  recognition of the sovereignty of other European states, and those ‘‘parts of the  globe’’ perceived to be available for European appropriation (2003, 23􏰀24). A  Hobbesian notion of sovereignty concerns war and conquest, whereas colonial  sovereignty constructs non-European sovereignties as available for appropriation.  These parts of the globe, Mbembe suggests, are ‘‘locations par excellence where the  controls and guarantees of judicial order can be suspended 􏰀 the zone where the  violence of the state of exception is deemed to operate in the service of ‘civilization’’’  (2003, 24). The violence of the state of exception where the sovereign operates both  inside and outside the law takes the form of necropower 􏰀 where the sovereign right  to kill or disallow life is not ‘‘subject to legal and institutional rules’’ (Mbembe 2003,  25). Thus, Mbembe answers his question 􏰀 under what practical conditions is the  right to kill, to allow to live, or to expose to death exercised? 􏰀 by suggesting that it is  a colonial condition under which necropower is exercised. 

Necropolitics Impact

The occupation creates a state where suicide bombing makes sense as a response to the imperial power and the terrible conditions produced 

Achille Mbembe Senior researcher at the Institute of Social and Economic Research at the University of the Witwatersrand ’03 [, Public Culture 15.1 (2003) 11-40,]

How does the notion of play and trickery relate to the "suicide bomber"? There is no doubt that in the case of the suicide bomber the sacrifice consists of the spectacular putting to death of the self, of becoming his or her own victim (self-sacrifice). The self-sacrificed proceeds to take power over his or her death and to approach it head-on. This power may be derived from the belief that the destruction of one's own body does not affect the continuity of the being. The idea is that the being exists outside us. The self-sacrifice consists, here, in the removal of a twofold prohibition: that of self-immolation (suicide) and that of murder. Unlike primitive sacrifices, however, there is no animal to serve as a substitute victim. Death here achieves the character of a transgression. But unlike crucifixion, it has no expiatory dimension. It is not related to the Hegelian paradigms of prestige or recognition. Indeed, a dead person cannot recognize his or her killer, who is also dead. Does this imply that death occurs here as pure annihilation and nothingness, excess and scandal?   Whether read from the perspective of slavery or of colonial occupation, death and freedom are irrevocably interwoven. As we have seen, terror is a defining feature of both slave and late-modern colonial regimes. Both regimes are also [End Page 38] specific instances and experiences of unfreedom. To live under late modern occupation is to experience a permanent condition of "being in pain": fortified structures, military posts, and roadblocks everywhere; buildings that bring back painful memories of humiliation, interrogations, and beatings; curfews that imprison hundreds of thousands in their cramped homes every night from dusk to daybreak; soldiers patrolling the unlit streets, frightened by their own shadows; children blinded by rubber bullets; parents shamed and beaten in front of their families; soldiers urinating on fences, shooting at the rooftop water tanks just for fun, chanting loud offensive slogans, pounding on fragile tin doors to frighten the children, confiscating papers, or dumping garbage in the middle of a residential neighborhood; border guards kicking over a vegetable stand or closing borders at whim; bones broken; shootings and fatalities—a certain kind of madness. 78   In such circumstances, the discipline of life and the necessities of hardship (trial by death) are marked by excess. What connects terror, death, and freedom is an ecstatic notion of temporality and politics. The future, here, can be authentically anticipated, but not in the present. The present itself is but a moment of vision—vision of the freedom not yet come. Death in the present is the mediator of redemption. Far from being an encounter with a limit, boundary, or barrier, it is experienced as "a release from terror and bondage." 79 As Gilroy notes, this preference for death over continued servitude is a commentary on the nature of freedom itself (or the lack thereof). If this lack is the very nature of what it means for the slave or the colonized to exist, the same lack is also precisely the way in which he or she takes account of his or her mortality. Referring to the practice of individual or mass suicide by slaves cornered by the slave catchers, Gilroy suggests that death, in this case, can be represented as agency. For death is precisely that from and over which I have power. But it is also that space where freedom and negation operate.

AT- Backlash

It’s try or die for the affirmative – withdrawal now is critical to prevent Iraqi backlash 

Michael Schwartz, professor of sociology at Stony Brook State University and author of War Without End: The Iraq War in Context. 7-22-09 “The Obama Doctrine In Iraq”

On the one hand, there is much to support Rick's prediction. I think the Obama administration is trying to strengthen the administrative, diplomatic and political presence of the U.S. in Iraq. You've got the thousand "diplomats" in the Embassy. They're trying to create a colonial administrative structure. To back this all up and enforce their rule, enduring bases have been built to sustain a very long occupation. On the other hand, Obama's policy isn't going to work. It appears to be just another strategy doomed to failure. In not too many months or years, the administration will probably face a dilemma: It won't have the ability to force local provincial governments and workers in Iraq to accept the economic and political devastation that accompanies the status of U.S. ally. It will therefore need to decide if it's willing or able to re-escalate the war. If it chooses not to re-escalate the war, I don't think it can get Iraq to accept continuing to be used as a base for operations in the Middle East, to get the Iraqi government to maintain an aggressive stance toward Iran, and to privatize its oil industry. That is, the client government the U.S. seeks will begin sliding away. What are they going to do? They may only have a couple of years before this crisis matures, and they'll need to make a choice before the next crisis arrives. Maybe it will be politically impossible to re-escalate the war. Or maybe the U.S. capitalist class will say "this isn't working; maybe we can learn to survive with an independent oil-bearing Middle East." I don't think it's impossible that the U.S. will decide to leave. It's also possible that the administration will decide to re-escalate and re-brutalize the war to achieve U.S. goals. That's certainly what Ricks seems to be suggesting they will do.

At - key for Iraq Demo

Although the US feigns promoting democracy, the military presence is actually used to force upon the Iraqi’s puppets of our choice

Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation March 11 2009
(“Obama’s Manufactured Troop Withdrawal” http://axisoflogic.com/artman/publish/Article_29824.shtml)
The idea that the U.S. and its allies are in Iraq (and in  Afghanistan) for the sake of introducing “democracy” is a farce. The  U.S. is the enemy of democracy. The 2005 Iraqi general elections under U.S. Occupation were deeply flawed and rigged. In February 2009 local elections, only half of  Iraq’s 14 million registered voters went to the polls, and tens of thousands of internally displaced Iraqis were unable to vote. What if the Iraqi people decided to elect an anti-Occupation candidate? Are they going to endure the same blockade and terror as the Palestinians in  Gaza are enduring? Only the end of the Occupation will guarantee  Iraq’s sovereignty and independence.  For the U.S. ruling class, as Michael Parenti explained, “Democracy becomes a problem … not when it fails to work but when it works too well; helping the populace move toward a more equitable and liveable social order, narrowing the gap, however modestly, between the superrich and the rest of us.  So democracy must be diluted and subverted, smothered with disinformation, media puffery, and mountains of campaign costs; with rigged electoral contests and partially disfranchised publics, bringing faux victories to more or less politically safe major-party candidates”. That is exactly what is happening in Iraq right now. In the 2006 elections, U.S. forces interfered overtly in favour of its “strongman” and loyal stooge, Nuri al-Maliki as Prime Minister.
AT -  Must Protect Iraq

Claims about our responsibility to protect the Iraqi people are backwards, they will only be used as a pretext to continue our occupation

Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation    May, 04 2010
(“The “New” Iraq” http://countercurrents.org/hassan040510.htm)

Unsatisfied by the enormous atrocity and resilience of the Iraqi people and their government, the U.S. and Britain concocted a pretext (WMD and link to terrorism) to justify an illegal act of aggression to occupy Iraq. After the pretext was exposed as a lie, the U.S. and U.S. accomplices concocted new pretext to justify the illegal aggression, the West “moral responsibility” and concern for the welfare of the Iraqi people. The so-called “Responsibility to Protect” or R2P – not applicable to the Palestinians – was the same concept used by the German Nazis to justify Nazi terror. The difference was that the Nazis were allegedly “protecting ethnic Germans” in Poland and Russia.  Not since the Fascist army of Adolf Hitler invaded and occupied parts of Europe has the world witnessed such barbaric violence and destruction as that being perpetrated by the Anglo-American fascist armies. For most Iraqis today, living under U.S. military Occupation is no less brutal than Poles or Russians were living under the brutal Nazi occupation that most Westerners considered barbaric.

AT- Violence

Iraqi-on-Iraqi violence is non existent and is used to justify continued intervention in the country

Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation    03/19/2007
(“Blaming The Victims: Covering Up Terrorism In Iraq” http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article17359.htm)

A recent cover story in the Time magazine (March, 2007, Europe and Asia) by Bobby Ghosh, “Why They Hate Each Other”, aimed at removing the Occupation as the generator of violence against the Iraqi people, and portrays the violence as “Iraqis killing Iraqis”. This media distortion obfuscates the U.S. monopoly on terrorism and allows the U.S. to use Iraq as a laboratory for terror at the expense of the Iraqi people.  Nowhere in his story does Ghosh tell the readers that the militias and the criminals were the creation of the Occupation and that the violence is the only pretext left to justify the ongoing Occupation. Why Iraqis didn’t “hate each other” before the illegal invasion of their country is totally ignored by Western media and remains a mystery to most Westerners. It is important to remember that Time was the leading propaganda organ which promoted the illegal aggression against Iraq, and continues to play a vicious role spreading Islamaphobia around the world.  To get a clearer picture of what has been done to Iraq and to Iraqi society, it is vital to connect the nearly two- decades of Anglo-American violence against the Iraqi people. Violence has been the primary tool of U.S. foreign policy and its dealing with smaller defenceless nations. Indeed, history has shown that all nations who qualified for U.S. violence were defenceless nations inhabited by coloured, or nonwhite human beings.

AT – Violence

US occupation breeds the very violence we use to justify our continued stay in Iraq 

Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation    03/19/2007
(“Blaming The Victims: Covering Up Terrorism In Iraq” http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article17359.htm)

Furthermore, the U.S.-drafted Iraqi “Constitution” is designed specifically to divide the country on ethnic-religious lines. The so-called “federation” is euphemism for the geographical divisions of Iraq. The “Constitution” relegated women’s rights to the Stone Age and denied them equality. Before the Occupation, Iraq had one of the most progressive Constitutions in the Muslim World.  In addition, the U.S. launched a campaign of terror and assassinations – as the U.S. did in every country it invaded or which backed its military junta. It all started with the “Debaathification”; a euphemism for a murderous campaign orchestrated by the occupying forces. U.S. Special Forces in collaboration with the Israeli Mossad agents trained the pro-invasion militias (the Kurdish Peshmerga, the SCIRI Badr Brigades and other U.S.-trained militias) and began a reign of terror targeting anyone with anti-Occupation tendency. Hence, the U.S. Occupation – enforced by more than 200,000 U.S. troops and other foreign mercenaries – is the roots of the violence and destruction in Iraq today.  The aim is to terrorise the population and force them into ethnic or sectarian enclaves, suppress the anti-Occupation voices and deprive the Iraqi Resistance of protection (by the population) and resources. The campaign is based in part on the U.S. previous terror campaigns in El Salvador in the 1980s and in the former Yugoslavia in 1990s, and on Israel’s targeted assassinations of Palestinian unarmed men, women and children. Thousands of innocent Iraqi professionals were murdered in cold blood, including scientists, prominent politicians, Iraqi intellectuals, military officers and doctors. Even religious leaders and women opposing the Occupation are not immune from U.S. terror. Remember, all of this is known to Western mainstream media, journalists, pundits and NGOs; however, they continue to propagate the myths of “sectarian violence” and “civil war”. (See, Notes).  As resistance against the Occupation continues to grow, the U.S. resorts to refocusing the violence on Iraqis in order to deflect responsibility and justify ongoing Occupation, the U.S. and Britain – supported by a racist and violent media – instigating insurrection (Futna) amongst Iraqis pushing one community against the other. Expatriate collaborators and U.S. agents are infiltrating the Resistance groups and anti-Occupation forces in order to provoke intra-communal strife using the civilian population as fodder for terrorism. At the same time they continue a reign of terror against the population. The goal is to use the violence as a pretext to continue the Occupation and at the same time mislead the public that there is no Resistance against the Occupation. Of course, nothing could be further from the truth. There is a massive Iraqi national Resistance movement.  Since the invasion, the aggressors have been responsible for the death of approximately a million innocent Iraqi civilians – whose names will never be published by Time magazine – and the destruction of the entire Iraqi society and country. Of course, unlike the American soldiers who killed by the Resistance, the names of Iraqi victims will never be published. In addition, tens of thousands of Iraqis are enduring sadistic torture sexual abuses; rape and humiliation at the hands of U.S.-British forces in hundreds of U.S.-British run prisons throughout Iraq. The Iraqi people must be asking the question: “why they hate us” so much.

AT: Violence low now

300 Iraqis die a month and the violence is only in a temporary lull 

Seumas Milne- reported for The Guardian from the Middle East, Latin America, Russia, Eastern Europe and South Asia.  Written for Le Monde Diplomatique and the London Review of Books.  served on the executive committee of the National Union of Journalists for ten years 3 19 2009
(“To free Iraq, resistance must bridge the sectarian divide” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2009/mar/19/iraq-occupation)

As the seventh year of the US-led occupation of Iraq begins tomorrow, facts on the ground tell a very different tale. Last week more than 60 people were killed in two suicide attacks on Iraqi police and army targets in Baghdad, while on Monday a 12-year-old girl was shot dead by American troops in a checkpoint incident in Nineveh province. It's true that violence is well down on its gory peak of a couple of years ago and the power supply is edging up - to the level the US promised to achieve five years ago, at about 50% of demand. But a US soldier is killed on average every other day, Iraqi police and soldiers are dying at a much higher rate, and reported Iraqi civilian deaths are running at over 300 a month.  But so entrenched has the new narrative of success and wind-down to withdrawal become that such events are barely reported in the occupying states. The western media mostly long ago wearied of Iraq and its western-inflicted travails. Meanwhile, the US and its dependent Iraqi administration still hold tens of thousands of prisoners without trial; corruption and torture are rampant; the position of women has sharply deteriorated under US and British tutelage; and more than 4 million Iraqi refugees are still unable to return home - or vote in the less-than-free elections.  No wonder, according to the latest opinion polls, most Iraqis don't share the Sunday Telegraph's rose-tinted view of the role of British troops; they also show that Iraqis continue to oppose the original invasion and want all foreign troops to leave. But under President Obama's plan, US withdrawal is far from assured: up to 50,000 troops will stay on after August next year (not counting contractors and mercenaries), and there is no guarantee of a full pull-out even by the end of 2011. And while resistance attacks are down - partly because of the creation of the US-sponsored Awakening Council Sunni militia, partly due to the reduction in US street patrols, and partly as a result of the demobilisation of the Shia Mahdi army - many expect that decline to be transitory.

Violence Low Now

Violence in Iraq is decreasing and the ISF is taking control
Michael Wahid Hanna, Fellow and Program Officer at The Century Foundation, “Stay the Course of Withdrawal” April 4, 2010 http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66188/michael-wahid-hanna/stay-the-course-of-withdrawal

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.
AT- Sectarian Violence

Iraq’s violence is not along sectarian lines

Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation   03/19/2007
(“Blaming The Victims: Covering Up Terrorism In Iraq” http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article17359.htm)

Few months after the invasion “the U.S. army issued a list of 55 wanted top Iraqi officials, starting with President Saddam Hussein; half of those senior officials were Shia …The Committee of Debaathification issued a list of 100,000 senior Iraqi Ba'athists who would not be allowed to enjoy governmental posts, 66,000 of them were Shia - so how is the Ba'ath party a Sunni party?”, a prominent Iraqi politician told the Arab media on December 19, 2006. I spent many long years in Iraq, and at no time felt that I belonged to some kind of religious sect.  Thanks to a campaign of distortion generated by the media, the U.S. is succeeding brilliantly at convincing the world that the violence in Iraq is “sectarian” and that the U.S. is simply acting as a “saviour” protecting the Iraqi people. Hence, the U.S. will end the Occupation when the puppet government is able to provide security. It follows that the U.S. will decide on security and withdrawal when the U.S. sees fit. The longer the violence continues, the Occupation will continue.

The Iraqi government is making progress and is able to ease sectarian tensions

Department of Defense, Report to Congress, January 29, 2010, Measuring Stability and Security in Iraq, Pg 1, www.defense.gov/.../Master_9204_29Jan10_FINAL_SIGNED.pdf
Political progress in Iraq continued this reporting period as the inaugural Council of Representatives (CoR) will soon complete its four-year legislative term having achieved a significant number of accomplishments. The most recent sessions were highlighted by the passage of the National Election Law for the 2010 national elections; however, Vice President Hashimi vetoed the law on November 18, 2009. The CoR accepted the veto and submitted an amended law to the Presidency Council on November 23, 2009, which was also unsatisfactory. Negotiations resumed, and the CoR passed a compromise bill on December 6, 2009, setting the election date for March 7, 2010, and the Independent High Electoral Commission (IHEC) has indicated that it can prepare for and administer elections on March 7, 2010. The law features a hybrid- open list and allows out-of-country voters to vote in their home governorate—fulfilling Vice President Hashimi’s key demand.

Given the heightened election season politics, the CoR was unable to pass some other important legislation, including the package of hydrocarbon laws. However, overall, the CoR has shown steady progress over the past several years. As an institution, it has learned from its past mistakes of overt sectarianism and it is maturing into an important oversight body that balances executive branch power. The new CoR will need to maintain this oversight role while continuing to become more adept at passing key legislation and becoming more responsive to the increasing needs of the Iraqi people. However, at times, the CoR’s pursuit of legislative oversight through the questioning of Executive Branch officials and others has heightened political tensions between different groups, both ethnic and political. The GoI has made some progress toward political accommodation, but challenges exist that threaten these achievements. Among the important recent successes in reducing sectarian divisions was the relatively strong Sunni voter turnout in the January 2009 provincial elections and progress in integrating members of the Sons of Iraq (SoI) into the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) and civilian ministries.

AT- Instability (1/4)

Us presence has established the sectarian divisions in iraq that prompts this violence

Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation    03/19/2007
(“Blaming The Victims: Covering Up Terrorism In Iraq” http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article17359.htm)

The case of the three Iraqi women (Wissam Talib, 31, Zainab Fadhli, 25, and Liqa Omar Mohammed, 26) awaiting imminent execution in a Baghdad’s prison after a fraud trial – condemned even by Amnesty international as unfair – is the most shameful and cowardly. The UN and the European Parliament should be ashamed for remaining silent. Before the invasion and long after the Occupation, there were no bombs exploding in Iraq killing innocent civilians on religious pilgrimages. There were no “suicide bombers”. Resistance attacks were against U.S. force and their Iraqi collaborators. It all started during the Occupation when the Iraqi people refused to surrender to the Occupation and the U.S. began the search for pretext to continue the Occupation. Credible sources reveal that the U.S. and British forces are behind these attacks. A case in point was that in September 2005, Iraqi Police in Basra arrested two British soldiers (the SAS) disguised as Arab “terrorists” planting bombs in civilian centres. Further, most car bomb attacks on civilians were detonated by remote control, but propagated by the occupying forces and Western media as “suicide car bombs”. The aim is to distort the images of Muslims as having no value for human life, when the opposite is true.  Aided by a new breed of native informers, such as the Iranian Vali Reza Nasr (employed by the U.S. Defence department) who has become a household name in the West to confirm it to Westerners that the violence in Iraq is between “two factions of Muslims” and the U.S. is on benevolent “mission” with “good intentions”, Westerners have reacted to the violence in Iraq by labelling Muslims as “violent”. However, Westerners ignore that Iraqis have no history of killing other Iraqis because of ethnic or religious affiliations.  Despite all of this, and in addition to the daily suffering inflicted upon them by US forces, the Iraqi people remain strongly against the Occupation. An overwhelming majority of Iraqis want the U.S. to end the Occupation of their country and end the violence. The U.S. should take a lesson from Iraq’s history that no matter how barbaric it’s Occupation, the U.S. will fail to subject Iraqi to its Zionist agenda.  The Iraqi people, including small minorities, have lived together for centuries without significant problems. Only until Westerners (Americans and British) started to interfere and foment civil strife, violence started to occur. The current political infighting is the creation of the Occupation. It is between the pro-Occupation expatriate militias and the anti-Occupation forces, including the Iraqi people. It is aimed at terrorising the population and justifying ongoing Occupation.  Iraqis do not identify themselves according to ethnic and religious backgrounds. A fact recently acknowledged by George Bush himself when he admitted that he was not aware of Iraq’s ethnic-religious mix. This is the West’s way of discriminating and persecuting minorities. Religious sect was never an issue in Iraq before the invasion. There is no such thing as “Shi’ites majority” and “Sunnis minority”. Iraqi censuses never included religion and ethnicity. Saddam’s regime included all Iraqi minorities.

AT – Instability (2/4)

Instability in Iraq is due to US presence and its legitimization of the divisive government
Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation   May, 04 2010
(“The “New” Iraq” http://countercurrents.org/hassan040510.htm)

In the “new” Iraq, Iraqis are living in a climate of fear and terror today. From the outset, the Occupation fomented violence in order to destroy the Iraqi society. Before the invasion, Iraqis lived side-by-side in every city and town regardless of ethno-religious backgrounds. They intermarriage and live in a cultural and mosaic society. To encourage anarchy and insecurity, the occupying army disbanded the Iraqi Army, police and security forces and replaced them with Kurdish warlords, political gangsters, imported death squads, and religious militias. “The ‘war of all against all’ served the interests of the U.S. Occupation forces”, writes James Petras. From the outset of the Occupation, the U.S. sought to control Iraq through violence and the colonial policy of ‘divide and rule’ by handing out political positions to expatriates along strictly ethno-religious lines. The so-called “political process” was designed to achieve this division of Iraq.  By propping up corrupt criminals, religious fundamentalists and terrorists who were parachuted into Iraq by the invading armies, the American and to a lesser extent the British governments were able to hide behind a facade of corrupt expatriate stooges and blaming them for the Occupation-generated violence and crimes. Corruption is one of the most effective colonial tools, brought into Iraq to deflect attention away from the Occupation. Transparency International has ranked (the ‘new’) Iraq as the fourth most-corrupt nation in the world in its annual survey. Indeed, the creation of a corrupt and illegitimate puppet government inside the Occupation Headquarter (known as the ‘Green Zone’) aimed at transforming Iraq into a “failed state” that needs Western interference and “help”.

Stability is increasing in Iraq now

J. Taylor Rushing, Reporter, The Hill, 7/4/10, Biden Says Stability is Approaching in Iraq, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/107141-biden-says-stability-near-in-iraq
"This nation, once embroiled in sectarian strife and violence is moving toward a lasting security and prosperity with a government that represents the interest of every member of the community in Iraq, because until they get that straight -- and they’re getting it straight -- there’s no real shot they can become what they’re capable of," he said. "And the United States is committed, we’re committed to cement that relationship through economic, political and diplomatic cooperation."

Biden has been to Iraq so often that he has lost count — the vice president couldn't recall on Sunday the exact number.

"Not long ago, Iraq was a country on the brink of civil war. This is my 15th, 16th, 17th trip in. And every time I come -- this is four times or five times since I’ve been Vice President -- every time I come, because of an awful lot of brave Iraqis who gave their lives and tens of thousands of Americans who risked and/or gave their lives, it gets better, every single time I’m here," he said.

AT – Instability (3/4)

The US supports the same fundamentalism and instability they are claiming to stomp out in the Middle East in order to create justifications for continued presence

Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation    May 29, 2008
(“Iraq’s Occupation: A Form Of Terrorism” http://www.countercurrents.org/hassan290508.htm)
The Slovenian “Renowned Philosopher”, Slavoj Zizek, argued that the U.S. invaded Iraq to “defundamentalize" the country, introduce “a secular democracy” in the region and “contains” Iran. Unfortunately, the ultimate result in Iraq is the “exact opposite”, added Zizek. Of course, it is a political propaganda. The U.S. encourages and supports fundamentalism because fundamentalism serves U.S. goal of spreading and nurturing instability. Saddam was far from a fundamentalist. Iraq under Saddam Hussein was a functioning independent nation. Saddam presided over a stable welfare state when its many ethnic groups were living in harmony, unconcerned about political rivalry. Women rights were respected and encouraged. Iraqis have seen a lot of political activism, but they have never seen the kind of extremism introduced by the U.S. The U.S. fomented civil strife and turned Iraqis against each other, an imperialist agenda favoured by Israeli Zionists. Secondly, to describe the U.S. illegal aggression as a “mistake”, “incompetence” or a “blunder” is to mislead and convince the world that the destruction of Iraq and the mass murder of Iraqi civilians were not intentional. It is like saying: Hitler was a nice guy; he just made few unintentional mistakes. Evidence shows that the main aim of the U.S. unprovoked aggression and Occupation of Iraq is the destruction of the Iraqi nation, control over Iraq’s oil resources and support for Israel’s Zionist policies. The war has eliminated (for the time being) Iraq, once an independent powerful force in the Middle East. One can’t claim to be a serious scholar and at the same time characterises a war of aggression and a murderous Occupation as a “mistake”, “incompetence” or a “blunder”. If the U.S. failed in all its objectives in Iraq, it is because of the Iraqi people Resistance and refusal to submit to U.S.-Zionist agenda.
AT- Instability (4/4)

And the Iraqis hate our presences, they see us as the colonizers that destroyed their stable society, the extra troops left after 2011 only provoke more anger and are only meant to serve American interests
Ghaalib Zanjeel Columnist for Iraq’s Kitabat newspaper 7 11 2010
(“America's 'Promise': To Leave Iraq in a State of Civil War” http://worldmeets.us/kitabat000042.shtml)

One after another, these seven years have passed, and Iraq continues to suffer a lack of safety and security. Plagued by corruption and methodically looted by these goons of the Americans, Iraq's citizens still must do without public services they became used to from the time of independence until April 9, 2004.     Whereas in the past we were first in education, health and public services, under American "guardianship" we are now first in corruption, illiteracy and insecurity - and beautiful Baghdad is now listed as one of the world's dirtiest cities!!     After all of these unexpected disasters, curses and sectarian conflicts had fallen on our heads, we seem to have lost the capacity to think. Many of us surrendered to the status quo, while others stubbornly resisted. We continue to live in the shadow of this destruction.     As if that weren't enough, the American invader, who has an obligation under international law to secure the land and borders of countries he occupies, has already abandoned Iraq. Our neighbors got greedy and took what they wanted, our domestic hyenas got ferocious and cut off another third of the country, making much of Iraq "disputed territory," as if we and the Kurdish region were two neighbors in conflict over land, water and sky!! All of these calamities took place as America (master of the world) looked on and the tragedy unfolded, sometimes with the U.S. even stoking the fires of sedition between sons of Iraq.     Before they leave, unless they've already gone, they'll go with Iraq's people killing one another. That is what the commander of U.S. forces, General Ray Odierno, has promised us in a statement to a news agency. He said that if U.S. forces withdraw, dire consequences could ensue in some Arab-Kurdish areas. Therefore says the general, the U.N. peacekeepers may need to separate the conflicting parties (Arabs and Kurds)!!  What have the Americans done for the past seven years? In vain, good men have sought to build a new army to protect the nation after the departure of the Americans. Even if Washington agreed to establish a new army [of volunteers], it has denied it the training and modern weapons that would enable it to confront Iraq's enemies at home and abroad! Even a deal to sell Iraq new aircraft (F16s) has been stalled for years, and the date of delivery will be long after U.S. forces have departed!!        America will leave Iraq, so say its political agents, but then again it won't - because after 2011, its forces will remain in their bases. And they won’t be staying to protect Iraq's security, but American interests. They won’t care if one state or another penetrates our borders, kills our citizens or grabs our oil fields!     America will lock its forces into their bases, activating them only when their interests are at risk, while Iraq is torn apart. The conflict between Kurds and Arabs regarding territories the Kurds claim is Kurdish doesn't bother or preoccupy the U.S. If need be, they'll call on the United Nations to send international troops to force Arabs and Kurds to disengage - at the expense of Arabs, of course. It seems that Washington isn't satisfied with one Israel - and one Netanyahu!

AT – Instability – Media

The descriptions of instability
Dahr Jamail recipient of the 2008 The Martha Gellhorn Prize for Journalism 19 March, 2010

(“Operation Enduring Occupation” http://countercurrents.org/jamail190310.htm)
The problems in Iraq are described in the report in the same way that the corporate media defines the chaos there. Rather than summarize these false arguments that everyone has heard so often until they seem to be part of the air we breathe, this article will debunk them with historical truth and show who is to blame for the “unraveling” of Iraq.  It is important first to recognize that the “sectarian violence” in Iraq today has no precedence in Iraq’s history. The now common bombings and assassinations in Baghdad were uncommon even during the first two years of U.S. occupation, and those that occurred were understood as political attacks on occupation forces and their collaborators.  At the time of the 2003 U.S. invasion Iraq was considered the most secular state in the region, with a strong national identity. Shiites and Sunnis lived in intermixed neighborhoods in major cities such as Baghdad, Mosul and Kirkuk. They often intermarried. Their religious differences were less pronounced than those between Catholic and Protestant groups in the U.S. today.
AT – Government Stability Good
The government in Iraq is a puppet regime used to justify the continued occupation and destruction of Iraq
Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation    May 29, 2008
(“Iraq’s Occupation: A Form Of Terrorism” http://www.countercurrents.org/hassan290508.htm)
The ongoing Occupation of Iraq is an illegitimate murderous Occupation because it is in flagrant violation of the Iraqi people rights and is based on an illegal act of aggression condemned by the overwhelming majority of the world’s nations and people. The U.S.-installed “Iraqi government” is not a government per se. It is a Vichy regime or a puppet government and has no credibility among the Iraqi people. It rightly lacks any recognition by most Muslim nations. In brief, the puppet government is a collection of revenge-seeking expatriate criminals, conmen, corrupt businessmen and religious extremists. Their loyal militias were trained and armed by the U.S., Britain and Iran before they joined the invaders and brought into Iraq on the back of U.S.-British tanks during the illegal invasion of a once sovereign nation. Without any political standing that is acceptable to the Iraqi people, they are housed in the U.S.-fortified “Green Zone” and protected by the occupying forces. Their survival is parasitic and depends on the Occupation. Hence, the Bush regime is able to continue its colonial Occupation of Iraq. The puppeteers are easily manipulated and bribed to implement U.S.-Zionist agenda in Iraq. They are signing secret deals and “agreements” – far from the eyes of the media and the Iraqi people – with the Bush regime and cronies to sell Iraq’s resources and prolong the Occupation. (See the Link). As a reward for their services to the Occupation, members of the puppet government are often paraded on TV cameras and depicted as Iraq’s new “democratic government” in order to provide legitimacy for the murderous Occupation and U.S.-imposed hegemony on the region. It is an Iraqi façade used to legitimise the Occupation and manipulate public opinion outside Iraq.

AT Politics – Withdrawal Increase Pol Cap

Plan increases Political Capital. Withdrawal popular – key congressmen think the war was a mistake

(Paul Joseph Watson, staff writer, 6/25/10, Prison Planet, “Congressman Rohrabacher: Almost All House Republicans Think Iraq War Illegal, Immoral”, http://www.prisonplanet.com/congressman-rohrabacher-almost-all-house-republicans-think-iraq-war-illegal-immoral.html)
Judge Andrew Napolitano’s new Saturday show on the Fox Business Network is set to send shock waves through the political establishment this weekend when his guest – Republican Congressman Dana Rohrabacher – reveals that almost all House Republicans now believe that the invasion of Iraq was not only a mistake, but also illegal and immoral. “This morning when we taped our show for this weekend, Congressman Dana Rohrabacher, a right down the middle conservative Republican from southern California, former speech writer for Ronald Reagan, looked at me and said ‘almost all Republicans in the House of Representatives now believe that the war in Iraq was a mistake, that it was unlawful, that it was immoral, that it wasn’t worth the lives lost or the trillions that will be spent’,” Napolitano told The Alex Jones Show. “That is newsworthy that he would say it, it is newsworthy that so many Republicans would change their mind,” added Napolitano, a former New Jersey Superior Court Judge. As far back as three years ago, GOP support for the war in Iraq was beginning to waver, with a CNN poll finding that 38 percent of Republicans opposed the war. The recent primary success of anti-incumbent candidates like Rand Paul, a vocal critic of the invasion and occupation of Iraq, shows that the tide has rapidly turned. Napolitano pointed out that when he attacked the Bush administration for abusing the constitution, Republicans were upset, but that they are now starting to realize how government is supposed to operate as it was intended by the founding fathers. Napolitano’s show, which was broadcast solely on the Internet until last week, achieved top ratings for its premiere on the Fox Business Network, with viewers hungry to hear true libertarian viewpoints outside of the controlled statist neo-lib/neo-con paradigm. “There is a thirst out there for a focus on the government that has a bias in favor of human liberty and believes that the individual is greater than the state, that the individual has natural rights and an immortal soul and the government is just an artificial creation based on fear and force,” summarized Napolitano. Napolitano’s popularity has even made him a target with his own colleagues. Fellow Fox News host, neo-con and habitual government apologist Shep Smith attacked Napolitano yesterday for “standing up for BP,” when in reality the Judge was merely pointing out that the government has no business under the constitution in regulating the affairs of private companies. The revelation that almost all House Republicans now consider the invasion of Iraq to have been illegal, immoral and a giant mistake illustrates how far we have come in destroying the phony left-right paradigm. Now that Obama has continued and indeed expanded the Bush doctrine of military imperialism and occupation, many establishment neo-libs are defending the wars that they once opposed. Obama campaigned as the “peace candidate,” yet has broken every promise he made and is now a bigger warmonger than George W. Bush. With troops still yet to leave Afghanistan or Iraq, Obama has made it clear that a military attack on Iran is not “off the table”. Obama now has more American troops deployed than at any time under Bush. The date for withdrawing troops from Iraq is continually pushed back, and even then it is admitted that a “residual force” of tens of thousands of troops will remain to occupy the country. Now that the vast majority of Republican Congress members oppose the occupation of Iraq, resolutions need be introduced to bring the troops home from not only Iraq but Afghanistan too, with U.S. forces still engaged in two unwinnable wars which are bankrupting the already shattered U.S. economy while returning nothing but the flag-draped coffins of dead American soldiers. 

AT  Politics – War Unpopular 

War is unpopular, but not most important issue

Myers, 2010 (Steven, July 20th , Iraq, http://topics.nytimes.com/top/news/international/countriesandterritories/iraq/index.html)
The messy aftermath of a swift military victory made the war in Iraq increasingly unpopular at home, but not enough to derail Mr.Bush's re-election in November 2004. Almost immediately afterwards, though, his approval rating dropped as the war dragged on. It never recovered. By 2006, Democrats regained control of Congress. Their victory rested in large part on the growing sentiment against the war, which rose with the toll of American deaths, which reached 3,000 by the end of the year, and its ever spiraling costs. Saddam Hussein was sentenced to death just before the Congressional elections, and Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld resigned the day after the vote, widely blamed for having mismanaged the war.

In the face of rising unpopularity and against the advice of the Iraq Study Group, a bipartisan group of prominent Americans, Mr. Bush ordered a large increase in American forces, then totaling roughly 130,000 troops. He decided to do so after meeting with his advisers over the New Year's holiday weekend, even as Mr. Hussein was hanged in a gruesome execution surreptitiously filmed with a cell phone.

The "surge," as the increase became known, eventually raised the number of troops to more than 170,000. It coincided with a new counterinsurgency strategy that had been introduced by a new American commander, Gen. David H. Petraeus, and the flowering of a once-unlikely alliance with Sunnis in Anbar province and elsewhere. Moktada al-Sadr, the radical anti-American Shiite cleric, whose followers in the Mahdi Army militia had been responsible for some of the worst brutality in Baghdad, declared a cease-fire in September. These factors came together in the fall of 2007 to produce a sharp decline in violence.

Political progress and ethnic reconciliation were halting, though, fueling calls by Democrats to begin a withdrawal of American forces, though they lacked sufficient votes in Congress to force one. Senator Barack Obama of Illinois, an early opponent of the war, rose to prominence in the Democratic race for the nomination in large part by capitalizing on the war's unpopularity. But by the time Mr. Obama defeated Senator Hillary Rodham Clinton for the nomination in 2008 and then the Republican nominee, SenatorJohn McCain, Iraq hardly loomed as an issue as it once had, both because of the drop in violence there and because of the rising economic turmoil in the United States and later the world. 

AT Politics – Withdrawal Key to Midterms

Withdrawal necessary for dem in Midterms
China Daily March 31st 2010(http://www2.chinadaily.com.cn/world/201003/31/content_9665821.htm

WASHINGTON - The Obama administration should reconsider its troop withdrawal schedule if the United States wants to ensure a successful transition to stability in Iraq, US experts said. This comes in the backdrop of the recent disputed  election results and the likely delayed formation of a new government there. On the other hand, if Washington was to tinker with its drawdown schedule and maintain troops in Iraq, the president  and his party may see some reversals in the mid-term elections in November at home, they said.

AT Politics – Withdrawal Not key to  Midterm

Midterm will be decided on economy not war

Leary, July 5th 2010(Alex, NYT Staff Writer, Midterm Elections: Economy pushes war to the Background, http://www.tampabay.com/news/politics/national/midterm-elections-economy-pushes-war-into-background/1106951)
The war continues today, and about 5,500 Americans have died in Iraq and Afghanistan. But Castor, like other candidates across the United States, is focused on something else: jobs.

With the 2010 midterm elections becoming a referendum on the economy, politicians are reacting to voters consumed with troubles at home. After nine years, America has become war weary.

But the winners in November will have to confront decisions on future troop deployment and funding. The question on Iraq that Democrats thought they had answered in the 2006 and 2008 elections may be looming for Afghanistan: Stay in or get out?

With talk of war hardly simmering, the opinions of the electorate may never be realized at the ballot box.
AT Politics – Plan Bipart

Iraq withdrawal has bipartisan support
Washington Post 2009 [Sargent, “Poll: Three Quarters Of Republicans Back Withdrawal From Iraq’s Cities”, http://theplumline.whorunsgov.com/president-obama/poll-three-quarters-of-republicans-favor-obamas-iraq-withdrawal-plan/]
Anyone else catch this stunning number in the new CNN poll on whether Americans favor withdrawal from Iraq’s cities?
“This plan has widespread bipartisan support,” says CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. “Seventy two percent of Democrats and 74 percent of Republicans favor this move.”
Can it really be that less than a year ago, one of the central arguments in American politics was over whether Obama’s plan to pull out of Iraq, rather than secure “victory” first, signaled that he was defeatist, weak, possibly unpatriotic, and generally unfit to defend the country?
Update: There seems to be some debate over whether it’s fair to call the current withdrawal plan Obama’s plan. In narrow technical terms, it probably isn’t, so I’ve edited the above to clarify.
That said, the basic point stands: Obama’s call for a withdrawal timetable — one that got him attacked relentlessly by Republican leaders during the campaign as weak, unfit to defend the country, and possibly antitroops — helped produce today’s plan, and it now has the support of three fourths of Republicans. That’s the core point here, and we shouldn’t be distracted from it. 
 

K of Politics

The status quo public sphere surrounding policy has been ceded to corporations; as congressperson’s votes are auctioned off to the highest bidder, the opinions of the populace are disregarded, destroying any notion of agency.  The negative remains locked in this corporate mode of political decision-making calling for plan rejection to prevent preposterously far-fetched impact claims that are more image than substance

Catherine Chaput 2001- BA (Creighton University), MA (SUNY Binghamton), PhD (University of Arizona) Assistant Professor at U of Arizona (“Review of Carl Boggs's The End of Politics: Corporate Power and the Decline of the Public Sphere” Workplace 4.1 June 2001)
As part of this larger trend of corporatization, Boggs argues that corporations and their interests have actually restructured the public sphere by taking "over many of the functions of political decision making, including investment and allocation of resources" (69). That is to say, "the 'public good,' insofar as it lives on in liberal discourse as a viable construct, does not exist outside of what elites may regard as contributing to efficient, pragmatic, and marketable outcomes" (70). Not only are general citizens left out of the equation, so are national governments. Globalization tends to metaphorically erase national boundaries and reassign power to multinational corporations. In turn, these corporations transform individual agency from the public sphere of political participation to the private sphere of individual consumption. According to Boggs, "the seductive power of the mass media, especially television, in shaping perceptions of self and social reality points to the precipitous decline in other sources of identity: neighborhood, community, religion, class, political ideology" (85). In this way, says Boggs, "'politics' is reduced to questions of style, ritual, and image where the hyperreal tends to override substantive political debates and concerns" (85).
AT – Heg

The way that empires decline matters, only the aff can provide a peaceful decline of empire that prevents violence apolar described in their ev
Mary Hawkesworth - Professor of Women's and Gender Studies and Senior Scholar at the Center for American Women and Politics at Rutgers 2005  (“THEORIZING GLOBALIZATION IN A TIME OF WAR” STUDIES IN POLITICAL ECONOMY 2005, ISSU 75, pages 127-138 https://jps.library.utoronto.ca/index.php/spe/article/view/6679/3680)
All this draws attention to the weakening of US power and an end to the unipolar moment in history. Unilateralists face years in the cold with the bitter taste of Iraq hanging over Washington. Their only path to regained inﬂ uence might be another terrorist attack on US soil. But if US hegemony is fading, can the realists succeed in asserting US leadership based on the old western alliance? Here, too, problems exist as US economic power blends into broader transnational relationships and US cultural and political inﬂuence faces alternatives from the EU, China and the grow- ing independence of the Third World. The emerging polycentric world simply does not need or want the type of US leadership that won the cold war. The globalists seem best positioned to take advantage of this changing world, as they seek to embed US inﬂuence in a set of new transnational networks. But America’s self-conception as a country uniquely chosen by history, culture and God to lead the world is deeply rooted in the US ruling class, particularly within the military/industrial complex. This creates a disconnect between transnational economic growth based in polycentric relationships and a political culture based on national supremacy. With no clear strategic path and lingering divisions within ruling cir- cles, US foreign policy will continue to blunder through any number of tactical adjustments – some more aggressive and dangerous than others. But such confusion does afford space for a growing peace movement to inﬂ uence the direction and choices of the US. Fading empires can be destructive in their decline or go gently into that good night. It is up to the people of the US to demand a radical redirection of policy and resources, not only ending the occupation of Iraq but also creating the political groundwork for the end of US hegemony.

Their heg evidence is propoganda produced to manipulate Americans into supporting the continued destructive wars

Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation    May 29, 2008
(“Iraq’s Occupation: A Form Of Terrorism” http://www.countercurrents.org/hassan290508.htm)
At home, the Bush regime surrendered to big corporations, persecuting Muslims and enacted repressive policies and destroyed social services. To promote its wars of aggression, the Bush regime relays on a subservient global propaganda machine that dwarfs the Nazis’ propaganda machine. In today’s sophisticated propaganda, the daily news and information are controlled by a handful of giant media corporations that are in collusion with the Bush regime to manipulate the public in order to support U.S. hegemony. With journalists, academics and pundits are variously in collusion with or are coerced by the government even the most ‘educated’ segment of Western society, including American is indoctrinated and manipulated. Everything is simplified as ‘us’ against ‘them’. Americans may think George Bush is a “patriot”, but for the peoples of Iraq, Afghanistan, Palestine and Somalia, George Bush is a murderous tyrant, a war criminal worse than Adolf Hitler.
AT – Training CP

Obama will just make combat troops training officers to mask the deadly power of American colonialism

Van Auken 09(Bill, politician and activist for the Socialist Equality Party,Obama’s Iraq withdrawal plan sets stage for continued war, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=12464)
"Combat troops" is for the military a term of art. Citing two unnamed administration officials, the Associated Press reported: "The US military would leave behind a residual force, between 30,000 and 50,000 troops, to continue advising and training Iraqi security forces. Also staying beyond the 19 months would be intelligence and surveillance specialists and their equipment, including unmanned aircraft."
Moreover, it appears that "combat troops" may remain in Iraq with the Pentagon merely changing their designation to support units. The New York Times quoted military officials as saying that "they did not know how many combat troops would stay behind in new missions as trainers, advisers or counterterrorism forces, at least some of whom would still be effectively in combat roles."

The Times continued: "Military planners have said that in order to meet withdrawal deadlines, they would reassign some combat troops to training and support of the Iraqis, even though the troops would still be armed and go on combat patrols with their Iraqi counterparts."
American trained iraqi’s use torture and sexually abuse their prisoners. America needs to leave NOW

Hassan, 2005(Ghali, Independent Writer and contributor to Global Research,Iraqi women under US Occupation, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=158

According to Amnesty International, there are new reports of torture carried out by U.S. soldiers and the new U.S-trained Iraqi security forces, or the ‘Occupation dogs’ as Iraqis call them. As usual, the crimes against the Iraqi people continue because as Ignacio Ramonet, editor of the French monthly, Le Monde Diplomatique, rightly wrote; "The characteristics of colonial war are usually arrogance on the part of the occupiers, who believe that they belong to a superior race (more civilised, more advanced), are contemptuous of the colonised and sometimes refuse to admit that the colonised are even human". Reports from Iraq show that racism by U.S. soldiers fuel their violence against the Iraqi people. It is just the Western mainstream media complicity in the crimes prevents reporting them. It should be borne in mind that, Western mainstream media is the second front of the war on Iraq.

Western mainstream media, led by the Washington Post, The New York Times, The Christian Science Monitor and CNN in the U.S. and the BBC in Britain, not only fail to report the horrific crimes against Iraqi women, but also continue to publish fake stories depicting the rape crimes as "hoax" or "conspiracies" which led many people in the West to accept torture as an established policy. With hundreds of newspapers subscribing to these "News Services", the distortions become replicated and amplified throughout the U.S. and the world.

Moreover, stories of cultural differences were deliberately distorted to put cloud on the crimes of U.S. soldiers committed against defenceless Iraqi women and girls. Western mainstream media, American in particular, is full of misleading stories such as; "Arab-Muslim patriarchy" culture with its "honour killings" is worse than rape". Although it is very rare and unheard of in Iraq, "honour killings" is amplified and used to justify the abuse and rape of Iraqi women and girls by U.S. soldiers. The media provides ‘a diversion and an attempt to blame the victims by finding the locus of the problem in the victim’, to use Ward Churchill analysis. In other words, the media and politicians are deliberately shifting the blame on the victims with increasing sophistication.

AT – Troop PICs

Any subset troops that are allowed to remain will have combat troops re-classified into that mission

Dahr Jamail recipient of the 2008 The Martha Gellhorn Prize for Journalism 19 March, 2010
(“Operation Enduring Occupation” http://countercurrents.org/jamail190310.htm)

"The likelihood of the US planning to keep troops in Iraq after December 31, 2011 has to be measured in the context of the history of US violations of other countries' sovereign territory, airspace, etc.," Phyllis Bennis, director of the New Internationalism Project with the Institute for Policy Studies in Washington, DC, explained to Truthout. "At the moment, this is perhaps most obvious in Pakistan - where the US has been routinely attacking alleged Taliban or al Qaeda supporters with both air and [limited] ground troops in Pakistani territory despite the stated opposition of the Pakistani government which is nominally allied to the US."  "The early public discussions of 're-missioning' combat troops, changing their official assignment from combat to 'training' or 'assistance,' thus allowing them to remain in Iraq after the August 2010 deadline for all combat troops to be removed from the country, provides the model for how such sleight of language will occur," Bennis said, adding, "It may or may not be linked to a future 'need' for US troops to remain to protect the increasing numbers of US government civilians assigned to Iraq as the official number of troops decreases." Bennis explained that the language of the SOFA is grounded in the claim that Iraq is a sovereign nation and that the government of Iraq is choosing freely to partner with the US government. But the reality, according to Bennis, is that the SOFA was negotiated and signed while Iraq was (and continues to be today) a country occupied and controlled by the United States. Its government is and was at the time of the SOFA's signing dependent on the US for support.  In Article 27 of the SOFA, the text stated, "in the event of any external or internal threat or aggression against Iraq that would violate its sovereignty, political independence, or territorial integrity, waters, airspace, its democratic system or its elected institutions, and upon request by the Government of Iraq, the Parties shall immediately initiate strategic deliberations and, as may be mutually agreed, the United States shall take appropriate measures, including diplomatic, economic, or military measures, or any other measure, to deter such a threat."  While the agreement is ostensibly binding only for three years, Article 30 permits amendments to the SOFA, which could, of course, include extending its timeframe - and with the Iraqi government still qualitatively dependent on US support, this appears likely. The same is true for Article 28, which states, "The Government of Iraq may request from the United States Forces limited and temporary support for the Iraqi authorities in the mission of security for the Green Zone."

Perm Solvency

Perm: do the plan, and problematize the aff’s assumptions

We must look to binaries in order to break down the priviledge that exists in the squo

Henry A. Giroux Doctorate from Carnegie-Mellon in 1977, professor of education at Boston University, Director of the Waterbury Forum in Education and Cultural Studies 2009 (“Paulo Freire and the Politics of Postcolonialism” http://www.henryagiroux.com/online_articles/Paulo_friere.htm)

Postcolonial discourses have both extended and moved beyond the parameters of this debate in a number of ways. First, postcolonial critics have argued that the history and politics of difference are often informed by a legacy of colonialism that warrants analyzing the exclusions and repressions that allow specific forms of privilege to remain unacknowledged in the language of Western educators and cultural workers. At stake here is the task of demystifying and deconstructing forms of privilege that benefit maleness, whiteness, and property as well as those conditions that have disabled others to speak in places where those who are privileged by virtue of the legacy of colonial power assume authority and the conditions for human agency. This suggests, as Gayatri Spivak has pointed out, that more is at stake than problematizing discourse. More importantly, educators and cultural workers must be engaged in "the unlearning of one's own privilege. So that, not only does one become able to listen to that other constituency, but one learns to speak in such a way that one will be taken seriously by that other constituency" (42). In this instance, postcolonial discourse extends the radical implications of difference and location by making such concepts attentive to providing the grounds for forms of self-representation and collective knowledge in which the subject and object of European culture are problematized.5 Second, postcolonial discourse rewrites the relationship between the margin and the center by deconstructing the colonialist and imperialist ideologies that structure Western knowledge, texts, and social practices. In this case, there is an attempt to demonstrate how European culture and colonialism "are deeply implicated in each other" (Young 119). This suggests more that rewriting or recovering the repressed stories and social memories of the other; it means understanding and rendering visible how Western knowledge is encased in historical and institutional structures that both privilege and exclude particular readings, particular voices, certain aesthetics, forms of authority, specific representations, and modes of sociality. The West and otherness relate not as polarities or binarisms in postcolonial discourse but in ways in which both are complicitous and resistant, victim and accomplice. In this instance, criticism of the dominating other returns as a form of self criticism. Linda Hutcheon captures the importance of this issue with her question: "How do we construct a discourse which displaces the effects of the colonizing gaze while we are still under its influence" (176).
Foucault perm card

Perm do both, reject the continued presence in Iraq that is justified through neocolonial impetus for profit and power projection

Michael Welch 2007 Professor in the Criminal Justice Program at Rutgers (“Foucault in a Post-9/11World: Excursions into Security, Territory, Population” British Journal of Criminology, 47 (2): 177-195 http://www.thecarceral.org/Welch%20MS%20for%20Carceral%20Notebooks%2027%20Aug%202008.pdf)

From a Foucauldian standpoint, neocolonial Iraq is currently a site where American hegemonic power is being exercised. As this analysis suggests, a shift of emphasis toward territory, allows us to reexamine the initial problematic triangle (i.e., security-territory-population) by looking closer at the problems of space. Neocolonial adventures, such as the one in Iraq, exhibit the paradox of hard power since military control over territory also restricts social and economic circulation. Perhaps that is putting it mildly. Derek Gregory in his The Colonial Present borrows from a host of intellectuals, among them Foucault, Agamben, and Butler, to stitch together meanings of time and space as they factor into contemporary war. Gregory notes that even the best-run empires are violent enterprises, adding: “I believe that ‘the roots of the global crisis which erupted on September 11 lie in precisely those colonial experiences and the informal quasi-imperial system that succeeded them’” (2004: 10; see Brighenti 2007). The cycle of mass violence draws attention to the problem—and paradox--of biopower. Ruggiero (2007) recognizes that modern war is actually de-modernizing insofar as the military targets are bombed back to the Stone Age: destroying cities along with their infrastructures, electrical grids, sanitation devices, and related public health services. Food distribution and medical care is disrupted, contributing to hunger and disease; hence, bomb now, die later. Concurrently, war is re- modernizing with lucrative reconstruction contracts awarded by the occupying power to its private partners; in turn, the political economy is revamped so as to accommodate external investment (Klein 2007). “In this way, logical continuity is established between the space of war and the space of peace, between war actors and civilian groups, while inimical countries, now annihilated offer maximum predatory potential to industrial conglomerates” (Ruggiero 2007, 212; see Ruggiero and Welch 2009).   Finally, for professors and students alike who might dismiss Foucault as being too abstract, too philosophical, and too historical, one should bear in mind that as his interpretations of power are quite anchored. Even though he begins his 1978 lectures with a rant against polemics (STP: 4), on many other occasions Foucault reveals his continued support for social change. During a rather frank interview about his writings, Foucault noted: “The only important problem is what happens on the ground” (1991a: 83). Likewise, for activists who find his work simply not practical for intervention, Foucault vehemently insists that critique— which is ultimately what he produces—should “be an instrument for those who fight, those who resist, and refuse what is” (1991b: 84; see 1996). 

BioPower Cards

The US occupation in Iraq represents both the constructive biopower that continually sanctions the expansion of the security state and the destructive power that allows us to continue to kill without reproach 

Michael Welch 2007 Professor in the Criminal Justice Program at Rutgers (“Foucault in a Post-9/11World: Excursions into Security, Territory, Population” British Journal of Criminology, 47 (2): 177-195 http://www.thecarceral.org/Welch%20MS%20for%20Carceral%20Notebooks%2027%20Aug%202008.pdf)

An exploration of neocolonial Iraq would not be complete without incorporating a few thoughts on the proliferating nature of world conflict. Whereas Carl von Clausewitz (1976) contends that war is the continuation of politics by other means, Foucault (SMBD) proposes the reverse: that is, politics is merely one of the guises of war. From that viewpoint, war does not establish peace but sets the stage for the next clash (see Deleuze and Guattari 1987). Foucault further elaborates on how political power reinscribes that fundamental relationship into social institutions and systems of economic inequality (see Pandolfi 2002). Similarly, Hardt and Negri (2004) consider the reach of contemporary militarism, suggesting that because war is becoming a permanent social relation, it can also be understood as a regime of biopower. War, in other words, becomes the general matrix for all relations of power and techniques of domination, whether or not bloodshed is involved. War has become a regime of biopower, that is, a form of rule aimed not only at controlling the population but producing and reproducing all aspects of social life. This war brings death but also, paradoxically, must produce life. This does not mean that war has been domesticated or its violence attenuated, but rather that daily life and the normal functioning of power has been permeated with the threat and violence of warfare. (p. 13) The White House launched its war on terror as a campaign that would remain both infinite and indefinite; moreover, that regime of biopower is directed not only at eliminating the dangerous enemy (destructive power) but providing security and protecting the innocent lives (constructive power). In pursuit of such “noble” causes, that dual form of biopower is embraced by advocates of the “lesser evil” approach to counterterrorism, thereby justifying the occupation of Iraq (and Afghanistan), along with torture, extraordinary renditions, and detention without trial (Dershowitz 2002; Ignatieff 2004). Hardt and Negri make note of the constant and coordinated application of violence and perpetual war which serve to instill discipline and control on a global scale. Drawing further on Foucault, they find that “war must become both a procedural activity and an ordering, regulative activity that creates and maintains social hierarchies, a form of biopower aimed at the promotion and regulation of social life” (2004: 21). The American occupation and reconstruction of Iraq, highlights the productive project of biopower even though it is predicated on the destructive forces of war and regime change. Hardt and Negri continue: “Such nation building resembles less the modern revolutionary birth of nations than it does the process of colonial powers dividing up the globe and drawing the maps of their subject territories” (2004: 23).

Green zone= Disciplinary panopticon

Green zone represents US attempts at disciplinary control over Iraq’s economy and population

Michael Welch 2007 Professor in the Criminal Justice Program at Rutgers (“Foucault in a Post-9/11World: Excursions into Security, Territory, Population” British Journal of Criminology, 47 (2): 177-195 http://www.thecarceral.org/Welch%20MS%20for%20Carceral%20Notebooks%2027%20Aug%202008.pdf)

Obviously, all this talk about the town has a great deal to do with understanding the problemization of Baghdad (and other Iraqi cities). Virtually all modern urban spaces grapple with the task of maximizing good circulation while minimizing the bad. Nevertheless, as a neocolonial city, Baghdad faces continued social and economic challenges due to the blocking of circulation by the US military. The urban landscape of Baghdad is fraught with military checkpoints geared at detecting terrorists, insurgents, suicide-bombers, as well as run-of-the-mill criminals, looters, and black marketers (Parenti 2004). While those checkpoints may contribute to security they also choke circulation, making it difficult for goods, workers, and consumers to reach their final destination. Those problems demonstrate the paradox of hard power since sovereignty by acquisition—vis-a-vis sovereignty by institution--creates more, not less, obstacles for spatial movement. Sovereignty by acquisition also has given rise to the Green Zone where key US military and diplomatic officials work—and reside. In his book Imperial Life in the Emerald City: Inside Iraq’s Green Zone (2006) Rajiv Chandrasekaran issues a revealing look at the blast-barrier-encased compound created around Hussein’s Baghdad palace where Coalition Provisional Authority was headquartered. As the key entity of US governance over Iraq, the CPA—comprised of Bush ideologues-- pursued projects to modernize the country and its stock exchange, opening the economy to various forms of privatization and foreign investment. That fortressed city-within-a-city resembles what Foucault described as the artificial towns constructed in Europe during the 17 th century. Consider Richelieu, a French village built from scratch where there was previously nothing. “How was it built? The famous form of the Roman camp is used, which, along with the military institution, was being reutilized at this time as a fundamental instrument of discipline” (STP: 15). The revival of that model represented an ideal space for “observatories of human multiplicities — the camp is the diagram of a power that acts by means of general visibility (DP: 170-171). Such militarized territory, according to Foucault, marks the disciplinary treatment of multiplicities in space.  The Green Zone symbolizes a heavy neocolonial—and disciplinary--presence, which of course makes it a prime target for resistance. That city-within-a-city, endures routine attacks, mostly in the form of mortars being fired by insurgents outside the perimeter. That should come as no surprise, just as Foucault recognizes that the town is also a place of revolt (STP: 63). Mindful of dangerous political conflict, authorities strive to secure urban space without unduly straining circulation. Attacks on the Green Zone and other the US military installations represent various forms of resistance—all of which might be called counter- colonialism aimed at driving out the hegemonic power. Thus far, that resistance is met with even greater determination by American willingness to stay the course and not “give in to the insurgency.” Consider the controversy over the 2008 security agreement that will regulate the relationship between the American military and the Iraqis after the United Nations resolution authorizing the presence of US troops in the country expires at the end of the year. The long-term pact is indeed complicated. 

Iraq – Agamben 

Iraqi citizens exist in a state of exception where their deaths no longer matter due to US occupation and indiscriminate military violence

Michael Welch 2007 Professor in the Criminal Justice Program at Rutgers (“Foucault in a Post-9/11World: Excursions into Security, Territory, Population” British Journal of Criminology, 47 (2): 177-195 http://www.thecarceral.org/Welch%20MS%20for%20Carceral%20Notebooks%2027%20Aug%202008.pdf)

By exploring the problems of space contained in security-territory- population, we gain further insight into the nature of neocolonialism and the exercise of hard power in foreign affairs. The neo-cons who designed the invasion  and occcupation of Iraq have been less concerned with population—a hallmark of governmentality—and focused more on Iraq as a territory not only for its strategic location in the Middle East but also its rich oil reserves (Kramer 2008; New York Times 2008). With that knowledge, Paul Wolfowitz (in March 2003) explained to a Senate Committee that Iraq “can really finance its own reconstruction and relatively soon” (Farley and Wright 2003: 36). As a bonanza for privatization and foreign investors, the reconstruction of Iraq is driven more toward increasing the production and export of oil than on providing genuine humanitarian aid for the civilian population (Kramer and Michalowski, 2005; Whyte 2007).  Commentators have weighed into the controversy over collateral damage— the callus military term for civilian casualties. Noam Chomsky suggests that most of those men, women, and children were killed or maimed “not by design but because it did not matter,” demonstrating an even “deeper level of moral depravity” (2002: 150). The focus on territory (and its resources) rather than on population is evident in the absence of US record-keeping of civilian deaths. As baffling as that might be, there must be some estimate for collateral damage since minimizing civilian deaths remains an important concern in modern warfare. Revealingly, then Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld demanded that all air strikes likely to yield more than 30 civilians deaths be submitted for approval. More than 50 plans were reviewed, and all were approved but actual figures of civilian deaths were never released by the Pentagon (Graham and Morgan 2003; Jackson 2003; Sloboda and Dardagan 2003). The enormous volume of collateral damage in Iraq is a consequence of the US not taking seriously its commitment to protect non-combatants. It seems that sovereign power at a distance has created a space of exception in which civilian deaths fail to be officially recognized. Paul Gilroy (2003) similarly points to an imperial topography that distinguishes between the “honorable” deaths of US soldiers designated as “heroes” in American culture and the mundane killing of “terrorists” and “insurgents” along with civilian fatalities. He goes on to note that a general apathy in the US toward collateral damage in Iraq is contoured not only along lines of racism but also a colonial economy that marginalizes local people and neglects their suffering (see Roy 2001). 

AT – K of Agency

We must embrace the complex forms of agency inherent in fiat

Henry A. Giroux Doctorate from Carnegie-Mellon in 1977, professor of education at Boston University, Director of the Waterbury Forum in Education and Cultural Studies 1992 (“Paulo Freire and the Politics of Postcolonialism” http://www.henryagiroux.com/online_articles/Paulo_friere.htm)

While it cannot be forgotten that the legacy of colonialism has meant large-scale death and destruction as well as cultural imperialism for the other, the other is not merely the opposite of Western colonialism, nor is the West a homogeneous trope of imperialism. This suggests a third rupture provided by postcolonial discourses. The current concern with the "death of the subject" cannot be confused with the necessity of affirming the complex and contradictory character of human agency. Postcolonial discourse reminds us that it is ideologically convenient and politically suspect for Western intellectuals to talk about the disappearance of the speaking subject from within institutions of privilege and power. This is not to suggest that postcolonial theorists accept the humanist notion of the subject as a unified and static identity. On the contrary, postcolonial discourse agrees that the speaking subject must be decentered, but this does not mean that all notions of human agency and social change must be dismissed. Understood in these terms, the postmodernist notion of the subject must be accepted and modified in order to extend rather than erase the possibility for creating the enabling conditions for human agency. At the very least, this would mean coming to understand the strengths and limits of practical reason, the importance of affective investments, the discourse of ethics as a resource for social vision, and the availability of multiple discourses and cultural resources that provide the very grounds and necessity for agency.6
AT: speaking for other

Robert Spencer -weekly columnist for Human Events and FrontPage Magazine, and has led seminars on Islam and jihad for the United States Central Command, United States Army Command and General Staff College, the U.S. Army's Asymmetric Warfare Group, the FBI, the Joint Terrorism Task Force, and the U.S. intelligence community. 2006
(“Edward Said and the war in Iraq” New Formations #59) 

In the wake of the onslaught against Iraq and the cack-handed overhaul  of that country, it is high time for us to admit that jittery compunctions  about intellectual work will not advance what ought to be the calling of  the postcolonial critic: to help humankind prevail over the manifestly  undiminished consequences of imperialism. The war in Iraq has made starkly  visible an imperialist project that has not, as our field’s moniker suggests,  been drawing to a close but has on the contrary been expanding American  hegemony, extending corporate power and hijacking international institutions  of governance. Therefore, in addition to exposing those destructive dealings  that are the result of cupidity and misapprehension, postcolonial criticism  needs methods and principles that will allow it to elaborate positive visions  of genuine fellowship and equality to set against the parochial, self-serving  universalism of the United States. It requires a critical vocabulary that  fulminates against Iraqis’ plight and arraigns their assailants in the name of  universal principles and a vision of social transformation.   Many postcolonial thinkers have, alas, been persuaded against performing  these tasks by their reluctance (often brought about by what I think is a  misreading of Edward Said’s Orientalism) to acknowledge that thinkers can  write about, for and in the name of a broad international constituency. The  fallacious doctrines that underpin imperialism are too often put down to an  irremediable entanglement of knowledge with power.  But this scepticism  about the possibility of knowledge then leads to an equally unavailing political  philosophy; incomprehension is put down to the fact that the culture of the  perceived and that of the percipient belong to terminally discrepant realms,  discrete spheres without values or aspirations in common, a belief that in my  view is as far from reality as it is from providing an appealing alternative to  the fractured, inequitable world brought into being by imperialism. 

AT: Pomo K
Your pomo args got it wrong, we need to attack imperialism where it exists materially 

Neil Lazarus - B.A. in Political Science from the University of Wales, consultant for the Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Israeli Defense Forces, the Israel Air Force, the Israeli Ministry of Tourism, Jewish Federations, Keshet Television, The World Bank, Harvard University Extension Courses in Israel, Yad Vashem, Hillel, Hadassah, Birthright, the Jewish Agency, UNESCO 2006
(“Postcolonial studies after the invasion of Iraq” http://www.lwbooks.co.uk/journals/newformations/articles/59%20lazarus.pdf)

It is in this context that today’s extraordinarily disturbing political  developments must be situated. The historical significance of these  developments has been well conceptualised by Jonathan Schell, as follows:  In the past 200 years, all of the earth’s great territorial empires, whether  dynastic or colonial, or both, have been destroyed. The list includes  the Russian empire of the czars; the Austro-Hungarian Empire of the  Habsburgs; the German empire of the Hohenzollerns, the Ottoman  Empire, the Napoleonic Empire, the overseas empires of Holland,  England, France, Belgium, Italy and Japan, Hitler’s “thousand-year  Reich” and the Soviet empire. They were brought down by a force that,  to the indignation and astonishment of the imperialists, turned out to be  irresistible: the resolve of peoples, no matter how few they were or how  poor, to govern themselves.  With its takeover of Iraq, the United States is attempting to reverse  this universal historical verdict. It is seeking to reinvent the imperial  tradition and reintroduce imperial rule - and on a global scale - for the  twenty-first century. Some elements, like the danger of weapons of mass  destruction, are new. Yet any student of imperialism will be struck by the  similarities between the old style of imperialism and the new: the gigantic  disparity between the technical and military might of the conquerors and  the conquered; the inextricable combination of rapacious commercial  interest and geopolitical ambition and design; the distortion and erosion  of domestic constitutions by the immense military establishments, overt  and covert, required for foreign domination; the use of one colony as a  stepping stone to seize others or pressure them into compliance with the  imperial agenda; the appeal to jingoism on the home front.20  Because postcolonial studies engages, almost by definition, with colonialism  and its aftermath, an outside observer might be forgiven for supposing that  some of the most incisive analyses of the contemporary crisis would derive  from scholars active in the field. The truth, however, is that although some  postcolonialists are indeed producing valuable and historically informed  analyses, these are for the most part individuals whose relation to the field  as a whole is one of internal dissidence. One can certainly hope that the  invasion, occupation and, evidently, long-term destabilisation of Iraq will  prove to be an event of such specific importance to postcolonial studies as to  force a broad reconsideration of dominant assumptions and prevailing modes  of practice; but the likelihood is that it will not. After all, some of the known scholars in the field have demonstrated a remarkable ability, over a  number of years now, to look the facts in the face and not see them. Witness  to developments, in their own time, in such places as El Salvador, Nicaragua  and Grenada, Colombia and Venezuela, Somalia and Angola, Korea, the  Philippines and Indonesia, to say nothing of Cuba and Haiti or Iraq in the  wake of the Gulf War of 1991, they have responded by inveighing against  … why, against binaristic modes of conceptualisation, against liberationist  ideologies, against nationalism, against Marxist theory and socialist practice!  We should therefore not hold our collective breath in expectation that the  unfolding events in southwest Asia will lift the scales from their eyes. It is not  an accident that Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri’s book, Empire, should  have attracted great attention, much of it admiring, in postcolonial studies.  Writing in the year 2000 - that is to say, after the blood-stained record of the  fifty years to that point, and, just as starkly, after the blood-stained record of  the ten years to that point - Hardt and Negri were able to assert that ‘[t]he United  States does not, and indeed no nation-state can today, form the center of an imperialist  project. Imperialism is over. No nation will be world leader in the way modern  European nations were’.21 Hardt and Negri have not rushed to recant after  2001; and I believe that their counterparts in postcolonial studies are unlikely  to do so, either. Consider, for instance, the following formulation, by Sangeeta  Ray, which appears in a 2005 ‘Postscript’ - entitled ‘Popular Perceptions of  Postcolonial Studies after 9/11’ - to a new edition of her co-edited Blackwell  Companion to Postcolonial Studies: ‘Now more than ever we need to pay attention  to the work and role of specular, border intellectuals who have the courage  to stand up against the evocation of the horror of alterity by 

AT- Media Good

Western media distorts true situation, what is claimed to be resistance is mainly orchestrated by US mil forces
Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation  May 2005
(“Media Disinformation and the Nature of the Iraqi Resistance”  http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/HAS505C.html)

According to Iraqi sources, in contrast to Western media accounts, most of the terrorist acts such as kidnappings and hostages attributed by the Western media to Iraqi "insurgents" were carried out by the U.S-created militias.    These reports also point to the role of U.S. and Israeli (Mossad) intelligence, which are involved in a process of distorting the image of the Resistance. There is, in this regard, a growing body of analysis which suggests that the various acts of violence and kidnappings attributed to the Resistance are part of a deliberate and conscious propaganda effort by the occupying forces to distort reality. (See References below)    The strategy is to absolve the U.S. of any crimes and legitimize a prolonged Occupation. "Whenever major terrorist operations happened, it was mostly with US knowledge or involvement. Israel's Mossad planned major terror operations in Iraq, recruiting 2,000 mercenaries before the war and sending them to various Iraqi cities to offer protection and support to the occupation forces", reported the Egyptian, Al-Ahram Weekly.    The hidden agenda is to blame the Iraqi Resistance for these attacks. In other words, the intelligence operation essentially consists in demonizing the Resistance movement, thereby weakening public support for it.     Who is behind the violence in Iraq? U.S. forces and their Israeli agents together with the main militia groups, which now form the core of the new Iraqi army, police and security forces. People have often been found dead after the police and security forces have arrested them. According to Adnan Al-Duliemi, head of the Muslim Endowment, a religious organization that supervises mosques and Muslim shrines, Iraqi Police Forces were "complacent about, even complicit with those killings". He called on the "government to open an investigation into the killings.    The U.S. and its allies have much to gain from a divided Iraq embroiled in sectarian violence. No investigation of these police killings has been conducted and the Occupation forces together with the Western media blamed this orchestrated police violence on the Iraqi Resistance.    These fabricated stories are fed into the Western news chain. They are used to portray the U.S fighting one group of Iraqi (Muslim) fanatics who see the U.S. as "infidel", rather than as a violent occupier.

Moral Obligation

We have a moral responsibility to withdraw from Iraq and reject flawed representations of the situation in the Middle East
Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation   03/19/2007
(“Blaming The Victims: Covering Up Terrorism In Iraq” http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article17359.htm)

Finally, The Anglo-American public (including the Anglo-Australian public) have moral responsibility to hold their leaders directly responsible for the mass murder of innocent Iraqi civilians. Failure to do so, they stand accused by many people around the world (Muslims and non-Muslims) for complicity in war crimes.  It should be borne in mind that the U.S. is using the and Iran’s non-existent weapon program and conflict in Dafur as a diversion to manipulate and keep the public in a state of fear, because it enhances the U.S. imperialist ideology towards global domination, as if the mass murder of innocent Iraqi civilians is not enough to satisfy Western elites’ thirst for blood. It is Paramount that the focus must be on holding the perpetrators accountable for their crimes and what happen to the Iraqi people in the last four years and avoid the media obfuscation of reality in Iraq.  The Time magazine’s cover story is of course based on Western distorted images of Muslims (and Islam) without any real presence in the Iraqi society. Like its previous stories on Iraq, the entire Time story is a distortion of reality, a pack of concocted lies designed to mislead the public and encourage greater violence against the Iraqi people. With propaganda organs like Time and journalists like Bobby Ghosh covering up terrorism, mass murder of innocent civilians will continue to be blamed on the victims.

K of religious fanatic rhetoric

Talking about Iraqi resistance as religious fanatics obscures their true intent 

Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation  May 2005
(“Media Disinformation and the Nature of the Iraqi Resistance”  http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/HAS505C.html)

The flurry of news, hypotheses, and disinformation about the nature of the Iraqi Resistance against the Occupation continues unabated.        How much of this is managed propaganda against the Iraqi Resistance?        According to both the Western mainstream media and the alternative media, the U.S. is "building democracy" and fighting "terrorism" in Iraq.        The distortions of reality and lack of oppositional media leave people in the West, Americans in particular, ill informed.        The Western media diligently diverts public attention from the illegal Occupation of Iraq and the responsibility of the U.S./Western governments for the horrendous crimes committed against the people of Iraq.        Western journalists and pundits are the main agents of this distorted propaganda. The aims are to portray the Iraqi Resistance as violent "religious fanatics" isolated from the rest of the population and to advocate for ongoing occupation.        Time and again, the public have shown to be less tolerant to the old cliché of "religious fanatics". By contrast, people around the world have a record of supporting national resistance movements.        In other word, portraying the Iraqi national Resistance movement as a collection of "religious fanatics" and "foreign" fighters "with nothing to lose" is the Occupation's way of discrediting the Iraqi Resistance and denying the Iraqi people their legitimate right to fight for freedom and national sovereignty.

AT – Cap and Trade (1/4) 

Markets feed off of scarcity, the less of something there is the more capitalists can justify paying for it, setting up a market for carbon trading will do nothing to prevent ecological destruction but simply profits off the destruction of the environment

John Bellamy Foster and Brett Clark 2009- Foster is editor of Monthly Review, professor of sociology at the University of Oregon, and author of The Ecological Revolution (Monthly Review Press, 2009).Brett Clark is assistant professor of sociology at North Carolina State University, and author (with John Bellamy Foster and Richard York) of Critique of Intelligent Design (Monthly Review Press, 2008). (“The Paradox of Wealth: Capitalism and Ecological Destruction” November 2009 http://www.monthlyreview.org/091101foster-clark.php)

A peculiarity of capitalism, brought out by the Lauderdale Paradox, is that it feeds on scarcity. Hence, nothing is more dangerous to capitalism as a system than abundance. Waste and destruction are therefore rational for the system. Although it is often supposed that increasing environmental costs will restrict economic growth, the fact is that such costs continue to be externalized under capitalism on nature (and society) as a whole. This perversely provides new prospects for private profits through the selective commodification of parts of nature (public wealth).All of this points to the fact that there is no real feedback mechanism, as commonly supposed, from rising ecological costs to economic crisis, that can be counted on to check capitalism’s destruction of the biospheric conditions of civilization and life itself. By the perverse logic of the system, whole new industries and markets aimed at profiting on planetary destruction, such as the waste management industry and carbon trading, are being opened up. These new markets are justified as offering partial, ad hoc “solutions” to the problems generated non-stop by capital’s laws of motion.

AT – Cap and Trade (2/4) 

Cap and trade policies are merely recreations and profit-monger over the current ecological crisis, the underlying free market ideology that represents nature as commodities to be traded cannot be reconciled with actual climate scientists predictions

John Bellamy Foster and Brett Clark 2009- Foster is editor of Monthly Review, professor of sociology at the University of Oregon, and author of The Ecological Revolution (Monthly Review Press, 2009).Brett Clark is assistant professor of sociology at North Carolina State University, and author (with John Bellamy Foster and Richard York) of Critique of Intelligent Design (Monthly Review Press, 2008). (“The Paradox of Wealth: Capitalism and Ecological Destruction” November 2009 http://www.monthlyreview.org/091101foster-clark.php)
Today orthodox economics is reputedly being harnessed to an entirely new end: saving the planet from the ecological destruction wrought by capitalist expansion. It promises to accomplish this through the further expansion of capitalism itself, cleared of its excesses and excrescences. A growing army of self-styled “sustainable developers” argues that there is no contradiction between the unlimited accumulation of capital — the credo of economic liberalism from Adam Smith to the present — and the preservation of the earth. The system can continue to expand by creating a new “sustainable capitalism,” bringing the efficiency of the market to bear on nature and its reproduction. In reality, these visions amount to little more than a renewed strategy for profiting on planetary destruction.  Behind this tragedy-cum-farce is a distorted accounting deeply rooted in the workings of the system that sees wealth entirely in terms of value generated through exchange. In such a system, only commodities for sale on the market really count. External nature — water, air, living species — outside this system of exchange is viewed as a “free gift.” Once such blinders have been put on, it is possible to speak, as the leading U.S. climate economist William Nordhaus has, of the relatively unhindered growth of the economy a century or so from now, under conditions of business as usual — despite the fact that leading climate scientists see following the identical path over the same time span as absolutely catastrophic both for human civilization and life on the planet as a whole.1 Such widely disparate predictions from mainstream economists and natural scientists are due to the fact that, in the normal reckoning of the capitalist system, both nature’s contribution to wealth and the destruction of natural conditions are largely invisible. Insulated in their cocoon, orthodox economists either implicitly deny the existence of nature altogether or assume that it can be completely subordinated to narrow, acquisitive ends.
AT – Cap and Trade (3/4)

Attempts to measure ecological costs in economics terms, like a cap and trade system, presume that all of nature can be commodified resulting in complete ownership of all aspects of the world
Samir Amin 2009- director of the Third World Forum in Dakar, Senegal. His recent books include Obsolescent Capitalism (Zed Books), The Liberal Virus (Monthly Review Press, 2004), and The World We Wish to See (Monthly Review Press, 2008). (“Capitalism and the Ecological Footprint” November 2009 http://www.monthlyreview.org/091102amin.php)
This capture of ecological measurement by vulgar economics is making huge strides. Thousands of young researchers in the United States, and their imitators in Europe, have been mobilized in this cause. The “ecological costs” are, in this way of thinking, assimilated to external economies. The vulgar method of measuring cost/benefit in terms of exchange value (itself conflated with market price) is then used to define a “fair price,” integrating external economies and diseconomies. It goes without saying that the work — reduced to mathematical formulas — done in this traditional area of vulgar economics does not say how the “fair price” calculated could become that of the actual current market. It is presumed, therefore, that fiscal and other “incentives” could be sufficient to bring about this convergence. Any proof that such a convergence would really occur is entirely absent. In fact, as can already be seen, oligopolies have seized hold of ecology to justify the opening up of new fields to their destructive expansion. Francois Houtart provides a conclusive illustration of this in his work on biofuels. Since then, “.green capitalism” has been part of the obligatory discourse of men/women in positions of power, on both the Right and the Left, in the Triad, and the CEOs of oligopolies The ecology in question, of course, conforms to the vision known as “weak sustainability” (the notion that it is possible for the market to substitute for all national resources/forces, none of which is indispensable in defining a sustainable path) — in other words, the complete commodification of the “rights of access to the planet’s resources.” Joseph Stiglitz, in a report of the UN commission which he chaired, openly embraced this position at the United Nations General Assembly, June 24-26, 2009, proposing “an auction of the world’s resources (fishing rights, licences to pollute, etc.).” This is a proposal that quite simply comes down to sustaining the oligopolies in their ambition to mortgage further the future of the peoples of the South.

AT – Cap and Trade (4/4)

Any attempt to privatize (food/water/emitions) results in an increase in scarcity in order for those who own the resources to add to their wealth

John Bellamy Foster and Brett Clark 2009- Foster is editor of Monthly Review, professor of sociology at the University of Oregon, and author of The Ecological Revolution (Monthly Review Press, 2009).Brett Clark is assistant professor of sociology at North Carolina State University, and author (with John Bellamy Foster and Richard York) of Critique of Intelligent Design (Monthly Review Press, 2008). (“The Paradox of Wealth: Capitalism and Ecological Destruction” November 2009 http://www.monthlyreview.org/091101foster-clark.php)

Scarcity, in other words, is a necessary requirement for something to have value in exchange, and to augment private riches. But this is not the case for public wealth, which encompasses all value in use, and thus includes not only what is scarce but also what is abundant. This paradox led Lauderdale to argue that increases in scarcity in such formerly abundant but necessary elements of life as air, water, and food would, if exchange values were then attached to them, enhance individual private riches, and indeed the riches of the country — conceived of as “the sum-total of individual riches” — but only at the expense of the common wealth. For example, if one could monopolize water that had previously been freely available by placing a fee on wells, the measured riches of the nation would be increased at the expense of the growing thirst of the population. 
Cap and Trade Doesn’t Solve Warming

While carbon trading only worsens the ecology while making profits, a break with the current mode of over-production and -consumption can transform social environmental issues

John Bellamy Foster and Brett Clark 2009- Foster is editor of Monthly Review, professor of sociology at the University of Oregon, and author of The Ecological Revolution (Monthly Review Press, 2009).Brett Clark is assistant professor of sociology at North Carolina State University, and author (with John Bellamy Foster and Richard York) of Critique of Intelligent Design (Monthly Review Press, 2008). (“The Paradox of Wealth: Capitalism and Ecological Destruction” November 2009 http://www.monthlyreview.org/091101foster-clark.php)
Similar issues arise with respect to carbon-trading schemes, ostensibly aimed at promoting profits while reducing carbon emissions. Such schemes continue to be advanced despite the fact that experiments in this respect thus far have been a failure — in reducing emissions. Here, the expansion of capital trumps actual public interest in protecting the vital conditions of life. At all times, ruling-class circles actively work to prevent radical structural change in this as in other areas, since any substantial transformation in social-environmental relations would mean challenging the treadmill of production itself, and launching an ecological-cultural revolution.Indeed, from the standpoint of capital accumulation, global warming and desertification are blessings in disguise, increasing the prospects of expanding private riches. We are thus driven back to Lauderdale’s question: “What opinion,” he asked, “would be entertained of the understanding of a man, who, as the means of increasing the wealth of…a country should propose to create a scarcity of water, the abundance of which was deservedly considered one of the greatest blessings incident to the community? It is certain, however, that such a projector would, by this means, succeed in increasing the mass of individual riches.”41
AT – START

Prolif is inevitable in a world where the US continues its double standard policy of non-prolif for its enemies and continued nuclear development for itself and allies

Seumas Milne - reported for The Guardian from the Middle East, Latin America, Russia, Eastern Europe and South Asia.  Written for Le Monde Diplomatique and the London Review of Books.  served on the executive committee of the National Union of Journalists for ten years May 27 2009
(“After Iraq, it's not just North Korea that wants a bomb” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2009/may/27/north-korea-nuclear-weapons-us)

Yet not only has America's heightened enthusiasm for invading other countries since the early 1990s created a powerful incentive for states in its firing line to acquire nuclear weapons for their own security. But all the main nuclear weapons states have, by their persistent failure to move towards serious disarmament, become the single greatest driver of nuclear proliferation.  It's not just the breathtaking hypocrisy that underpins every western pronouncement about the "threat to world peace" posed by the "illegal weapons" of the johnny-come-latelys to the nuclear club. Or the double standards that underpin the nuclear indulgence of Israel, India and Pakistan – now increasing its stock of nuclear weapons, even as the country is rocked by civil war – while Iran and North Korea are sanctioned and embargoed for "breaking the rules". It's that the obligation of the nuclear weapons states under the non-proliferation treaty – and the only justification of their privileged status – is to negotiate "complete disarmament".  Yet far from doing any such thing, both the US and Britain are investing in a new generation of nuclear weapons. Even the latest plans to agree new cuts in the US and Russian strategic arsenals would leave the two former superpower rivals in control of ­thousands of warheads, enough to wipe each other out, let alone the smaller fry of global conflict. So why North Korea, no longer even a signatory to the treaty and ­therefore not bound by its rules, or any other state seeking nuclear protection, should treat them as a reason to disarm is a mystery.  Obama's dramatic plea for a "world without nuclear weapons" in Prague last month was qualified by the warning that such a goal would "not be reached quickly – perhaps not in my lifetime". But a lifetime is too long if the mass proliferation of nuclear weapons is to be halted. Earlier this month, ­Mohammed ElBaradei, the outgoing director general of the International Atomic Energy Agency, told the Guardian that without radical disarmament by the major powers, the number of nuclear weapons states would double in a few years, as "virtual weapons states" acquire the capability, but stopped just short of assembling a weapon, to "buy insurance against attack".
AT – Demo Promo / Government Good DA (1/2)

Democracy has not been achieved as corruption remains rampant and humanitarian crisis go unnoticed 

Hadani Ditmars Author, journalist, photographer and co-editor at the New Internationalist magazine 27 June, 2010

(“Mission Accomplished? Not For The Iraqi People” http://countercurrents.org/ditmars270610.htm)

lmost a fifth of Iraq's population are refugees or internally displaced, and almost half live in abject poverty - despite $53 billion in "aid" spent since the 2003 invasion (funds that lined the pockets of foreign military contractors and corrupt officials but left 70 percent of Iraqis without potable water or predictable electricity). A once secular, highly educated and cosmopolitan society has been torn apart by sectarian violence. Extremist militias, empowered by the post-invasion power vacuum, still terrorize women, gays and religious minorities. Few can afford to flee their country, which is racked by ongoing insecurity and ruled by a puppet regime (although whether Iran or America pulls the strings is a matter of some debate) from behind the walls of the green zone.  Yet the stories of the people of Iraq are virtually absent in mainstream media reports. The ongoing humanitarian disaster is ignored while invasion apologists promote a corrupt pseudo-democracy as a perverse example of "mission accomplished." I have been visiting Baghdad since 1997, and most Iraqis seem as cynical about the new regime as they were about the old one. With Iraq now ranked the fifth most corrupt country out of 180 studied by Transparency International, and with no laws on campaign financing, with incumbents who used state funds to further their own campaigns and imprisoned opponents on trumped-up charges of terrorism and with government ministers maintaining their own private militias, democracy remains as elusive as ever.

AT – Government Good DA (2/2)

Obama will do anything he can to keep a strike force in Iraq

Dahr Jamail recipient of the 2008 The Martha Gellhorn Prize for Journalism 19 March, 2010
(“Operation Enduring Occupation” http://countercurrents.org/jamail190310.htm)

Faculty Director of the Undergraduate College of Global Studies at Stony Brook University in New York, Professor Michael Schwartz, has written extensively on insurgency and the US Empire.  He pointed out to Truthout that President Obama's "... actions have made it very clear that he is unwilling to sacrifice the 50,000-strong strike force, even while he has also said he would abide by the SOFA and remove all troops from Iraq by the end of 2011. In the meantime, Gates and various generals have released hedging statements or trial balloons saying that the 2011 deadline might be impractical and that various types of forces might stay longer, either to provide air power, to continue training the Iraq military, or to protect Iraq from invasion. Any or all of these could translate into the maintenance of the 50k strike force as well as the five 'enduring bases.'"  That the Obama administration intends to maintain a significant military presence in Iraq after 2011 is obvious from its continued insistence that in Iraq "democracy" must be guaranteed.  Schwartz explained:  "In Washington speak this means that the government of Iraq must be an ally of the United States, a condition that has been iterated and reiterated by all factions (GOP and Democrat) in Washington, since the original invasion. Given the increasing unwillingness of the Maliki administration to follow US dictates (for example, on oil contracts, on relations with Iran, and on relations with Anbar and other Sunni provinces), the removal of troops would allow Maliki even more leeway to pursue policies unacceptable to Washington. Thus, even if Maliki succeeds himself in the Premiership, the US may need troops to keep the pressure on him. If he does not succeed himself, then the likely alternate choices are far more explicit in their antagonism to integration of Iraq into the US sphere of interest ... the Obama administration would then be left with the unacceptable prospect that withdrawal would result in Iraq adopting a posture not unlike Iran's with regard to US presence and influence in the Middle East."    His grim conclusion:    "All in all, there are myriad signs that withdrawal of US troops might result in Iraq breaking free from US influence and/or deprive the United States of the strong military presence in that part of the Middle East that both Bush and Obama advocated and have struggled to establish. Until I see some sign that the five bases are going to be dismantled, I will continue to believe that the US will find some reason - with or without the consent of the Iraqi government - to maintain a very large (on the order of 50k) military force there."

AT- Prolif Rhetoric (1/ 4)

Proliferation rhetoric has empirically caused violence

Hartnett and Stengrim Stephen John Hartnett is Associate Professor in the Department of Communication at the University of Colorado, Denver. He is the author of Incarceration Nation: Investigative Prison Poems of Hope and Terror and Democratic Dissent & The Cultural Fictions of Antebellum America. Laura Ann Stengrim is an activist and independent scholar 2004- (“The Whole Operation of Deception” May 2004 Cultural Studies <=> Critical Methodologies vol. 4 no. 2 152-197 http://csc.sagepub.com/content/4/2/152.abstract)
Since 9/11, the Bush administration has been engaged in an operation of deception that has had deadly consequences; indeed, we have illustrated here how by using argumentum ad ignorantiam, prolepsis, hyperbole, and position- to-know, the president has proven once again that speech kills. We are fully aware, however, that reconstructing the president’s murderous lies is just one step in the larger project of unraveling the political economy of state- sanctioned violence. For example, consider the fact that over the course of its work in Iraq, from May 1991 through October 1997, the IAEA’s “Action Team” of weapons inspectors had a budget of $3 million per year. Projected across this 6½ year period, this means that the world community spent $19.5 million for weapons inspections. But over the 5 years including 1998-2002, the United States alone spent $78 million in “assistance to the [Iraqi] opposi- tion,” meaning that for every $1 spent trying to rid Iraq of WMD, the United States spent $4 trying to topple Hussein by funneling conventional weapons to a wide variety of opposition groups. Furthermore, the figure of $78 million represents only public expenditures, not CIA and other covert Pentagon expen- ditures, so we have no idea how much money the United States actually spent trying to destabilize Iraq by arming clandestine groups. In short, ever since the close of the Gulf War, the United States has spoken publicly about supporting  weapons control while in fact contributing to the mass proliferation of violence in Iraq (Dillon, 2002, p. 43; Katzman, 2002, p. 15).

AT- Prolif Rhetoric (2/ 4)
Proliferation obscures real US caused blowback to covers violence ensuring increased instability in the world

Hartnett and Stengrim Stephen John Hartnett is Associate Professor in the Department of Communication at the University of Colorado, Denver. He is the author of Incarceration Nation: Investigative Prison Poems of Hope and Terror and Democratic Dissent & The Cultural Fictions of Antebellum America. Laura Ann Stengrim is an activist and independent scholar 2004- (“The Whole Operation of Deception” May 2004 Cultural Studies <=> Critical Methodologies vol. 4 no. 2 152-197 http://csc.sagepub.com/content/4/2/152.abstract)
Furthermore, as Chalmers Johnson (2000, p. 88ff.) argues in Blowback, any threat Hussein posed to the world was largely the result of reckless U.S. foreign policy, which in the name of combating fundamentalism in Iran armed Hussein throughout the 1980s with a remarkable arsenal of weapons. In this same vein, Peter Dale Scott (2003) argues in Drugs, Oil, and War that “covert operations, when they generate or reinforce autonomous political power, almost always outlast the specific purpose for which they were designed. Instead they enlarge and become part of the hostile forces the United States has to address” (p. 29). Consider, for example, the havoc wreaked both in Nicara- gua and the United States by the Contras, the trail of murder and drugs left by paramilitary death squads in Colombia, the history of violent extremism spawned by anti-Castro fanatics, the prehistoric butchery committed by the Taliban, and, of course, the military ambitions of Hussein himself—each of these nightmares was fueled at one time, in some cases in explicit violation of U.S. law, by covert U.S. funding, training, and arming. For Johnson and Scott, then, one of the main sources of violence in the world is the United States itself, which, by trying to influence political situations via covert operations, creates underground networks of heavily armed, highly trained, and utterly lawless mer- cenaries whose violence inevitably “blows back” as a threat to U.S. security.38   Creating mass hysteria regarding WMD deflects attention from these more pressing causes of violence. For example, Richard Butler (2000) opens his ven- omous and paranoid memoir, The Greatest Threat: Iraq, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and The Crisis of Global Security, with the whopping claim that “the greatest threat to life on earth is weapons of mass destruction” (p. xv). Despite the United States’s unquestioned control of Iraqi airspace and the fact that post-Gulf War Iraq never possessed a credible WMD delivery system, But- ler terrifies readers with the hyperbolic threat that Hussein is on the verge of producing chemical rockets so powerful that just one could kill “up to 1 million people” (p. 8). Butler was head of UNSCOM from 1997-1999; reading his bit- ter screed leaves no doubt that UNSCOM was destined to failure, as Butler began his work in Baghdad assuming that Hussein was comparable to Hitler and that he was so dangerous that “a veiled threat of physical violence was always signaled, if only subliminally” (p. xv). Because Butler’s cranky book reads like the heralding of a vendetta, a literal call to war in the name of ridding the world of WMD, it stands along with President Bush’s many lies as a strong example of how producing a hysterical discourse of WMD diverts attention from more immediate and more deadly forms of violence.39 

AT- Prolif Rhetoric (3/ 4)

Proliferation threats are used to justify the expansion of “American” free market principles
Hartnett and Stengrim Stephen John Hartnett is Associate Professor in the Department of Communication at the University of Colorado, Denver. He is the author of Incarceration Nation: Investigative Prison Poems of Hope and Terror and Democratic Dissent & The Cultural Fictions of Antebellum America. Laura Ann Stengrim is an activist and independent scholar 2004- (“The Whole Operation of Deception” May 2004 Cultural Studies <=> Critical Methodologies vol. 4 no. 2 152-197 http://csc.sagepub.com/content/4/2/152.abstract)
Ever since 9/11, President Bush’s WMD rhetoric has been enmeshed in his larger goal of justifying the use of unilateral, preemptive U.S. military action. Conflating Afghanistan, Iraq, and a host of other “rogue states” and terrorists into one catch-all Axis of Evil, President Bush has proposed that the United States forego the entangling alliances that create a dawdling world community and instead strike where and when it chooses in the name of self-defense. In the September 2002 National Security Strategy of the United States (NSSUS), the text articulating “the Bush doctrine,” President Bush warns that “we will not hesitate to act alone, if necessary, to exercise our right of self-defense by acting preemptively” (p. 6). The NSSUS refers to this right to act preemptively as part of a larger strategy of “anticipatory action,” by which the United States will attack enemies “before they are able to threaten or use WMD against the United States”3 (pp. 15,14). Overturning 50 years of deterrence theory and multilateral security agreements, and returning again and again to 9/11 as the event catalyzing these transformations in U.S. foreign policy, the Bush doc- trine sounds an audacious call for an American empire in which international security will be achieved by unilateral U.S. actions. 4 Clearly assuming that the war against terrorism, the war in Afghanistan, and the war on Iraq are but the first three steps in fighting what the preface to the NSSUS calls “a global enterprise of uncertain duration,” President Bush has supplemented his arguments regarding WMD and the use of unilateral pre- emptive military force with a series of broadly construed reasons for unre- strained U.S. power. Marshaling theological, historical, philosophical, and economic arguments, President Bush has promised that because the United States is God’s agent of redemption, it will win the battle against evil and cor- rect the course of history. This biblical triumph over evil will be won not through aggression but by promulgating righteousness, primarily in the form of free markets, which bring political democracy, legal justice, and economic opportunity to everyone everywhere.5 Demonstrating the president’s evangeli- cal impulses, these arguments promise that a benevolent American empire, enforced by U.S. military and market supremacy and endorsed by both God and history, will rule over a remade world of decency and kindness. The implications of this vision are stunning, for they suggest that rather than prudently pursuing the containment of foes and the support of allies, henceforward the United States will be a unilateral engine of goodness, an evangelical, economic, and military machine spreading God’s design far and wide. In short, since 9/11,  President Bush has sworn that the United States will pursue a course of renewal through benevolent empire.

AT- Prolif Rhetoric (4/4)

Proliferation rhetoric’s justifies and masks the utter destructiveness of the US’s conventional weapons and economic sanctions on countries
Hartnett and Stengrim Stephen John Hartnett is Associate Professor in the Department of Communication at the University of Colorado, Denver. He is the author of Incarceration Nation: Investigative Prison Poems of Hope and Terror and Democratic Dissent & The Cultural Fictions of Antebellum America. Laura Ann Stengrim is an activist and independent scholar 2004- (“The Whole Operation of Deception” May 2004 Cultural Studies <=> Critical Methodologies vol. 4 no. 2 152-197 http://csc.sagepub.com/content/4/2/152.abstract)
Indeed, it is important to acknowledge that the entire debate about WMD, including both the administration’s lies about them and our critique of the “operation of deception,” deflects attention from the most-pressing causes and weapons of violence. For example, in the first Gulf War coalition forces flew 110,000 air sorties, dropping anywhere from 99,000 to 140,000 tons of explo- sives, thus unleashing upon Iraq an amount of explosives described by Dilip Hiro (2002) as “equivalent to five to seven of the nuclear bombs dropped on Hiroshima” (p. 39). Asking at what point the saturation bombing (with con- ventional weapons) of an impoverished nation crosses over into an act of “mass destruction” demonstrates that overblown fears of WMD serve to naturalize and justify the U.S.’s use of awesomely devastating conventional weapons. Some critics have pushed this line of thinking even further by charging that the UN’s post-Gulf War sanctions against Iraq—which contributed on some esti- mates to the death of half a million Iraqis—amount to a WMD more deadly than anything Hussein could ever dream of producing. For example, in a blis- tering article in Foreign Affairs, John and Karl Mueller (1999) argue that “the harm caused by these weapons [chemical, biological, and nuclear WMD] pales in comparison to the havoc wreaked by a much more popular tool: economic sanctions.” The Muellers thus appropriate the notion of WMD to rename the UN’s post-Gulf War restrictions on trade with Iraq as “Sanctions of Mass Destruction.” In a similar vein, James Fine (1992) refers in the Middle East Report to “The Iraq Sanctions Catastrophe.” Bush administration spokespersons have repeatedly blamed the sanctions catastrophe on Hussein, charging that he used available funds and resources for his enrichment and armament while his people starved, yet the Muellers, Fine, and a host of other scholars and critics have concluded that the sanctions indeed caused unneces- sary hardships and hundreds of thousands of deaths, thus problematizing the notion of what is or is not a WMD (“Iraq sanctions,” 2002; Reiff, 2003).

AT – Nuclear Rhetoric 

. They are the nuclear disciplinary machine, reducing subjects to strategic calculators that must think nuclear apocalypse into being.

William Chaloupka, Political Science @ Montana, 1992, Knowing Nukes: The Politics and Culture of the Atom. Pg 21-22

An oppositional politics, fully capable of problematizing this (hyper-) exuberant nuclearism, is possible on bases other than such suspect categories as euphemism, survival, unspeakability, and numbing. Through out this book, I am trying to reposition antinuclearism within such a defensible political practice. At the very least, this implies an intellectual project: to paraphrase Foucault, there is a struggle over issues of knowledge, set off by nuclear criticism. The political mood of the language-and-politics position is well framed by nuclear criticism. More precisely, a political mood could yet form, one that would contrast sharply with an exiting nuclear opposition that in the United States, has adopted a paradoxical structure, as if driven to mirror that paradoxes of nukes themselves. Antinuke talk has been ponderous—so responsible and serious that it just obviously defeats itself, and must invent the defense that “people don’t really like to talk about nuclear war very much.” Paradoxically, opponents then test that humorlessness by asking citizens to become independent entrepreneurs of risk, weighing the likelihood and amplitude of possible disasters. It should not be surprising that such a politics works only intermittently if at all. To summarize: as obvious a goal as “survival” may be, it nonetheless carries with it a series of code and a rhetoric. Survival implies a global unquestionable project- a faith really- and it therefore brings along baggage we might not wish to carry. Following Foucault’s model of the specific intellectual, intervening in the relations of power and knowledge, we can identify some of this baggage. When we approach survival (and humanism, and liberalism in general) from that angle, we see some primary terms becoming far more problematic than we may have understood. The unspeakability of nukes—part of a characteristic liberal injunction to speak—turns out, instead, to point to a problem with the whole scheme of representation. Furthermore, our concern with technological dependence and accidents turns out to beg important issues of agency. In the wake of these discoveries, we should at least suspect that it is disciplinary power—more than technology, or reticence to speak or a too-awesome topic—that has been accumulating. And in the face of that accumulation, the injunction to aid survival and counter unspeakability by simply canceling euphemism is obviously just too limited a response. In upcoming chapters, I will try to suggest a different sort of opposition, informed by the theoretical considerations outlined above. Even if principled renunciations of the nuke—in the name of humanity or survival—have misfired, other interventions may be possible, may even be better.
AT- Middle East Rhetoric

.   Their discourse of danger surrounding the Middle East makes military intervention necessary and inevitable turning the disad and consuming the world in perpetual warfare.

Yaseen Noorani is a Lecturer in Arabic Literature, Islamic and Middle East Studies, University of Edinburgh.  “The Rhetoric of Security,” The New Centennial Review 5.1, 2005.

Bush here invokes the recurrent American anxiety that Americans are too individualistic, too materialistic, and therefore lacking in solidarity and conviction. This is the worry that America has become a collection of self-centered consumers motivated by private wants rather than real agency. The war on terror allows America to show that this is not so, and to make it not so. Through the war on terror, Americans can manifest their agency and solidarity by empowering the U.S. government to fulfill their agency and solidarity by leading the world to peace. To do this, however, they must engage in the war themselves by recognizing the threat of terrorism and by feeling the fear for it, deeply. Only in this way can they redeem themselves from this fear through the moral struggle waged on their behalf by the government. Conversely, it is no accident that the Middle East is the source of the threat they must fear. Recall that Schmitt stipulates that the enemy is "the other, the stranger . . . existentially something different and alien" [End Page 36] (1996, 27). This is the irreducible enemy, whom one can only, if conflict arises, fight to the death. The Middle East can be cast as this sort of enemy because it can be easily endowed with characteristics that make it the antipode of the United States, intrinsically violent and irrational. But it is, at the same time, a region of peoples yearning for freedom who can be redeemed through their submission to moral order and brought into the fold of civilization. So in order to redeem the Middle East and ourselves from fear and violence, we must confront the Middle East for the foreseeable future with fear and violence.  It is important to recognize that the rhetoric of security with its war on terrorism is not a program for action, but a discourse that justifies actions. The United States is not bound to take any specific action implied by its rhetoric. But this rhetoric gives the United States the prerogative to take whatever actions it decides upon for whatever purpose as long as these actions come within the rhetoric's purview. Judged by its own standards, the rhetoric of security is counterproductive. It increases fear while claiming that the goal is to eliminate fear. It increases insecurity by pronouncing ever broader areas of life to be in need of security. It increases political antagonism by justifying U.S. interests in a language of universalism. It increases enmity toward the United States by according the United States a special status over and above all other nations. The war against terror itself is a notional war that has no existence except as an umbrella term for various military and police actions. According to a report published by the Strategic Studies Institute of the U.S. Army, "the global war on terrorism as currently defined and waged is dangerously indiscriminate and ambitious" (Record 2003, 41). This assessment assumes that the actions comprehended under the rubric of the "war on terrorism" are designed to achieve a coherent military objective. The impossible "absolute security," feared by the report's author to be the "hopeless quest" of current policy (46), may be useless as a strategic objective, but it is eminently effective in organizing a rhetoric designed to justify an open-ended series of hegemonic actions.  The rhetoric of security, then, provides the moral framework for U.S. political hegemony through its grounding in the idea of national agency and in the absolute opposition between the state of civility and the state of [End Page 37] war. Designating the United States as the embodiment of the world order's underlying principle and the guarantor of the world order's existence, this rhetoric places both the United States and terrorism outside the normative relations that should inhere within the world order as a whole. The United States is the supreme agent of the world's war against war; other nations must simply choose sides. As long as war threatens to dissolve the peaceful order of nations, these nations must submit to the politics of "the one, instead of the many." They must accept the United States as "something godlike," in that in questions of its own security—which are questions of the world's security—they can have no authority to influence or oppose its actions. These questions can be decided by the United States alone. Other nations must, for the foreseeable future, suspend their agency when it comes to their existence. Therefore, the rhetoric of security allows the United States to totalize world politics within itself in a manner that extends from the relations among states down to the inner moral struggle experienced by every human being.

AT – Terrorism Rhetoric (1/2)

The discourse of “Terrorism” represents opposite binaries portraying the “terrorists” as the enemy of the West. 

Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

The discourse is first and foremost founded on the deployment of a series of core labels, terms and discursive formations, including, among others: ‘the Islamic world’, ‘the West’, ‘the Islamic revival’, ‘political Islam’, ‘Islamism’, ‘extremism’, ‘radicalism’, ‘fundamental- ism’, ‘religious terrorism’, ‘jihadists’, ‘Wahhabis’, ‘Salafis’, ‘militants’, ‘moderates’, ‘global jihadist movement’, ‘al-Qaeda’, and of course, ‘Islamic terrorism’. Crucially, in their textual usage these terms are often vaguely defined (if at all), yet culturally loaded and highly flexible in the way they are deployed. In addition, these labels and terms are organized into a series of dramatic oppositional binaries, such as the West versus the Islamic world, extremists versus moderates, violent versus peaceful, demo- cratic versus totalitarian, religious versus secular, medieval versus modern and savage versus civilized. Such powerful categories func- tion to construct ‘Islamic terrorists’ and ‘extremists’ as particular kinds of subjects within the overall discourse and enforce highly constricting subject positions upon them vis-à-vis other subjects, such as ‘decent people’, ‘democratic states’ or ‘moderate Muslims’, for example. Importantly, they also render unreasonable more nuanced narratives about the often-contradictory identities and characteristics of the narratives’ central actors. The application of labels such as ‘terrorist’, ‘fundamentalist’ and ‘extremist’ to groups like Hamas and Hizbollah for example, functions to obscure their simultaneous exist- ence as political party, social welfare provider, protection force, local association, relief agency, charity, education provider, bank, guerrilla force and the like – as well as position them as the enemy of Western societies.

This develops infinite adversaries and leads to worldwide civil war that destroys coexistence

Enns 04 (Diane, Philosophy Department at the University of Toronto, John Hopkins University Press, Bare Life and the Occupied Body, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theory_and_event/v007/7.3enns.html)

Agamben warns that we currently face the most extreme and dangerous developments of the paradigm of security in the name of a state of emergency. Rapidly imposing itself as the basic principle of state activity, security, he argues, is becoming the sole criterion of political legitimization while traditional tasks of the state surrender to a gradual neutralization of politics.2 Ironically, the more security reasoning is promoted, the more vulnerable we become. This is the ultimate risk. Security and terrorism have become a single deadly system in which they legitimate and justify each other's actions. The risk is twofold according to Agamben: not only does the paradigm of security develop a "clandestine complicity of opponents" in which resistance and power are locked together in a mutually reinforcing relationship, but it also leads to "a worldwide civil war which destroys all civil coexistence."3 This is the result of the dependency of security measures on maintaining a state of emergency.

AT – Terror Rhetoric (2/2)

Their invocation of Discourse of terror creates a constant state of alert and justifies increased surveillance

 Yasmin Ibrahim Reader in International Business and Communications at Queen Mary, University of London and Visiting lecturer at Kingston University where she lectures on the postgraduate International Political Communication, Campaigning and Advocacy Programme 2007
(“Commodifying Terrorism Body, Surveillance and the Everyday”    *  Volume 10    * Issue 3    * Jun. 2007 http://journal.media-culture.org.au/0706/05-ibrahim.php)

The commodification of Terrorism through uncommon and everyday objects situates Terrorism as a phenomenon which occupies a liminal space within the everyday. It resides, breathes and co-exists within the taken-for-granted routines and objects of ‘the everyday’ where it has the potential to explode and disrupt without warning. Since 9/11 and the 7/7 bombings Terrorism has been narrated through the disruption of mobility, whether in mid-air or in the deep recesses of the Underground. The resonant thread of disruption to human mobility evokes a powerful meta-narrative where acts of Terrorism can halt human agency amidst the backdrop of the metropolis, which is often a metaphor for speed and accelerated activities. If globalisation and the interconnected nature of the world are understood through discourses of risk, Terrorism bears the same footprint in urban spaces of modernity, narrating the vulnerability of the human condition in an inter-linked world where ideological struggles and resistance are manifested through inexplicable violence and destruction of lives, where the everyday is suspended to embrace the unexpected. As a consequence ambient fear “saturates the social spaces of everyday life” (Hubbard 2).  The commodification of Terrorism through everyday items of consumption inevitably creates an intertextuality with real and media events, which constantly corrode the security of the metropolis. Paddy Scannell alludes to a doubling of place in our mediated world where “public events now occur simultaneously in two different places; the place of the event itself and that in which it is watched and heard. The media then vacillates between the two sites and creates experiences of simultaneity, liveness and immediacy” (qtd. in Moores 22). The doubling of place through media constructs a pervasive environment of risk and fear. Mark Danner (qtd. in Bauman 106) points out that the most powerful weapon of the 9/11 terrorists was that innocuous and “most American of technological creations: the television set” which provided a global platform to constantly replay and remember the dreadful scenes of the day, enabling the terrorist to appear invincible and to narrate fear as ubiquitous and omnipresent.  Philip Abrams argues that ‘big events’ (such as 9/11 and 7/7) do make a difference in the social world for such events function as a transformative device between the past and future, forcing society to alter or transform its perspectives. David Altheide points out that since September 11 and the ensuing war on terror, a new discourse of Terrorism has emerged as a way of expressing how the world has changed and defining a state of constant alert through a media logic and format that shapes the nature of discourse itself. Consequently, the intensity and centralisation of surveillance in Western countries increased dramatically, placing the emphasis on expanding the forms of the already existing range of surveillance processes and practices that circumscribe and help shape our social existence (Lyon, Terrorism 2). 

Terror Rhetoric Impact (1/2)

Terrorist discourse creates a categorization of people that must be constantly surveilled and relegated to the second class

Yasmin Ibrahim Reader in International Business and Communications at Queen Mary, University of London and Visiting lecturer at Kingston University where she lectures on the postgraduate International Political Communication, Campaigning and Advocacy Programme 2007
(“Commodifying Terrorism Body, Surveillance and the Everyday”    *  Volume 10    * Issue 3    * Jun. 2007 http://journal.media-culture.org.au/0706/05-ibrahim.php)

While surveillance is often connected with technology, it does not however determine nor decide how we code or employ our data. New technologies rarely enter passive environments of total inequality for they become enmeshed in complex pre-existing power and value systems (Marx). With surveillance there is an emphasis on the classificatory powers in our contemporary world “as persons and groups are often risk-profiled in the commercial sphere which rates their social contributions and sorts them into systems” (Lyon, Terrorism 2). Lyon (Terrorism) contends that the surveillance society is one that is organised and structured using surveillance-based techniques recorded by technologies, on behalf of the organisations and governments that structure our society. This information is then sorted, sifted and categorised and used as a basis for decisions which affect our life chances (Wood and Ball). The emergence of pervasive, automated and discriminatory mechanisms for risk profiling and social categorising constitute a significant mechanism for reproducing and reinforcing social, economic and cultural divisions in information societies. Such automated categorisation, Lyon (Terrorism) warns, has consequences for everyone especially in face of the new anti-terror measures enacted after September 11. In tandem with this, Bauman points out that       a few suicidal murderers on the loose will be quite enough to recycle thousands of innocents into the “usual suspects”. In no time, a few iniquitous individual choices will be reprocessed into the attributes of a “category”; a category easily recognisable by, for instance, a suspiciously dark skin or a suspiciously bulky rucksack* *the kind of object which CCTV cameras are designed to note and passers-by are told to be vigilant about. And passers-by are keen to oblige. Since the terrorist atrocities on the London Underground, the volume of incidents classified as “racist attacks” rose sharply around the country. (122; emphasis added)  Bauman, drawing on Lyon, asserts that the understandable desire for security combined with the pressure to adopt different kind of systems “will create a culture of control that will colonise more areas of life with or without the consent of the citizen” (123). This means that the inhabitants of the urban space whether a citizen, worker or consumer who has no terrorist ambitions whatsoever will discover that their opportunities are more circumscribed by the subject positions or categories which are imposed on them. Bauman cautions that for some these categories may be extremely prejudicial, restricting them from consumer choices because of credit ratings, or more insidiously, relegating them to second-class status because of their colour or ethnic background (124). Joseph Pugliese, in linking visual regimes of racial profiling and the shooting of Jean Charles de Menezes in the aftermath of 7/7 bombings in London, suggests that the discursive relations of power and visuality are inextricably bound. Pugliese argues that racial profiling creates a regime of visuality which fundamentally inscribes our physiology of perceptions with stereotypical images. He applies this analogy to Menzes running down the platform in which the retina transforms him into the “hallucinogenic figure of an Asian Terrorist” (Pugliese 8).

Terror Rhetoric Impact (2/2)

The war on terror creates a governmentality in which Middle Eastern people are disciplined into following imperial orders under threat of torture 
Goldie Osuri Prof Department of Critical and Cultural Studies, Macquarie University, New South Wales, Australia 2006  
(“Media Necropower: Australian Media Reception and the Somatechnics of Mamdouh Habib” volume 5 number 1, 2006  http://www.borderlands.net.au/vol5no1_2006/osuri_necropower.htm)
So what kind of a racialised body and subjectivity is being demanded of Habib through state and media governmentalities in the context of the war against terrorism? In other words how must Habib, and other bodies 'of Middle-Eastern appearance' modify their bodies and subjectivities in order to assimilate to the interests of the 'war against terrorism'? For we must remember here that the 'war against terrorism' is not only a war against those who in various political contexts use violence to wage war often against violent and brutal imperialist interests; the war against terrorism is also 'a battle for hearts and minds' as U.S. President George Bush put it during the invasion of Iraq. The 'battle for hearts and minds' draws on a transcendental notion of dismembered bodily organs such as the 'heart' and 'mind' placed outside histories of colonial relations of power. This battle seemingly transcends bodies even as it terrorizes bodies otherised by categories of 'culture', 'religion' and 'race', so decidedly constituted within colonial knowledge production. Not surprisingly, this battle for hearts and minds is discursively placed within the field of an ahistorical battle between good and evil maintaining its militarist enterprise meanwhile in the use of the term 'battle'. So, the racialised assimilable body must concede in the 'battle for hearts and minds', and accept with heart and mind the imperialism of the U.S. and its allied regimes through state and media governmentalities even as it remains a terrorized body in regimes that demands assimilation. The racialised assimilable body and subjectivity will disconnect any political, social and cultural alliances which disrupt the dominance of western imperial power. This assimilable body and subjectivity will modify one's behaviour in myriad ways to comply with the demand for imperial mastery and truth, even lie under torture to produce the colonial truth of one's body as always already suspect of transgressing imperial orders (as in Habib's case). Yet this body must also accept incarceration and torture, the practices of necropower, which will ensure the security and sovereignty of the nation-state. In accepting the order of incarceration and torture, the racialised body accepts the possibility of its own destruction as the condition of the possibility of a secure and sovereign white state.  24. In political terms, Mahmood Mamdani names this demand for an assimilable body within the binary of good Muslim and bad Muslim. Post 9/11, he states, the discourses of political leaders around the world, but especially in the U.S. reinforced the idea that 'bad Muslims were clearly responsible for terrorism' (Mamdani, 2004, p. 15). Good Muslims, on the other hand, 'would undoubtedly support "us" in a war against "them"'. But, as Mamdani states, the status of the good Muslim is conditional: 'unless proved to be "good", every Muslim was presumed to be "bad". All Muslims were now under the obligation to prove their credentials by joining in a war against "bad Muslims"' (2004: 15). With the burden of having to prove the body as belonging to the good Muslim category, one cannot speak of a history of colonialism and global cold war politics which has precipitated our current militarist battle between state and other terrorisms for which the U.S. and its allies are responsible. And, as Mamdani states, 'there are no readily available "good Muslims" split off from "bad ones", which would allow for the embrace of the former and the casting off of the latter' (2004: 16). Thus Mamdani states, the 'presumption that there are such categories masks a refusal to address our own failure to make a political analysis of our times' (2004: 16).   

AT – Heg Rhetoric

Hegemony elevates security to a transcendental ideal—it creates a moral framework for violence that requires the elimination of all that is different or unpredictable.

Der Derian 2003 [James Der Derian, Associate Professor of Political Science at University of Massachusetts Amherst, “Decoding The National Security Strategy of the United States of America, boundary, 2 30.3, 19-27]
From President Bush's opening lines of The National Security Strategy of the United States of America (NSS), the gap between rhetoric and reality takes on Browningesque proportions: "‘Our Nation's cause has always been larger than our Nation's defense. We fight, as we always fight, for a just peace—a peace that favors liberty. We will defend the peace against the threats from terrorists and tyrants. We will preserve the peace by building good relations among the great powers. And we will extend the peace by encouraging free and open societies on every continent'" (1).  Regardless of authorial (or good) intentions, the NSS reads more like late—very late—nineteenth-century poetry than a strategic doctrine for the twenty-first century. The rhetoric of the White House favors and clearly intends to mobilize the moral clarity, nostalgic sentimentality, and uncontested dominance reminiscent of the last great empires against the ambiguities, complexities, and messiness of the current world disorder. However, the gulf between the nation's stated cause ("to help make the world not just safer but better" [1]) and defensive needs (to fight "a war against terrorists of global reach" [5]) is so vast that one detects what Nietzsche referred to as the "breath of empty space," that void between the world as it is and as we would wish it to be, which produces all kinds of metaphysical concoctions.  In short shrift (thirty pages), the White House articulation of U.S. global objectives to the Congress elevates strategic discourse from a traditional, temporal calculation of means and ends, to the theological realm of monotheistic faith and monolithic truth. Relying more on aspiration than analysis, revelation than reason, the NSS is not grand but grandiose strategy. In pursuit of an impossible state of national security against terrorist evil, soldiers will need to be sacrificed, civil liberties curtailed, civilians collaterally damaged, regimes destroyed. But a nation's imperial overreach should exceed its fiduciary grasp: what's a full-spectrum dominance of the battle space for?  Were this not an official White House doctrine, the contradictions of the NSS could be interpreted only as poetic irony. How else to comprehend the opening paragraph, which begins with "The United States possesses unprecedented—and unequaled—strength and influence in the world" and ends with "The great strength of this nation must be used to promote a balance of power that favors freedom" (1)? Perhaps the cabalistic Straussians that make up the defense intellectual brain trust of the Bush administration (among them, Paul Wolfowitz, Richard Perle, and William Kristol) have come up with a nuanced, indeed, anti-Machiavellian reading of Machiavelli that escapes the uninitiated. But so fixed is the NSS on the creation of a world in America's image that concepts such as balance of power and imminent threat, once rooted in historical, juridical, as well as reciprocal traditions,  become free-floating signifiers. Few Europeans, "old" or "new," would recognize the balance of power principle deployed by the NSS to justify preemptive, unilateral, military action against not actual but "emerging" imminent threats (15). Defined by the eighteenth-century jurist Emerich de Vattel as a state of affairs in which no one preponderant power can lay down the law to others, the classical sense of balance of power is effectively inverted in principle by the NSS document and in practice by the go-it-alone statecraft of the United States. Balance of power is global suzerainty, and war is peace.
AT – Iran Rhetoric

The aff’s reductionist view of Iran produces a self-fulfilling prophesy - contrasting the free west to the enemy east.

Majid Sharifi, PhD Candidate in Poli Sci @ Univ. of Florida, 3/12/2008 [For Presenatioan @ ISA Conference, “Imagined Enemies: US Iran Relations,” http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p252035_index.html]

In regards to Iran’s relations with the West in general and the United States in particular, political pundits, who have extensively written on Iran, also have a reductionist worldview of good versus evil. From this reductionist worldview, the solution to confront Iran is also reductionistic. Generally, it is about two approaches—confronting Iran or containing Iran. However, both of these policies essentially presuppose Iran as an enemy, and this presupposition has become a productive self-fulfilled prophecy. 4For example, on the right, Michael Ledeen, argues that there is a natural contrast between the West as a freedom lover and Iran as “an enemy that never [hides] its intention to destroy or dominate us.” 3 Then Ledeen, off course, calls for an immediate confrontation with Iran before it is too late. On the left, Kenneth Pollack, former advisor to the National Security Council during both Clinton and Bush administrations, attempts to reveal the complexity of US-Iran relations by examining the historical circumstances that have helped construct what he labels as an Iranian “pathological nationalism.” Then he argues that since Iranians have already “mis-learned” their history, it is highly unlikely that the “truth” of history would be revealed to them, therefore, the U.S. must lead a multilateral policy to contain the Iranian menace. 4 In the same way, in the official state discourse in Iran, there are only two approaches to the U.S. For some, the best way to deal with the U.S. is to contain its inherent menace by not provoking it, but simultaneously not allowing it to expand its influence in Iran or the region. On the other hand, in a manner very similar to how, for example, Ledeen represents Iran, there are Iranian confrontationalists, who symbolize the U.S. as belligerent power that aims to exploit, corrupt, dominate, and destroy Iran or Islam. Labels such as “the Great Satan,” “the Arrogant America,” “Death to American,” “America the Bully (Amerikay-yah zoor gu),” “Murderous America (Amerika-yah Jani), etc. are abundant in their language. It appears that for confrontationalists on both sides, each is not only the most serious threat to the other, but also the most serious threat to the world. These two dominant approaches are reflected in the popular media too. 3 4 5For example, from Oct 10, to Nov. 11, 2007, I examined the front pages of the largest mainstream daily in Iran, the word “America” showed up in 48 titles, forty-six of which depicted American as a threat. In contrast, in the same period, the word “Iran” showed up in thirty-eight titles of the New York Times, thirty-six of which presupposed Iran as a negative force for both Iranians and Americans. In the final analysis, these representations and analyses are embedded in the construction of a simplistic worldview of good versus evil that cannot and have not contributed to reducing either tension or resolving the conflicts. Instead, they have reproduced themselves. Moreover, since both have used demonizing the other as a way of defeating their domestic rivals, for the past 29 years, these policies have had self-fulfilling prophecies. As such, in this research, I allow the empirical evidence to speak for itself. This does not mean that I am completely neutral in my values. It only means that I consciously try to analyze texts dialogically
AT- Environment Rhetoric

The blending of environmental and national impacts supports a securitized logic of geopolitics, upholding the US as the only true global savior
Gearóid Ó Tuathail, Professor of Government and International Affairs and Director of the Masters of Public and International Affairs program – Virginia Tech, Sept 1996. “AT THE END OF GEOPOLITICS?.” http://www.nvc.vt.edu/toalg/Website/Publish/papers/End.htm

Even within the much remarked upon emergence of "environmental security" and the sacred visions of green governmentalists like Al Gore, geography is post-territorial in-flowmations of ozone gases, acid rain, industrial pollution, topsoil erosion, smog emissions, rainforest depletions and toxic spills. Yet, the discourse of unveiled and primordial geographical regions persists also. In the place of Mackinder's natural seats of power, Gore presents the "great genetic treasure map" of the globe, twelve areas around the globe that "hold the greatest concentration of germplasm important to modern agriculture and world food production." Robert Kaplan's unsentimental journey to the "ends of the earth" where cartographic geographies are unravelling and fading has him disclosing a "real world" of themeless violence and chaos, a world where "[w]e are not in control." The specter of a second Cold War -- "a protracted struggle between ourselves and the demons of crime, population pressure, environmental degradation, disease and cultural conflict" -- haunt his thoughts. This equivocal environmentalization of strategic discourse (and visa versa) -- and the environmental strategic think tanks like the World Watch Institute which promote it -- deserve problematization as clusters of postmodern geopolitics, in this case congealments of geographical knowledge and green governmentality designed to re-charge the American polity with a circumscribed global environmental mission to save planet earth from destruction.  
AT – Econ Rhetoric

Economic security secures the capital of society because it strengthens the sinews of capitalism
(Mark Neocleous, 08, “Critique of Security”, Brunel University in the Department of Government)
The notion of 'economic security', then, was easily applied to corporations and the capitalist system as a whole as much as to the individual worker. 'Worker security' slipped easily into 'corporate security' and turned to the advantage of the capitalist class, thereby strengthening the sinews of capital. And, moreover, the logic of security provided a means for reshaping capital and the behaviour of workers around a new regime. Kees Van tier Pijl has shown that while far from being the realisation of a clear-cut programme, Roosevelt's New Deal nonetheless 'consisted of a process of class formation in which various fractions, through intense struggles, successively were integrated into the new hegemonic coalition'." The logic of 'social security', as both theory and practice, was crucial to this new corporate-liberal synthesis, a liberal police power par excellence in being used to secure the existing state of corporate capital and fashion around it appropriate behaviour patterns on the part of its subjects and agents. As well as securing the state, 'social security' easily became a mechanism for simultaneously securing capital. 
According to Bruce Ackerman, the New Deal was a crucial moment in American constitutional history: in legitimising the activist state via a great act of popular sovereignty, the New Deal consolidated the foundations of activist government and so fundamentally altered America's constitutional politics.' We might add that security was central to this activist government, key to the new reformist politics and twentieth-century 'social' liberalism. In practical terms 'security' legitimised some limited working-class demands vis-a-vis the capital- 
and could thereby satisfy the demands of large numbers adicals and socialists. At the same time, however, it also satisfied middle-class desires and was turned to the advantage of corporations, jmating the latter's place in the modern polity. In theoretical terms, had become central to the dominant ideology, if not the dominant idea itself; the modern capitalist social formation had gone some way to becoming 'securitized'.

AT – Categorisation Rhetoric


Creating categories of ethnicities/ race/ religious groups that are associated with terrorism creates a regime of terror

Goldie Osuri Prof Department of Critical and Cultural Studies, Macquarie University, New South Wales, Australia 2006 (Regimes of Terror: Contesting the War on Terror” Borderlands volume 5 number 1, 2006 http://www.borderlands.net.au/vol5no1_2006/osuri_intro.htm)

Critical intervention in the calculus of dominant and minor ethnicities/races/religious identities and communities, a calculus which produces discursive and material regimes of terror, requires a historicised tracing of how these calculations are enabled through interlinked discourses of whiteness, visuality, security, political sovereignty, economic practices, law and the justiceability of law. The essays in this issue attempt to historicise, intervene in, and address the ways in which regimes of terror are produced; importantly, they also engage in tracing the manner in which race, ethnicity and religion are produced and reconfigured through regimes of terror.  These calculations operate transnationally, often produced through transhistorical connectivities, which are significant especially since nationalist cartographies emerging out of colonial/anti-colonial struggles in Australia and elsewhere attempt to disconnect and fragment events and their effects through narratives and representations of terror. Connecting events and their effects, mapping the linkages between events across geographical and geopolitical spaces and their historical connections becomes therefore an important intellectual and politicized activity. And the essays in this issue attempt to undertake precisely this kind of intellectual and political labour in order to make visible how transnational and transhistorical connectivities can shed light on contemporary regimes of terror.
Discourse First

We must interrogate our motives before taking action 

Yasmin Ibrahim Reader in International Business and Communications at Queen Mary, University of London and Visiting lecturer at Kingston University where she lectures on the postgraduate International Political Communication, Campaigning and Advocacy Programme 2007
(“Commodifying Terrorism Body, Surveillance and the Everyday”    *  Volume 10    * Issue 3    * Jun. 2007 http://journal.media-culture.org.au/0706/05-ibrahim.php)

When the corporeal body is subsumed into a web of surveillance it often raises questions about the deterministic nature of technology. The question is a long-standing one in our modern consciousness. We are apprehensive about according technology too much power and yet it is implicated in the contemporary power relationships where it is suspended amidst human motive, agency and anxiety. The emergence of surveillance societies, the co-optation of bodies in surveillance schemas, as well as the construction of the body through data in everyday transactions, conveys both the vulnerabilities of the human condition as well as its complicity in maintaining the power arrangements in society. Bauman, in citing Jacques Ellul and Hannah Arendt, points out that we suffer a ‘moral lag’ in so far as technology and society are concerned, for often we ruminate on the consequences of our actions and motives only as afterthoughts without realising at this point of existence that the “actions we take are most commonly prompted by the resources (including technology) at our disposal” (91).
Action Key

Postcolonial critiques of discourse alone fail to stop the actual material consequences of imperialism

Vijay Devadas eaches and supervises research in the areas of critical and cultural theory, postcolonial theory and media studies at University of Otago, Aotearoa and Chris Prentice teaches, supervises and researches in the areas of postcolonial literatures and theory and cultural theory at University of Otago, Aotearoa 2006
(“Postcolonial Politics” http://www.borderlands.net.au/vol6no2_2007/device_editorial.htm)

On the side of a postcolonial politics of materialist critique we can include, among others, the works of Aijaz Ahmad, Neil Lazarus, and Benita Parry. On the side of a postcolonial politics of textual and cultural critique are the usual postcolonial suspects, Edward Said, Bhabha, and Spivak, who have been critical targets of the materialist camp. Ahmad, for example, charges the postcolonial with being apolitical, "subscrib[ing] to the idea of the end of Marxism, nationalism, collective historical subjects [whilst rejecting those] ... who do not quite accept this apocalyptic anti-Marxism" (1995: 10). The postcolonial is condemned for disinheriting Marx--a disinheritance that in his view removes politics from the agenda of much postcolonial critique. We can also find reverberations of such a proposition in Lazarus's declaration that his book, Nationalism and Cultural Practice in the Postcolonial World,  "is intended as a self-consciously Marxist contribution to the academic field of postcolonial studies--one capable of suggesting a credible historical materialist alternative to the idealist and dehistoricizing scholarship currently predominant in that field in general" (1999: 1). While Lazarus states that his relationship to Ahmad is ambivalent, his call for a materialist critique as central to affirming a postcolonial politics is very similar to Ahmad's argument. Put another way, both Ahmad and Larazus condemn the politics of postcolonial critique in the 'textualist'/'culturalist' mode because it does not engage with Marx (and a materialist critique), and because it indulges in theoretical (or in Larazus' words, 'idealist') scholarship. To this body of scholarship which proposes that a properly postcolonial politics is a politics of materialist critique, we can add Parry's Postcolonial Studies: A Materialist Critique  (2004), which calls for a shift from a politics of textualism and culturalism in postcolonial studies to a politics of socio-material conditions. Here is her charge in full:  The abandonment of historical and social explanation was soon apparent in the work of those postcolonial critics who disengaged colonialism from historical capitalism and re-presented it for study as a cultural event. Consequently an air-borne will to power was privileged over calculated compulsions, 'discursive violence' took precedence over the practices of a violent system, and intrinsically antagonistic colonial encounter was reconfigured as one of dialogue, complicity and transculturation (2004: 4).

Pedagogy Key

Value the pedagogy of our forms of education over the education provided by their interpretation of debate

Kailash C. Baral  professor of English and director of the Northeast Campus of the Central Institute of English and Foreign Languages (CIEFL) 2006 (“Postcoloniality, Critical Pedagogy, and English Studies in India” Pedagogy 6.3 (2006) 475-491 http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/pedagogy/v006/6.3baral.html)

Any pedagogical strategy today needs to address the process of decolonization while examining the political dynamics, economic imperatives, and social concerns of a postcolonial state. Exploring the postcolonial pedagogical problematic, Kostas Myrsiades and Jerry McGuire offer an interesting context in their work Order and Partialities: Theory, Pedagogy and the Postcolonial (1995). Introducing the theme, Lalita Pandit and Jerry McGuire (1995: 7) argue that there is a need for reexamining the postcolonial pedagogy that will assist redefining our objectives, reorienting learning vis-à-vis existing models. They take note of "the failure of global models, global aspirations, global assumptions, of the necessity to recognize distinctions and the subversion of distinctions, of a new regime of inquiry marked both by passionate intensities and the peculiar demands of multicultural selectivity. What emerges is a postmodern multidiscipline whose analysis of postcolonial pedagogy repeatedly reflects back on its own enmeshed participation in the global exercise of postcolonial power." The critical turn in the postcolonial pedagogical structure has challenged the older paradigm; it undermines the authority of the author, democratizes the canon, and considers the coverage model dead. Each one of the skills—such as reading, writing, listening, and thinking—that stimulates the learning process under the earlier model becomes problematic: "Reading, what? Thinking, how? Writing, why? The first question brings up issues of the canon and the archeology of ideas; the second raises issues of construction of knowledge, and the hierarchy of cultural anthropology; and the third presents issues of production of texts as cultural artifacts" (Kar, Baral, and Rath 2003: 13). Besides these critical issues, the larger concern is how education can provide individuals with the tools to better themselves and strengthen democracy by creating a more egalitarian and just society—in other words, 7  To ensure desired social change, critical pedagogy is relevant in both its liberating and strategic dimensions. In the words of Antonia Darder (1991: 77), "Unlike traditional perspectives of education that claim to be neutral and apolitical, critical pedagogy views all education theory as intimately linked to ideologies shaped by power, politics, history and culture." The strategic goal of liberation is problematic in a multilingual, multicultural country like India, where identity and history are crucial issues. Politically sensitive and contested issues such as secularism, marginalization, and minority rights assume significance in what we teach and learn. Issues of representation, ethnicity, [End Page 484] and nationalism further problematize the context of English studies in India. To make English studies sensitive to the multifaceted predicament of a postcolonial country we need both a critical and an engaged pedagogy: critical because in contrast to the unitary and homogenized colonial model we need a model that can negotiate between and among a plurality of language, culture, and ethnicity, and engaged because those who teach need to commit and transgress to guide the learners through ways of learning differently.9
**Neg**

Cap prereq to colonialism

We must confront capitalism as a prereq to solving colonialism
Neil Lazarus - B.A. in Political Science from the University of Wales, consultant for the Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Israeli Defense Forces, the Israel Air Force, the Israeli Ministry of Tourism, Jewish Federations, Keshet Television, The World Bank, Harvard University Extension Courses in Israel, Yad Vashem, Hillel, Hadassah, Birthright, the Jewish Agency, UNESCO 2006
(“Postcolonial studies after the invasion of Iraq” http://www.lwbooks.co.uk/journals/newformations/articles/59%20lazarus.pdf)

The two-phased historical schema that I have been attempting to lay out in what I have said so far provides a necessary preamble to any consideration of the emergence and shape of the field of postcolonial studies. Despite the fact that what they think and write about in their professional capacities is the relationship between peoples, communities and cultures situated at different and differentially structured points in the modern world system, scholars in postcolonial studies have consistently failed to recognise the unremitting  actuality and indeed the intensification of imperialist social relations in  the times and spaces of the postcolonial world. The fault is categorical and symptomatic. One can register this in shorthand by noting that in the postcolonial discussion, the term ‘capitalism’ tends to be conspicuous largely  by its absence (that is, where it is not actively disparaged as the linchpin in  a Eurocentric ‘mode of production’ narrative); and the term ‘imperialism’  tends for the most part to be mobilised in description of a process of cultural  and epistemological subjugation, whose material preconditions are referred  to only glancingly, if at all. calling attention  to intellectually and ethically grounded work on the politics of alterity’.22 My  own view is that postcolonialist writing of this kind, which has always been  mystificatory, has today, in the wake of the invasion of Iraq, become no longer  merely mystificatory, but - in its abstraction and wilful obscurantism - actively  political, and actively malign. Part of the necessary corrective is provided by  the editors of another recent volume, Postcolonial Studies and Beyond, who are  at least able to call domination by its name:  The shadow the 2003 US invasion of Iraq casts on the twenty-first century  makes it more absurd than ever to speak of ours as a postcolonial world.  On the other hand, the signs of galloping US imperialism make the  agenda of postcolonial studies more necessary than ever. In a context of  rapidly proliferating defenses of empire (not simply de facto but de jure)  by policy makers and intellectuals alike, the projects of making visible the  long history of empire, of learning from those who have opposed it, and of  identifying the contemporary sites of resistance and oppression that have  defined postcolonial studies have, arguably, never been more urgent.23
Fem Links

The representations of casualities portray soldiers as masculine and civilians as feminine – they don’t take into account the consequences of civilian deaths

Jenifer Hyndman, is a Professor in the Departments of Social Science and Geography, and is Associate Director, Research in the Centre for Refugee Studies at York. Her research focuses on conflict and related human displacement, humanitarian emergencies, well as refugee resettlement in Canada. Hyndman comes to York from Simon Fraser University where she received the President’s Award for Teaching Excellence in 2006. “Feminist Geopolitics Revisited: Body Counts in Iraq.”, The Professional Geographer, Voulume 59, Number 1, February 2007/, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=2&hid=108&sid=bda9db5f-5e31-4d2b-a4b3-d1b81163eb67%40sessionmgr111 )

The ‘‘fatality metrics’’ of war, the body counts of  soldiers and civilians killed in violent conﬂict,  represent a geopolitics of war in themselves. The quotations above capture, in the ﬁrst case, the efforts of an American activist who tried to insert the body count into the geopolitical script of a ‘‘free and democratic Iraq,’’ and in the second, the observations of a British journalist critical of the invasion of Iraq, lamenting the invisible, mounting deaths of Iraqis that peaked in July 2005. The deaths of militarized soldiers are ofﬁcially counted, described, and remembered by the armies that send them in to ﬁght and the families they leave behind; the deaths of civilians are not. Casualties might be thought of as masculinized (soldier) and feminized (civilian) sides of the body count ledger amassed by both ofﬁcial and unofﬁcial sources. Although counting is an important device for remembering, it also ﬂawed in the way it transforms unnamed dead people into abstract ﬁgures that obfuscate the political meanings of the violence and its social and political consequences. Counting bodies does not sufﬁciently account for the remarkable destruction of lives and livelihoods occurring in Iraq. No metric or measure of trauma and violence should dominate the meanings of suffering and loss. Global media do provide us with overwhelming information about the scope and number of atrocities occurring across the world, making their meaning and scope difﬁcult to grasp. ‘‘There is too much to see, and there appears to be too much to do anything about. Thus, our epoch’s dominating sense that complex problems can be neither understood nor ﬁxed works with the massive globalization of images of suffering to produce moral fatigue, exhaustion or empathy, and political despair’’ (Kleinman 9). Nonetheless, what we see or read is partial in two senses: it is a selective and always incomplete representation of the crisis at hand, and it has been fashioned in particular ways that are at once institutionalized and convey dominant kinds of meaning (Shapiro 1997). ‘‘Vision is al- ways a question of the power to see—and perhaps of the violence implicit in our visualizing practices,’’ so ‘‘an optics is a politics of position’’ (Haraway 1991, 192, 193). These partial representations shape our responses, or not, to the geopolitics of war and the suffering at hand. ‘‘Much of routinized misery is invisible; much that is made visible is not ordinary or routine’’ (Kleinman, Das, and Lock 1997, xiii). How violent conﬂict and death is represented in the context of war is at least as important as how much destruction and death wreaks havoc on a society. The more difﬁcult question is how to produce responsible relational representations of war that convey meanings of loss, pain, and destruction without further fuelling conﬂict. How does one represent the futility and tragedy of civilian death without promoting vengeance? More important, which impressions and understandings of war actually shape public opinion and government actions, so that struggles to end such violence may be successful? In revisiting feminist geopolitics in relation to body counts, I argue for analyses that contextualize the effects of violence by connecting the lives and deaths of victims counted during war to those of the audience that consumes that information. Accountability, I contend now as then, is predicated on embodied epistemologies and visibility, but fatality metrics fail to embody the casualties of war. Feminist geopolitics is about putting together the quiet, even silenced, narratives of violence and loss that do the work of taking apart dominant geopolitical scripts of ‘‘us’’ and ‘‘them.’’ Although the deconstruction of such scripts is vital, feminist geopolitics aims to re- cover stories and voices that potentially recast the terms of war on new ground. 
The government frames the impact of the war only in regards to the number of soldiers dead, and frames the Iraqi deaths as an insignificant part of war.

Jenifer Hyndman, is a Professor in the Departments of Social Science and Geography, and is Associate Director, Research in the Centre for Refugee Studies at York. Her research focuses on conflict and related human displacement, humanitarian emergencies, well as refugee resettlement in Canada. Hyndman comes to York from Simon Fraser University where she received the President’s Award for Teaching Excellence in 2006. “Feminist Geopolitics Revisited: Body Counts in Iraq.”, The Professional Geographer, Voulume 59, Number 1, February 2007/, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=2&hid=108&sid=bda9db5f-5e31-4d2b-a4b3-d1b81163eb67%40sessionmgr111 )

I argue then for a more relational accounting that draws on feminist practice, one that protests the silent, nameless death counts in Iraq and the United States. On 15 October 2005, The New York Times (2005) reported that 1,929 U.S. soldiers had been killed in Iraq, conﬁrming the death of Cpl. John Stalvey the day before. This (regular) report was interesting precisely because of the newspaper’s front page story: that most of the Louisiana victims of Hurricane Katrina had yet to be named weeks after the disaster occurred. ‘‘The lack of information has robbed the death toll . . . of a human face’’ (Dewan 2005, A20). U.S. Government interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan, or lack thereof in the case of New Orleans, represent different missions, objectives, and disasters, but a chain of equivalence can be forged in terms of accounting for death: just as the mostly poor, people of color killed by Hurricane Katrina de- serve to be named and remembered, so too do those in Iraq and Afghanistan, whether they are soldiers or civilians. Fatality metrics efface fatality meanings. When President Bush stood in front of a banner proclaiming ‘‘mission accomplished’’ in May 2003 only 7 percent of the 5 October 2005 number had been killed. In 1993, it took the death of just eighteen U.S. Rangers in Somalia during an intense gunﬁght to precipitate the withdrawal of U.S. peacekeepers from that multilateral humanitarian mission; hasten the signing of Presidential Directive No. 25 stating that the United States will not send troops overseas to locations that do not present a direct threat to its national security; and prevent U.S. intervention in Rwanda in 1994 during the genocide that led to death for almost one million. The multiple sites hosting meticulous records, biographies, photos, and circumstances of death for U.S. and coalition soldiers are not of central concern to my argument, except to note their authors’ assiduous efforts to include all possible details and stories of individuals killed.7 Geopolitically, the question of who is counted is related to the questions of ‘‘who counts?’’ and ‘‘who cares?’’ The fatality metrics of body counts is clearly lopsided in the context of Iraq: victimhood is commodiﬁed and patriotism pubicized for soldiers making ‘‘the ultimate sacriﬁce,’’ while Iraqi deaths are framed as ‘‘the price that must be paid’’ for introducing

Instab-> Refugees

The instability in Iraq has created a huge Iraqi refugee population in other nations
Ghali Hassan-  Iraqi expat Global Research Contributing Editor, he has written extensively on political and social issues in Iraq under US occupation   May, 04 2010
(“The “New” Iraq” http://countercurrents.org/hassan040510.htm)

After seven years of murderous Occupation and deteriorating living conditions, Iraq is suffering the worst refugee crisis in history. “Iraq would be the world’s second-worst crisis, as the report points out, second only to Afghanistan, and ahead of Sudan. So the strain on Iraq’s neighbours, particularly Jordan and Syria, and to a lesser extent on Lebanon is immense”, said Jessica Mathews, President of Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, a U.S. propaganda think-tank known for its pro-Israel Zionist bias. At least 2.7 million Iraqis are internally displaced (by violence) and living in conditions of extreme poverty, enduring constant attacks and eviction from temporary shelters. An estimated 3 million able Iraqis have fled Iraq into exile in neighbouring countries. Only a small number of Iraqi refugees were allowed into those Western nations who pretend to have “liberated” Iraq. The majority of Iraqi refugees have found a safe haven in Syria and Jordan. Most of Iraqi refugees are in ‘legal limbo’, unable to work and with no hope of returning to their country. The primary causes for Iraqi refugees’ flight are violence, lack of access to water, sanitation, electricity, health care and education.

Instab-> gendered violence

The insecurity in Iraq leads to violence against homosexuals, women and children

Amnesty International 4-27-2010
(“Iraq must protect civilians at risk of deadly violence” http://www.amnesty.org/en/news-and-updates/report/iraq-must-protect-civilians-risk-deadly-violence-2010-04-27)
Women and girls are particularly at risk of violence from both armed groups and their relatives. Few men are known to have been convicted of rape in Iraq. Women frequently suffer at the hands of relatives, in so-called honour crimes, if their behaviour is seen to go against traditional moral codes, for instance by refusing to marry men who have been selected for them. Activists have also been targeted for speaking out in favour of women's rights.  Members of the gay community in Iraq, where homosexuality is not tolerated, live under constant threat of violence, with some Muslim clerics urging their followers to attack suspected homosexuals.  Authorities frequently fail to carry out thorough and impartial investigations into attacks on civilians, arrest suspects or bring perpetrators to justice. In some cases, they are even accused of being implicated in violent attacks.  As a result of the ongoing insecurity, hundreds of thousands of Iraqis, including a disproportionately high number of minority communities, have been forced to flee their homes. Internally displaced people and refugees are even more vulnerable to violence, as well as economic hardship.

AT: US Root Cause of Violence

While some attacks are perpetrated by US forces the majority of attacks come from armed milita groups like Al Qaeda
Amnesty International 4-27-2010
(“Iraq must protect civilians at risk of deadly violence” http://www.amnesty.org/en/news-and-updates/report/iraq-must-protect-civilians-risk-deadly-violence-2010-04-27)
Amnesty International on Tuesday called on the Iraqi authorities to urgently step up the protection of civilians amid the recent surge of deadly violence in the country.  A new Amnesty International report, Iraq: Civilians Under Fire, documents how hundreds of civilians are being killed or injured each month.  Many are specifically targeted by armed groups because of their religious, ethnic or sexual identity or because they speak out against human rights abuses.  Ongoing uncertainty over when a new Iraqi government will be formed has led to a recent spike in attacks, with more than 100 civilian deaths in the first week of April alone.  "Iraqis are still living in a climate of fear, seven years after the US-led invasion. The Iraqi authorities could do much more to keep them safe, but over and over they are failing to help the most vulnerable in society," said Malcolm Smart, director of Amnesty International's Middle East and North Africa programme.  Amnesty International urged the authorities to do more to protect those who are particularly at risk and bring those responsible for violent crimes to justice, without recourse to the death penalty.   While Iraqi security forces, foreign troops or family members are responsible for some human rights abuses, most killings of civilians are carried out by armed groups, including al-Qa'ida in Iraq. The organization remains a significant presence in the country despite the recent reported deaths of three senior leaders.  Human rights defenders, journalists and political activists are among those who have been killed or maimed in Iraq because of their work.  Omar Ibrahim Al-Jabouri, the head of public relations at Rasheed TV station, only just escaped with his life in an attack on 13 April 2010. He lost his legs after being caught in an explosion of a bomb attached to his vehicle as he was driving to his office in Baghdad.  Religious and ethnic minorities also continue to be targeted for attack, with at least eight Christians killed in Mosul in February 2010 in apparent sectarian attacks.
Pro-US Gov 

Pro-US government turns over Iraq back to the US

Dahr Jamail recipient of the 2008 The Martha Gellhorn Prize for Journalism 19 March, 2010
(“Operation Enduring Occupation” http://countercurrents.org/jamail190310.htm)

"There is no question that the US has wanted for many years to establish and maintain military bases in Iraq, whether or not they are officially designated as "permanent." I do not believe the Pentagon is prepared to hand them all over to Iraq, despite the language in the agreement mandating exactly that. Instead, I think the formal arrangement following expiration of the current SOFA may be through some sort of officially "bilateral" agreement between Washington and Baghdad, allowing for the US to "rent" or "lease" or "borrow" the bases from an allegedly "sovereign" government in Iraq on a long-term basis. The likelihood of this increases with the growing number of statements from US military and political officials hinting broadly at the possibility of a long-term presence of US troops in Iraq after December 31, 2011, "if the sovereign government of Iraq should request such an idea..."
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