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Position Explanation

This is a very straight up policy affirmative. It argues that in the status quo, Obama will delay troop withdrawals from Iraq. The plan has the government stick to the proposed timetable, so there is not a delay. The main advantages are Terrorism, Heg, and Iraq stability, although there is also a “Death Toll” module that just says US occupation causes more violence and death. This advantage is only for use against very critical strategies. Consult NATO, the NSS CP, Military PIC and Advantage counterplans all apply to this affirmative. The SOFA cp is less clear because our SOFA with Iraq is the same as the plan text, but there is still an argument for CP solvency. As for disads, this aff has a built in  trick because congress already reacted to the plan when it was first proposed, and withdrawal will happen inevitably to trigger non politics disads.
Iraq 1AC – Inherency

Contention One: Inherency

New government means the US will maintain military troops in Iraq past our current withdrawal deadline

Tim Arango, political analyst, 7-2-2010, “War in Iraq Defies U.S. Timetable for End of Combat,” New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/03/world/middleeast/03iraq.html?_r=1

Beyond August the next Iraq deadline is the end of 2011, when all American troops are supposed to be gone. But few believe that America’s military involvement in Iraq will end then. The conventional wisdom among military officers, diplomats and Iraqi officials is that after a new government is formed, talks will begin about a longer-term American troop presence.  “I like to say that in Iraq, the only thing Americans know for certain, is that we know nothing for certain,” said Brett H. McGurk, a former National Security Council official in Iraq and current fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. “The exception is what’s coming once there’s a new government: they will ask to amend the Security Agreement and extend the 2011 date. We should take that request seriously. ” 

Obama will delay withdrawal – his public statements are meaningless

Jason Ditz, managing news editor at Antiwar.com, 5-19-2010, “Obama’s Iraq Drawdown a Virtual Impossibility,” http://news.antiwar.com/2010/05/19/despite-virtual-impossibility-odierno-claims-august-iraq-drawdown-on-track/print/

President Obama initially promised that the Guantanamo detention facility would be closed in January of 2010. Though it was obvious by May of 2009 the deadline would not be met, officials didn’t admit that fact until mid-November. This is the administration’s way of doing things, to pretend deadlines are “on track” until the last possible minute.  So to with the August Iraq drawdown pledge. The Obama Administration has promised that by August of this year, there will be only 50,000 “non-combat” troops left in Iraq. Since making that promise 15 months ago, only a handful of troops have left, and 94,000 US troops are still there, still engaging in combat missions.  After Iraq’s December election became a January election and finally a March 7 election, it was clear the August deadline would not be met. Privately officials have conceded that the drawdown is being “reconsidered,” in as much as it is virtually impossible now.  But what the Obama Administration talks about privately and its official public stance are often two different things, evidenced today by the claim from US commander in Iraq Gen. Ray Odierno that the drawdown is “on track” and that he is fully committed to meeting the deadline.  The idea that the Obama Administration is even capable of removing 44,000 troops in the next 15 weeks is patently absurd, as he hasn’t managed to remove that many troops in his first 16 months, and the security situation has gotten dramatically worse in that time.  Whereas in early 2009 the situation was comparatively stable, sectarian tensions are on the rise in the wake of a bitterly disputed election, and massive attacks are happening with alarming regularity.  Though the Pentagon insists that it can hypothetically remove 25,000 troops in 4 weeks, and that therefore the 44,000 troops could be removed in this timetable, there is no indication that such an exodus could be accomplished in the face of growing attacks, and despite the claim from some military officials that missing the deadline ‘hasn’t even been discussed’ yet, there is no indication that they are even attempting to do so.  Privately, officials are suggesting that such an attempt would be dangerous, with large numbers of troops being ferried in convoys to the airport providing inviting targets for the rejuvenated insurgency. Publicly, they are unlikely to admit this until the rapidly approaching deadline forces them to. 
Iraq 1AC – Advantage One: Terrorism

The US occupation of Iraq is the best recruiting tool for Islamic extremists – attacks have increased sevenfold as a result

Daniel L. Byman, director of the Center for Peace and Security Studies at Georgetown University and an associate professor in the School of Foreign Service, and Kenneth M. Pollack, director of research at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, 7-2008, “Iraq's Long-Term Impact on Jihadist Terrorism,” The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, http://ann.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/618/1/55.pdf

Iraq has benefited the wider al Qaeda movement in many ways, including providing a recruiting tool. As Michael Scheuer, the former head of the CIA’s bin Laden unit, sarcastically noted, “If Osama was a Christian—it’s the Christmas present he never would have expected” (CBS News 2004). In the heart of the Muslim world, with more than one hundred thousand U.S. troops occupying the country for a long period of time, Iraq has become the focus of the media throughout the world and especially the Middle East. Arab and Muslim communities are united in their belief that the U.S. intervention is an attack on Islam and represents an attempt to subjugate a powerful Arab state. A study by Peter Bergen and Paul Cruickshank found that “the Iraq War has generated a stunning sevenfold increase in the yearly rate of fatal jihadist attacks, amounting to literally hundreds of additional terrorist attacks and thousands of civilian lives lost”—and that figure includes not only a surge in attacks in Iraq itself, but also an increase in the rest of the world (Bergen and Cruickshank 2007, 1-6). Not surprisingly, Iraq has been at the center of al Qaeda’s fund-raising and recruitment efforts. Fighting the United States is tremendously popular among radical and even mainstream Islamist circles and proof of bin Laden’s “far enemy” theory: that for Muslims, the misdemeanors or even high crimes of their own governments (the “near enemy”) are overshadowed by those of faraway Washington.2 Within the broader Salafi community, Iraq proved an enormous public relations boon to al Qaeda. Many Salafists have condemned al Qaeda for being excessively violent and political, and in particular for its willingness to declare “jihad” at the drop of the hat. Even shaykhs critical of al Qaeda, however, see the struggle in Iraq as a legitimate defensive jihad, even in countries that are close allies of the United States. For example, in November 2004, twenty-six leading Saudi clerics wrote an “open letter to the Iraqi people” calling for a defensive jihad against the United States in Iraq (Jones 2005). Iraq has fostered a new brand of jihad, providing a place where budding Salafi insurgents gain combat experience and forge lasting bonds that will enable them to work together in the years to come, even if they leave Iraq. Former French defense official Alexis Debat (2004, 22) contended that al Qaeda seeks “to turn Iraq into what Afghanistan was before autumn 2001: a public relations windfall for their ideologues, a training ground for their ‘rookies,’ and even a safe-haven for their leadership.” Indeed, it is no small irony that some of those who launched attacks on U.S. and Afghan forces in Afghanistan appear to have trained in Iraq. Although it is unclear how many of those trained and “blooded” in Iraq have been killed in the fighting in Afghanistan, especially when the tide turned against them in 2007, some percentage had already departed Iraq and others may flee elsewhere even if U.S. counterinsurgency operations continue to scour Iraq of the Salafi militant presence. 
Focusing resources on Iraq trades off with fighting Al-Qaeda

Chris Preble, director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 2004, Exiting Iraq: Why the U.S. Must End the Military Occupation and Renew the War Against Al Qaeda

A number of experts agree that Iraq has diverted resources from the fight against Al Qaeda. Flynt Leverett, a former CIA analyst and Middle East specialist on the Bush National Security Council, said that Arabic-speaking Special Forces personnel and CIA officers were pulled out of Afghanistan in March 2002 to prepare for the Iraq invasion. Pat Lang, former head of Middle East and South Asia intelligence at the Defense Intelligence Agency, pointed out, ‘‘When you commit as much time and attention and resources as we did in Iraq, . . . then you subtract what you could commit to the war on terrorism.’’62 Current intelligence officials, while denying that Iraq has had a negative effect on the war on terror, acknowledge that there has been a shortage of experts and that the intelligence community is struggling to meet the challenge. According to a report in the Los Angeles Times, current and former intelligence officers said the  agency ‘‘was confronting one of the most difficult challenges in its history.’’ ‘‘I think they’re just sucking wind,’’ said one former officer. 63 We may never know the extent to which the quality of intelligence collection and analysis has suffered in the process. In February 2004, the Pentagon reported that a special task force created to hunt for senior Iraqi insurgents had redirected its attention to bin Laden and other senior Taliban and Al Qaeda officials. Task Force 121, which included personnel from the Army’s Delta Force and the Navy SEALs, accompanied the unit from 4th Infantry Division that captured Saddam Hussein on December 13, 2003.64 Although that shift was good news, subsequent unrest in Iraq threatens to draw those forces back into Iraq, away from the anti–Al Qaeda hunt.

Iraq 1AC – Advantage One: Terrorism

Al-Qaeda is persistently and successfully pursuing WMD – nuclear terrorism is inevitable without action against them 

Joby Warrick, WMD correspondent, 1-26-2010, “Report says Al-Qaeda still aims to use weapons of mass destruction against U.S.,” Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/01/25/AR2010012502598.html

When al-Qaeda's No. 2 leader, Ayman al-Zawahiri, called off a planned chemical attack on New York's subway system in 2003, he offered a chilling explanation: The plot to unleash poison gas on New Yorkers was being dropped for "something better," Zawahiri said in a message intercepted by U.S. eavesdroppers.  The meaning of Zawahiri's cryptic threat remains unclear more than six years later, but a new report warns that al-Qaeda has not abandoned its goal of attacking the United States with a chemical, biological or even nuclear weapon.  The report, by a former senior CIA official who led the agency's hunt for weapons of mass destruction, portrays al-Qaeda's leaders as determined and patient, willing to wait for years to acquire the kind of weapons that could inflict widespread casualties.  The former official, Rolf Mowatt-Larssen, draws on his knowledge of classified case files to argue that al-Qaeda has been far more sophisticated in its pursuit of weapons of mass destruction than is commonly believed, pursuing parallel paths to acquiring weapons and forging alliances with groups that can offer resources and expertise. "If Osama bin Laden and his lieutenants had been interested in . . . small-scale attacks, there is little doubt they could have done so now," Mowatt-Larssen writes in a report released Monday by the Harvard Kennedy School of Government's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs.  The report comes as a panel on weapons of mass destruction appointed by Congress prepares to release a new assessment of the federal government's preparedness for such an attack. The review by the bipartisan Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism is particularly critical of the Obama administration's actions so far in hardening the country's defenses against bioterrorism, according to two former government officials who have seen drafts of the report.  The commission's initial report in December 2008 warned that a terrorist attack using weapons of mass destruction was likely by 2013.  Mowatt-Larssen, a 23-year CIA veteran, led the agency's internal task force on al-Qaeda and weapons of mass destruction after the Sept. 11, 2001, terrorist attacks and later was named director of intelligence and counterintelligence for the Energy Department. His report warns that bin Laden's threat to attack the West with weapons of mass destruction is not "empty rhetoric" but a top strategic goal for an organization that seeks the economic ruin of the United States and its allies to hasten the overthrow of pro-Western governments in the Islamic world.  He cites patterns in al-Qaeda's 15-year pursuit of weapons of mass destruction that reflect a deliberateness and sophistication in assembling the needed expertise and equipment. He describes how Zawahiri hired two scientists -- a Pakistani microbiologist sympathetic to al-Qaeda and a Malaysian army captain trained in the United States -- to work separately on efforts to build a biological weapons lab and acquire deadly strains of anthrax bacteria. Al-Qaeda achieved both goals before September 2001 but apparently had not successfully weaponized the anthrax spores when the U.S.-led invasion of Afghanistan forced the scientists to flee, Mowatt-Larssen said.  "This was far from run-of-the-mill terrorism," he said in an interview. "The program was highly compartmentalized, at the highest level of the organization. It was methodical, and it was professional."  Mowatt-Larssen said he has seen no evidence linking al-Qaeda's program with the anthrax attacks on U.S. politicians and news outlets in 2001. Zawahiri's plan was aimed at mass casualties and "not just trying to scare people with a few letters," he said.  Evidence from al-Qaeda documents and interrogations suggests that terrorists leaders had settled on anthrax as the weapon of choice and believed that the tools for a major biological attack were within their grasp, the former CIA official said. Al-Qaeda remained interested in nuclear weapons as well but understood that the odds of success were much longer.  "They realized they needed a lucky break," Mowatt-Larssen said. "That meant buying or stealing fissile material or acquiring a stolen bomb." 

Nuclear terrorism causes extinction

Mohamed Sid-Ahmed, internationally renowned reporter and columnist in Al Ahram, "Extinction!" Al-Ahram Weekly, September 1, 2004<http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm>

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Iraq 1AC – Advantage One: Terrorism

Failure to stop al-Qaeda causes extinction

David Rudge, political analyst, 5-12-2004, “Terror expert: Worst is yet to come,” Jerusalem Post, Proquest

Global terrorism is on the rise and is likely to continue unabated for the next 100 years, according to Prof. Yonah Alexander, one of the world's leading analysts on the subject.  Alexander, director of the Inter-Universities Center for Terrorism Studies, also believes it is only a matter of time before groups like al-Qaida use non-coventional weapons as part of attempts to promulgate their ideology and undermine western society.  In this respect, he anticipates that al-Qaida's next theater of operations will be Europe, where the organization has established a widespread base and network.  "If you ask me whether the worst is yet to come, the answer is definitely yes," Alexander told The Jerusalem Post prior to giving a lecture as guest speaker at the University of Haifa's National Security Studies Center.  "We can expect to see an escalation in terrorism on a global scale with a continuation of conventional acts of terror, such as suicide bombings and shooting, as well as mega-terror like September 11 in the US and March 11 in Spain.  "There will also be a move towards the use of non- conventional weapons: biological, chemical, nuclear as in dirty bombs, and cyber- terrorism, whereby perpetrators will try to disrupt power supplies and air traffic, for example, at the touch of a button."  Alexander, who is based in the US and Israel, has studied the subject of terrorism in the Middle East and the global arena for over 40 years and has published over 100 books on the issue. The center he heads is a consortium of universities and think-tanks in some 30 countries.  He said there had already been indications of future trends by terrorist organizations such as the anthrax attacks in the US after September 11, 2001, reports that al-Qaida was trying to produce ricin and, in Israel, the abortive attempt to blow up the Pi Glilot fuel and gas storage depot.  "According to the studies we have conducted, we can expect a continuation of bus bombings like the ones that have occurred in Israel, as well as attempts to strike at chemical plants and infrastructure targets and super- terrorism with non-conventional weapons," said Alexander.  The supposition that international terrorism will expand and escalate is based, according to Alexander, on factors such as the spread of radical theological ideology, racial intolerance, ethnic and religious differences and, especially in Africa, tribal rivalries, as well as extremist nationalism and separatism.  Furthermore, he cited the numerous disputes and conflicts throughout the world, such as those in Chechnya, Kashmir, Afghanistan, the Middle East, and South America, as well as the gap between developed nations and poorer countries.  "Other important factors include the intensification of the link between terrorism and organized crime, and the education of hatred, including anti-Semitism, that we see all the time on various Internet sites," said Alexander.  "The problem here is that children are being brought up to hate and they will pass this on to their children and so forth, which is why we don't see an end to terrorism in the next 100 years.  "Should we be concerned about the future? Yes, we should, because of the motivation of terrorists, their ideologies, the availability of funds, the proliferation of conventional and non- conventional weapons, the intrinsic vulnerability of democratic societies and the high cost of trying to counter terror.  "What concerns many is the expansion of international networks as seen after the Madrid bombings, when links were discovered between Spanish citizens and people in North Africa, Asia, and with various other groups like Hamas.  "It would be a grave mistake, however, to say that Islam is generating this terror. In fact, Islam has been hijacked and taken hostage by extremists who are using it to serve their own interests."  Alexander, in his lecture, posed the questions of whether nations should submit to terrorism and whether civilization would survive in the event of the use of non- conventional weapons.  In the first case, he maintained that submission only serves to encourage terrorists and their leaders and boost their motivation, while survival would depend on nations taking all necessary steps to reduce the risks, including international intelligence cooperation.  "Dealing with terrorism requires a broad range of responses, starting with clear and coherent policies. It is necessary to have quality intelligence, as well as law enforcement, the military, and the means to counter technological and cyber-terrorism," said Alexander.  "We also need an educational response because the children of today will be the terrorists of tomorrow. Unless we can defuse the extremist ideological and theological elements and their propaganda, the measures won't work.  "We have to deal with the root causes and try to improve economic and social conditions - a sort of global Marshall plan - but first it is necessary to deal with the terror leadership.  "To this end some innocent civilians might be harmed but, make no mistake, this is war and to fight it nations have to pool their resources. No nation can deal with the problem unilaterally.  "In the past, terrorism was regarded as a tactical rather than a strategic threat but it has become a permanent fixture and a challenge to the strategic interests of nations.  "In fact," said Alexander, "it represents the most threatening challenge to civilization in the 21st century. The question of survival will depend to a great extent on how civilized society tackles this threat." 

Iraq 1AC – Advantage One: Terrorism

Removing troops solves – it undercuts extremists
Chris Preble, director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 2004, Exiting Iraq: Why the U.S. Must End the Military Occupation and Renew the War Against Al Qaeda

The U.S.-led invasion and occupation of Iraq undermine the fight against radical Islamic terrorists. Instead of weakening such groups, it aids bin Laden in his quest to marshal the various and competing Islamic factions around the world in a common war against the West. President Bush has repeatedly stated that the war on terrorism is not a war on Islam. And yet, by characterizing the war in Iraq as part of the wider war on terrorism, the president may inadvertently foment the very clash of civilizations he wishes to avoid. Al Qaeda terrorists seized upon the U.S. military presence in Saudi Arabia as a twisted justification for their acts of violence, beginning in the mid-1990s. Those avowed enemies of the West have now been joined by new groups, incensed by the presence of U.S. troops in and near Muslim holy sites in Iraq. They seethe at inadvertent transgressions of Islamic faith and custom. Non-Arab Muslims, even those who are unsympathetic to bin Laden’s radical interpretation of Islamic law, perceive the presence of American forces in Baghdad, once the capital of the Islamic caliphate, as a humiliating affront to Islam; many Arabs view the American military presence in that historic city, long a center of Arab culture, as an insult to all Arabs. Indeed, Ibrahim M. Abu-Rabi, professor of Islamic studies and codirector of the Macdonald Center for the Study of Islam and Christian-Muslim relations at Hartford Seminary, predicted that ‘‘the American occupation of Iraq is certainly going to enhance the position of extremist Islamist movements in the Muslim world.’’76 That danger was recognized by Wolfowitz, who admitted in late February 2003, before the commencement of Operation Iraqi Freedom, that anger at American pressure on Iraq and resentment over the stationing of U.S. forces in Saudi Arabia had ‘‘been Osama bin Laden’s principal recruiting device.’’77 He opined that the removal of U.S. troops from the kingdom would have positive effects throughout the region. ‘‘Just lifting that burden from the Saudis is itself going to open the door’’ to a more peaceful Middle East, Wolfowitz told an interviewer in the spring of 2003.78 Looking ahead to the post-Hussein period, Wolfowitz implied that the removal of Hussein would enable the United States to withdraw troops from the region. ‘‘I can’t imagine anyone here wanting to . . . be there for another 12 years to continue helping recruit terrorists.’’79 And yet Pentagon plans seem to call for a long-term military presence in Iraq. In early May 2004, Defense Department officials  reported that they expected to keep nearly 140,000 troops in Iraq at least through the end of 2005.80 Earlier, military leaders had confided that they expected a sizable U.S. force to remain in Iraq for at least a decade. Gen. Richard Myers was even more blunt, telling reporters in April 2004 that a U.S. troop presence in Iraq might extend for decades.81 Bogged down in a long-term military occupation in Iraq, America faces the prospect of having to combat a perpetually increasing number of new enemies, even as tremendous resources are already being expended to fight existing enemies. Jeffrey Record, a professor at the U.S. Air Force’s Air War College, warns that the ‘‘global war on terrorism as currently defined and waged is dangerously indiscriminate and ambitious’’ and ‘‘strategically unfocused.’’82
Iraq 1AC – Advantage One: Terrorism

Err aff – magnitude outweighs probability

Graham Allison, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, the Douglas Dillon Professor of Government and the faculty chair of the Dubai Initiative at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Governmen, 11-12-2007, “The Three ‘Nos’ Knows,” National Interest, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=16004

MUELLER IS entitled to his opinion that the threat of nuclear proliferation and nuclear terrorism is “exaggerated” and “overwrought.” But analysts of various political persuasions, in and out of government, are virtually unanimous in their judgment to the contrary. As the national-security community learned during the Cold War, risk = likelihood x consequences. Thus, even when the likelihood of nuclear Armageddon was small, the consequences were so catastrophic that prudent policymakers felt a categorical imperative to do everything that feasibly could be done to prevent that war. Today, a single nuclear bomb exploding in just one city would change our world. Given such consequences, differences between a 1 percent and a 20 percent likelihood of such an attack are relatively insignificant when considering how we should respond to the threat.  Richard Garwin, a designer of the hydrogen bomb who Enrico Fermi once called “the only true genius I had ever met”, told Congress in March that he estimated a “20 percent per year probability [of a nuclear explosion—not just a contaminated, dirty bomb—a nuclear explosion] with American cities and European cities included.” My Harvard colleague Matthew Bunn has created a model in the Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science that estimates the probability of a nuclear terrorist attack over a ten-year period to be 29 percent—identical to the average estimate from a poll of security experts commissioned by Senator Richard Lugar in 2005. My book, Nuclear Terrorism, states my own best judgment that, on the current trend line, the chances of a nuclear terrorist attack in the next decade are greater than 50 percent. Former Secretary of Defense William Perry has expressed his own view that my work may even underestimate the risk. Warren Buffet, the world’s most successful investor and legendary odds-maker in pricing insurance policies for unlikely but catastrophic events, concluded that nuclear terrorism is “inevitable.” He stated, “I don’t see any way that it won’t happen.”  To assess the threat one must answer five core questions: who, what, where, when and how?  Who could be planning a nuclear terrorist attack? Al-Qaeda remains the leading candidate. According to the most recent National Intelligence Estimate (NIE), Al-Qaeda has been substantially reconstituted—but with its leadership having moved from a medieval Afghanistan to Pakistan—a nation that actually has nuclear weapons. As former CIA Director George J. Tenet’s memoir reports, Al-Qaeda’s leadership has remained “singularly focused on acquiring WMDs” and that “the main threat is the nuclear one.” Tenet concluded, “I am convinced that this is where [Osama bin Laden] and his operatives want to go.”  What nuclear weapons could terrorists use? A ready-made weapon from the arsenal of one of the nuclear-weapons states or an elementary nuclear bomb constructed from highly enriched uranium made by a state remain most likely. As John Foster, a leading U.S. bomb-maker and former director of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, wrote a quarter of a century ago, “If the essential nuclear materials are at hand, it is possible to make an atomic bomb using information that is available in the open literature.”  Where could terrorists acquire a nuclear bomb? If a nuclear attack occurs, Russia will be the most likely source of the weapon or material. A close second, however, is North Korea, which now has ten bombs worth of plutonium, or Pakistan with sixty nuclear bombs. Finally, research reactors in forty developing and transitional countries still hold the essential ingredient for nuclear weapons.  When could terrorists launch the first nuclear attack? If terrorists bought or stole a nuclear weapon in good working condition, they could explode it today. If terrorists acquired one hundred pounds of highly enriched uranium, they could make a working elementary nuclear bomb in less than a year.  How could terrorists deliver a nuclear weapon to its target? In the same way that illegal items come to our cities every day. As one of my former colleagues has quipped, if you have any doubt about the ability of terrorists to deliver a weapon to an American target, remember: They could hide it in a bale of marijuana. 
Iraq 1AC – Advantage Two: Heg

Iraq is tanking US heg – overstretch, domestic support and allies

Leon T. Hadar, Cato Institute research fellow in foreign policy studies, 7-13-2007, “Pax Americana or Primus Inter Pares?,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=8500

It can therefore be accepted as an axiom that there is no great power — or even a combination of powers — that is ready to challenge the United States for global supremacy at this time in history.  At the same time, one cannot deny that the U.S.-led wars in the Arc of Instability — ranging from the Middle East to South Asia, including Iraq and Afghanistan — have overstretched the U.S. armed forces. In fact, it has reached a point at which the United States would find it very costly, if not impossible, to fight and win other military conflicts.  Indeed, one does not have to be a military expert to figure out that the decisions by North Korea and Iran to challenge the United States over the nuclear issue reflected their conclusion that the U.S. Army and Marines are not ready to fight in a ground war and do regime change à la Iraq in other parts of the world.  Global cop  In order to maintain its position as a global cop by responding 24/7 to 911 international calls, oust "rogue regimes," fight wars in several areas of conflict and deploy hundreds of thousands of troops to conduct counter-insurgency and do "nation building," the United States would have to recruit many more soldiers.  However, given the Iraq experience, the American people are no longer ready to provide their government with the money and the manpower it needs to secure its hegemonic position.  Domestic discontent  Meanwhile, there are pundits who suggest that "if only" the Bush Administration had done this (deploying more troops) or that (doing more planning for the occupation), the United States would have been marching towards victory in Iraq.  What has undeniably emerged on this front is the huge gap between the pundits' conception of U.S. national interest (that the United States has the right and the obligation to use its power to achieve "regime changes" and do "nation building") — and the one shared by the general public.  The latter believes it has the right and the obligation to use its power to respond to a clear and present danger to its security — and preferably through short and relatively cheap wars).  Costly interventions  If anything, costly interventions like the war in Iraq are only helping to erode the U.S. public's willingness to support military engagements abroad and increase isolationist sentiments at home.  At the same time, the failure in Iraq is also making it more difficult for the United States to win support from likely allies — while playing into the hands of potential rivals. Ultimately, it is the application of the law of diminishing returns in the use of military power by a great power.  Few allies  If one moves beyond the point of conducting a war of necessity and becomes engaged in a war of choice, rising costs in terms of casualties and money weaken the ability of the great power to maintain its dominant status.  
Withdrawal boosts readiness

Frederick Kagan, Resident Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, July/August 2006, Foreign Affairs, accessed electronically

IN ITS five years in office, the Bush administration has avoided improving the human capabilities of the military--and the crisis has grown steadily worse. The long-term deployment of U.S. soldiers to Iraq and Afghanistan has taken a severe toll on the ground forces. Combat tours, which lasted six months in the 1990s, have been extended to a full year for most army troops in Iraq and Afghanistan. Many soldiers in the active force (and in the National Guard and the Reserves) have already been deployed twice and are now facing their third tour. Although reenlistment rates have remained high, recruitment rates have fallen dangerously, morale has dropped in some units, and some experts, such as retired General Barry McCaffrey, warn that "the wheels are coming off" the army as it struggles to sustain a large deployment with insufficient personnel. Unless the United States rapidly withdraws from Iraq, moreover, there is no sign of relief on the horizon. Although the administration has permitted the army to maintain nearly 30,000 extra soldiers in its ranks for the past several years, the president's budget for next year requires the army to shed those additional troops. And the ground forces proposed both in that budget and in the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review would support a long-term deployment of only about 18 brigade combat teams (each comprising about 3,500 troops). At the height of the campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan, by contrast, the United States had more than 20 brigade combat teams deployed to combat zones, and even these were not enough to pacify and rebuild those countries. It is hardly a secret that the U.S. Army and the Marine Corps are short on troops; senior officers and analysts regularly refer to the problem when discussing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan or when explaining U.S. options--or the lack thereof. Lieutenant General John Vines, who stepped down as commander of U.S. ground forces in Iraq at the beginning of this year, has pointed out that many U.S. soldiers are now on their third or fourth tour of duty in Iraq. "The war has been going on nearly as long as the Second World War and we're asking a lot of the forces," he said in April. What is hard to understand is why Washington has steadfastly refused to address the issue.

(  )  Readiness key to hegemony

Jack Spencer, Policy Analyst for Defense and National Security at Heritage, 9-15-2000, “The Facts About Military Readiness,” Heritage, http://www.heritage.org/Research/MissileDefense/BG1394.cfm

Military readiness is vital because declines in America’s military readiness signal to the rest of the world that the United States is not prepared to defend its interests. Therefore, potentially hostile nations will be more likely to lash out against American allies and interests, inevitably leading to U.S. involvement in combat. A high state of military readiness is more likely to deter potentially hostile nations from acting aggressively in regions of vital national interest, thereby preserving peace.
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Iraq withdrawal is key to prevent the collapse of US leadership

Lt. General William E. Odom, U.S. Army (Ret.), senior fellow at the Hudson Institute and a visiting professor at Georgetown University, was the director of the National Security Agency, Summer 2004, The National Interest, http://www.hudson.org/files/publications/odom_national_interest_summer_2004.pdf 
In the global context: The U.S. unilateral initiation of the war in Iraq has come close to breaking the Atlantic Alliance. Gaining an Iraq of any form is not worth losing Europe. If the United States is to maintain some kind of regional stability in the Middle East and Southwest Asia, it cannot do it alone. American power depends on collaborative efforts with the informal members of its empire. In total, it produces roughly 70 percent of the world’s gross product, and its collective military budgets are 66 percent of the world’s total.4 President Bush’s unilateral- ism has denied us the military support of almost half of the 66 percent, not to men- tion the political and moral support from most of America’s allies. Moreover, this and previous administrations have main- tained an overly large maritime military force structure and dangerously small land force structure. Aircraft carriers and sub- marines do not help in Iraq. At present, the U.S. Army is so over-stretched that its tactical vulnerabilities are worrisome. In the course of the next six months, they will become strategic vulnerabilities unless fresh units in twice the present number are deployed there. Since that is not possi- ble in the time available, we must address this reality openly, not hidden by sleight- of-hand rotation schemes for troops to Iraq or pretty much anywhere else. To regain international support and to have the resources of our allies available for a comprehensive strategy toward the region, the United States will have to pro- duce a highly positive outcome in Iraq or withdraw. Since we are reasonably sure that a positive outcome is impossible, and certainly decades away in the best event, withdrawal is the most sensible course today. Our military investment in Iraq is what economists call a “sunk cost.” We cannot retrieve it by investing more there, no matter how much. Thus, to say that we cannot afford to fail is a costly illusion. We ensured failure when we decided to invade. Our choices now are to get out of Iraq early, regroup with our allies, and try to stabilize the region, or to continue down the present path in Iraq and risk the dissolution of the American-led international order. 

The link only goes one way – withdrawal boosts American hegemony. 

Barry Rubin, director of the Global Research in International Affairs (GLORIA) Center of the Interdisciplinary University, Sumemr 2005, The Washington Quarterly, accessed via Project Muse

One of the most forceful arguments against a planned and phased U.S. withdrawal is based on the administration's desire to preserve its own reputation and U.S. credibility. Refusing to leave Iraq, U.S. policymakers believe, is the only way to ensure that the United States retains a high level of credibility with its adversaries in the region. For the United States, to pull out as it did from Vietnam or to allow for the defeat of its allies as it did in the shah's Iran, they argue, would signal to radical forces that they could attack U.S. interests with impunity and disregard its threats. Although this may sound like a persuasive argument, it does not accurately reflect the current situation. The United States achieved the most credibility possible through its willingness and ability to overthrow Saddam. Being bogged down in an endless war in Iraq, however, can only erode U.S. standing in the region. The United States is currently so overextended in Iraq that it is incapable of taking tough action on any other issue in the region or elsewhere in the world—and its enemies know it. The U.S. military presence has been used to criticize and mobilize forces against the United States. The lack of a U.S. victory has been portrayed as proof of its weakness, and U.S. misdeeds have been invented or magnified to demonstrate that the United States has evil intentions toward Arabs and Muslims.
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Delaying withdrawal damages US credibility

Raed Jarrar, senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action, and Erik Leaver, research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies, 3-2-2010, “Sliding Backwards on Iraq?,” Institute for Policy Studies, http://www.ips-dc.org/articles/sliding_backwards_on_iraq

An Obama flip-flop on the timetable for withdrawing U.S. troops would have serious consequences in the United States and Iraq. The U.S. global image will be tarnished, Obama's credibility will be called into question, and the administration will likely lose what little global political capital it gained in the last year.  But reneging on withdrawal would have the gravest consequences in Iraq. The Bush administration adopted a conditions-based withdrawal plan. The mantra was "as Iraqis stand up, we will stand down." But such plans for "condition-based" withdrawal create the very deteriorating conditions that lead to an extension of the military occupation.  Unfortunately, there is considerable support both inside and outside Iraq for the continuation of U.S. occupation. Some groups, such as the Iraqi ruling parties or the military industrial complex in the United States, believe occupation is in their self-interest. Others, such as al-Qaeda, hope to cripple the United States by keeping it engaged in a conflict that takes an enormous toll on human lives, money, and global reputation. And Iran and other regional players fear the reemergence of a strong, independent, and united Iraq.  Obama's current plan is based on two sets of time-based deadlines that avoid the pitfalls of a conditions-based withdrawal. Obama's plan to withdraw combat forces by August 31, 2010 and Bush's bilateral agreement for the withdrawal of all troops and contractors by December 31, 2011 both put the responsibility for military, economic, and political security squarely where it should be: on Iraqis.  Adding more years to the U.S. occupation, as Ricks suggested, or delaying the withdrawal of combat forces, as Odierno has suggested, will cost the United States hundreds of billions more dollars and result in the deaths of countless more U.S. soldiers and Iraqi civilians. Most importantly, it won't bring Iraq any closer to being a stable and prosperous country. 

US credibility key to global leadership

Victor Davis Hanson, Martin and Illie Anderson Senior Fellow in Residence in Classics and Military History at the Hoover Institution, 12-16-2009, “Change, Weakness, Disaster, Obama,” http://www.victorhanson.com/articles/hanson121609.html

Dr. Hanson: Obama is one bow and one apology away from a circus. The world can understand a kowtow gaffe to some Saudi royals, but not as part of a deliberate pattern. Ditto the mea culpas. Much of diplomacy rests on public perceptions, however trivial. We are now in a great waiting game, as regional hegemons, wishing to redraw the existing landscape — whether China, Venezuela, Iran, North Korea, Pakistan, Syria, etc. — are just waiting to see who’s going to be the first to try Obama — and whether Obama really will be as tenuous as they expect. If he slips once, it will be 1979 redux, when we saw the rise of radical Islam, the Iranian hostage mess, the communist inroads in Central America, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, etc.  BC: With what country then — Venezuela, Russia, Iran, etc. — do you believe his global repositioning will cause the most damage?  Dr. Hanson: I think all three. I would expect, in the next three years, Iran to get the bomb and begin to threaten ever so insidiously its Gulf neighborhood; Venezuela will probably cook up some scheme to do a punitive border raid into Colombia to apprise South America that U.S. friendship and values are liabilities; and Russia will continue its energy bullying of Eastern Europe, while insidiously pressuring autonomous former republics to get back in line with some sort of new Russian autocratic commonwealth. There’s an outside shot that North Korea might do something really stupid near the 38th parallel and China will ratchet up the pressure on Taiwan. India’s borders with both Pakistan and China will heat up. I think we got off the back of the tiger and now no one quite knows whom it will bite or when. 
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Iraq occupation kills US leadership

Frederic Wehrey et. al, Senior Policy Analyst at the RAND Corporation, Dalia Dassa Kaye, Jessica Watkins, Jeffrey Martini, and Robert A. Guffey, 2010, “The Iraq Effect: The Middle East After the Iraq War,” RAND, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG892.pdf

Regional concerns related to growing Iranian influence after the war were compounded by a perception that the heavy U.S. commitment in Iraq constrained its ability to project power and enforce regional security. Specifically, the difficulties of prosecuting the war in Iraq have fed the view that the American “moment” in the Middle East may be waning, or at a minimum, that the war has clipped the Americans’ wings. However, despite diminished standing in the region, the United States remains the balancer of choice, and the U.S. drawdown from Iraq may enable the United States to regain regional confidence if it proceeds smoothly. The draining effect of the war in Iraq on U.S. resources and military readiness is advanced as the principal reason behind the United States’ declining influence in the region (al-Rukabi, 2008). Despite recent improvement in the security situation in Iraq, many regional observers believe that the war in Iraq has revealed the limits of U.S. power. Similarly, the rise of Iranian influence inside Iraq and the continued development of its missile technology and nuclear program are cited as harbingers of a new regional security order, in which Iran will play an increasingly assertive role at the expense of U.S. interests (Harb, 2008). In an article in the Arab Journal of Political Science, ‘Abdullah al-Shaiji observes, Iraq has become a theatre for Iran to settle scores with the United States and [for Iran] to increase the periphery of its power and its presence in the region, to play the role of the principal authority in the region, and to take hold of the trump cards, from Western Afghanistan to southern Iraq and from Yemen to the Persian Gulf. (al-Shaiji, 2008, p. 152) 

Leadership key to prevent multiple nuclear wars

Robert Kagan, senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 7-19-2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html

The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War I and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe 's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe.
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Elections and ISF operations prove Iraq is stabilizing but it’s still vulnerable

Kenneth M. Pollack, Director, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, 6-30-2010, “The Political Battle in Iraq,” Brookings Institution, http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2010/0630_iraq_trip_pollack.aspx

Of greater importance still, the political problems among Iraq’s feuding parties have not yet spilled over into significant violence.  There was (and still is) a very real risk that parties will use violence to intimidate or eliminate rivals, or otherwise manipulate the political bargaining to their advantage.  No doubt there are many former militia leaders who believe that still another way to break the deadlock beyond those listed above would be to simply assassinate or bully key leaders in rival groups.  The fact that, so far, there have been relatively few such acts—and all of these seem to be related to settling local scores, not influencing the national political struggle—is an extremely positive development.  However, by Iraqi standards it is still early and there is plenty of time for the frustration to build to the point where the political leaders may turn to violence to secure what their bargaining so far has not.  Meanwhile, the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) continue to mature and improve.  The extent to which Iraqi forces, particularly the army and the federal police, are operating independently is striking.  The majority of operations conducted in Iraq these days are initiated, planned and conducted entirely by the Iraqis.  Numerous American military personnel report that they often hear about them only after the fact (and sometimes, not at all—a potentially worrisome development).  Increasingly, the Iraqis are able to handle even some forms of reconnaissance, surveillance and air support on their own.  Local police forces are a more mixed bag, and it is unlikely that the Iraqis will achieve their goal of full “police primacy” for several more years. 

ISF forces are sufficient – operate with little or no US support now

Anthony Coredesman, Burke Chair in Strategy, Adam Mausner, research associate for the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS, and Elena Derby, Researcher at Center for Strategic and International Studies,6-2010, “Iraq and the United States” Creating a Strategic Partnership,” CSIS, http://csis.org/node/121/publication/

It is far too soon to determine whether Iraqi forces can sustain security on a broader level without some form of direct U.S. combat support, but they have been more successful to date than in any U.S. officials and officers estimated in the spring of 2009. In general, Iraqi operations steadily improved during the course of 2009, and Iraqi forces showed they could increasingly plan and execute operations with only limited or no U.S. support. 

Withdrawal will be stable – only extended occupation spurs worse violence

Michael Wahid Hanna, 4-4-2010, “Stay the Course of Withdrawal,” Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66188/michael-wahid-hanna/stay-the-course-of-withdrawal?page=2

Taking an overly pessimistic view of the current political environment and appraising the ISF’s progress stringently, some U.S. commentators have recently been urging the Obama administration to reconsider its timeline, suggesting that its implementation would destabilize Iraq at its moment of greatest vulnerability. But this allegedly realist view of Iraq’s current predicament is decidedly unrealistic about the country it purports to describe. Indeed, for Washington to seek to abrogate its withdrawal commitments -- and thereby suggest that an extended occupation is back on the agenda -- would not enhance security but would undercut the Iraqi government and risk spurring renewed violence. There is simply no political space for such an eventuality. Moreover, these commentators misunderstand the role of U.S. troops in Iraq, which focuses on training, advising, and assisting the ISF -- tasks that, given the ISF’s increasing independence, can be carried out by the residual U.S. troops envisioned.  The ISF displayed that independence during the recent elections, when it took the lead in providing security and did not require any unplanned assistance from the United States. U.S. forces played a background role that did not depend on large numbers of U.S. military personnel. 
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Scenario One is Democracy:

al-Sadr is gaining influence after the recent elections threatening sectarian violence

Mohamad Bazzi, adjunct senior fellow for Middle East studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, 7-5-2010, “Bad boy of Iraqi politics returns,” Global Post, http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/iraq/100702/bad-boy-iraqi-politics-returns

The bad boy of Iraqi politics, the anti-American Shiite cleric Muqtada al-Sadr, is once again positioning himself as kingmaker — this time in forming a government and the selection of a new prime minister.  Sadr may well determine the political fates of current Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki and his rival Ayad Allawi, a former premier whose coalition won a narrow plurality of seats in the new parliament. By jockeying to cast the deciding vote on Iraq’s next prime minister, Sadr has once again shown greater political skill than the United States and his Iraqi rivals usually give him credit for.  But Sadr’s political ascendance threatens to stoke sectarian tensions in Iraq: his followers were responsible for some of the worst atrocities against Sunnis during the country’s recent civil war. Sadr’s militia, the Mahdi Army, unleashed death squads that assassinated Sunnis and drove them out of Shiite neighborhoods. 
US withdrawal undercuts al-Sadr and allows Iraq to cement their democracy

Adil E. Shamoo, senior analyst at Foreign Policy In Focus, 3-30-2010, “Iraq's Baby Steps Toward Democracy,” Institute for Policy Studies, http://www.ips-dc.org/articles/iraqs_baby_steps_toward_democracy

Ambassador Christopher Hill and General Ray Odierno clearly interfered in the election in promoting pro-American candidates Maliki and Allawi. This effort achieved its goal, since the two groups will now control the government. But despite the interference from U.S. officials, Iraqis have made progress toward sovereignty and democracy, which can potentially become even stronger after the withdrawal of American troops. The removal of the anti-occupation card will erode support for al-Sadr and strengthen the messages of secular parties.  Allawi will be given the first chance to form the government. Together, the parties of Maliki and Allawi can form a stable and functional Iraqi government. This coalition will please the Americans. However, their personal animosity is a strong obstacle to forming such an alliance. Further complicating this coalition-building, the party of Al-Sadr won't join Maliki, since he attacked and disarmed them in Basra at the behest of the Americans. Maliki’s party can form a coalition with smaller religious groups, but the resulting government will be weak. Moreover, Allawi and other non-sectarian groups would continue to undermine his authority. Both the weakened Kurdish Alliance and Goran will be the wild cards in this game of coalition-building.  The participation of Iraqis in their election and the enforcement of election laws by Iraq’s Independent High Election Commission are but two examples of small steps toward democracy. If a stable and functional government is formed, the Iraqi people will have another opportunity to sustain and cement their democracy. Central to this process will be the strengthening of civil society. Civil society is not new to Iraq. Hammurabi’s Code, the first written laws in human history, was instituted in Iraq nearly 3,700 years ago. Iraqi attempts to build a modern civil society must overcome the triple challenges of history, current sectarian strife, and ongoing American intervention. Respecting the Iraqis to go through their own process of democratic trial and error is all part of restoring the rule of law to the land of Hammurabi. 
Iraqi democracy is the lynchpin to regional democratization 

Saywan Barzani, representative of the Kurdish government in Europe, 4-10-2009, “Obama in the Mideast: Iraq as best ally of the US,” Spero Newshttp://www.speroforum.com/a/18836/Obama-in-the-Mideast-Iraq-as-best-ally-of-the-US
Iraq will continue to be important to President Obama because of its strategic position in relation to the three continents of the Old World and as a crossroad between the Persian, Turkish and Arab world. Plus Iraq’s Kurdish component brings it closer to countries with an important Kurdish population.  If Iraq, which is at the core of an axis that contains 80 per cent of the world oil and gas reserves, becomes a democracy and remains close to the West, this could be a great asset for the United States in the coming decades. It would be the only country with an important role in the whole Middle East.  The role and influence of America’s other allies is limited. First of all, Israel is almost totally isolated and cannot play any really positive role to restore the image of the United States. Saudi Arabia’s role is limited to its oil. Egypt is losing ground, especially at the cultural and diplomatic levels. For its part Turkey cannot be the expected bridge between East and West because it is trying so hard to stay out of the East whilst at the same failing to become fully integrated into the West for obvious reasons. Anyway its influence is very limited in the Arab world and Iran.  Multiculturalism: a resource for the new Iraq  Geographically Iraq is in the middle of the Middle East. It is home to Shia and Sunni Muslims, Christians and members of other religions. It is constituted by Arabs, Kurds, Assyro-Chaldeans, Turkmen, Armenians, Persians, etc. And it has developed religious, political, ethnic and economic ties with all the countries of the region. It has huge natural resources and many cadres and specialists in every domain.  As long as it continues to receive Western support and its federal constitution based on a just and permanent division of powers is maintained, it has the bases for sustainable development. Under its federal system each component will have its own institutions and an equal share of the resources within a clear division of power.  This is what the US administration means when it says that it is committed to respecting Iraqis’ will as expressed in their constitution. Defining rights and duties is essential for the future of the region. 
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Middle East war is inevitable without democratization

Albrecht Schnabel, Academic Programme Office in the Peace and Governance Programme of the United Nations University, 2003, Democratization in the Middle East, p. 25-26

Successful democratization is essential to bring peace to the countries of the Middle East. Internal stability, development, justice, reconciliation, minority protection, and popular participation in the political process —all hallmarks of a stable, inclusive democracy — will in the long run help the region move beyond its many protracted intra- and interstate con​flicts. The process of democratization cannot be either purely just or purely pragmatic: it facilitates the rebuilding of society by merging society- and institution-building, thus creating the foundations for inter​group trust and non-violent interaction and competition. Of course, the ultimate goal would be, as in any other region, to reach a state of “positive peace” — the absence of inequality, injustice, and oppression, and the maintenance of political, social, and economic con​ditions that assure the well-being of individuals and communities. Posi​tive peace results from the provision of, and investment in, human secu​rity — the satisfaction of human needs, from the most basic survival needs to needs for self-expression, general welfare, and freedom of choice and expression.’ The satisfaction of human security,2 the foremost task and respon​sibility of states vis-a-vis their citizens, is necessary to maintain the inner peace of the individual and peace between individuals, between com​munities, and, in extension, between states. Unfulfilled human needs cause frustration, resistance, and, eventually, violent conflict. The provi​sion of human security requires action in response to many non- traditional security threats, ranging from economic to environmental to societal security. Often referred to as “structural violence,” structural inequalities in social, economic, and political systems result in poverty, malnutrition, lack of health care, crime, and many other social illnesses that threaten the lives and livelihoods of many more people than does direct violence by one’s own state or outside attackers. The costs of non​traditional security threats (such as environmental degradation, human rights violations, or poverty) can be as devastating for human beings as those of traditional security threats (such as military threats or armed domestic violence), and they always bear the potential of escalation to armed violence and war. The provision of human security assures sus​tainable, positive peace. The liberalization of political, economic, and social systems and the protection of minorities from the risks associated with majority rule are key components of a state’s efforts to offer human security to its population.

And, it escalates and goes nuclear

John Steinbach, Hiroshima/Nagasaki Peace Committee, March 2002, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/02.03/0331steinbachisraeli.htm

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

US occupation makes violence and instability inevitable – only withdrawing solves

John Conyers Jr., chairman of the House Judiciary Committee, 3-7-2010, “Opposing view: Stick to troop timetable,” USA Today, http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/editorials/2010-03-05-editorial05_ST1_N.htm

While the wisest course of action would have been to avoid this costly conflict entirely, we must, at the very least, honor the Status of Forces Agreement entered into by the U.S. and the Iraqi governments in November 2008. It states that the U.S. will remove its combat troops by the end of this August, followed by the removal of all U.S. forces from the country by Dec. 31, 2011.  All parties, political and otherwise, currently operating in Iraq are relying on the U.S. to follow through on this mutually negotiated troop removal timeline. The fledgling government in Baghdad has derived much of its legitimacy from the Iraqi people by appearing to stand up to the American occupation and by providing internal security independent of U.S. forces.  Moreover, various political, regional and ethnic factions have been operating under the assumption that the American presence was nearing its end. With this understanding, they have been negotiating the political arrangements that will lay the foundation for long-term stability in Iraq.  The success of these efforts could be threatened by our failure to live up to the withdrawal timetable outlined in the agreement. A peaceful, stable government in Iraq can only be achieved when its citizens are focused on the future of their country instead of on an unending military occupation.  
Renewed violence risks sectarian war

Ned Parker, political analyst, and Raheem Salman, political analyst, 4-7-2010, “s→News

As Iraq violence continues, many fear return of civil war,” LA Times, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/apr/07/world/la-fgw-iraq-bombings7-2010apr07

Reporting from Baghdad — Bombings gutted a market and destroyed at least five buildings in working-class Shiite Muslim areas of Baghdad on Tuesday, killing dozens as violence following last month's elections continued to escalate and raise fears among Iraqis that a new civil war could erupt.  The blasts left mountains of rubble, burying men, women and children. Cranes lifted jagged walls, and rescuers tossed away bricks in hopes of finding survivors.  The explosions appeared carefully planned, with unknown men renting rooms across west Baghdad, packing the rented spaces with explosives and then blowing them up Tuesday morning.  The first blasts rocked the city shortly before 9 a.m. in the adjoining Shiite districts of Shula and Shukuk. Within the next two hours, a building that was home to a restaurant and children's arcade was dynamited in the Allawi neighborhood, a car bomb exploded and two more buildings were blown up elsewhere in west Baghdad.  More than 50 people were killed, security sources and witnesses said.  The attacks followed the Friday massacre of 25 Sunni Muslim men south of Baghdad and suicide car bomb attacks against three foreign missions in the capital that claimed the lives of 41 people on Sunday.  People standing near the sites of the bombings expressed rage and demanded answers. Some worried that sectarian war, which convulsed Iraq in 2006 and 2007, might return.  "People will get sick and tired," said Hassan Aboudi, looking at a collapsed building in Shula. "We don't wish this thing, but what will happen now? There are people without leaders."  Others blamed the warring political sides for seeking to undermine each other after the parliamentary elections produced no decisive winner. The results left Prime Minister Nouri Maliki in a bitter contest with former Prime Minister Iyad Allawi, a secular Shiite whose faction won a slim plurality. The sides are now maneuvering to see who can form a ruling coalition, and the competition has deteriorated along sectarian lines, with Maliki's Shiite supporters calling Allawi the choice of Sunni Arab extremists and former members of the late Saddam Hussein's Baath Party.  Since the spate of violence over the weekend, Allawi has hammered Maliki's government for failing to protect the country, a move that could cause greater divisions. 

Sectarian violence causes an Iraqi civil war that draws in the entire Middle East

Ashraf Fahim, political analyst, 8-20-2005, “Iraq at the gates of hell,” Asia Times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/GH20Ak01.html

Given all this grist, how might the dark mill of civil war begin turning in Iraq? It might simply develop out of a continuing, steady rise in the vicious cycle of revenge killings. Alternatively, a sudden breakdown of the political process could lead each sect to quickly assert its interests by force: the Kurds attempting to seize Kirkuk, for example, or Arab Sunnis and Shi'ites fighting for control of the mixed Sunni-Shi'ite towns south of Baghdad - all of which would entail ethnic cleansing. Further ideological and interdenominational divisions would also arise. Inter-Shi'ite rivalries were recently on display in the southern town of Samawa, where supporters of SCIRI and influential cleric Muqtada al-Sadr clashed. Muqtada espouses a brand of Iraqi and Islamic nationalism that could lead his Mehdi Army to side with those opposed to federalism if civil war did erupt.  And then there are the neighbors. As professor Juan Cole, an expert in Iraq and Shi'ism, recently wrote in the Nation: "If Iraq fell into civil war between Sunnis and Shi'ites, the Saudis and Jordanians would certainly take the side of the Sunnis, while Iran would support the Shi'ites." In essence, a civil war would see the eight-year Iran-Iraq war of the 1980s replayed on Iraqi territory. To complicate matters, any Kurdish success would draw in Turkey. Beyond Iraq, a civil war could destabilize the Gulf, and thereby the world economy. Sunni-Shi'ite tensions could be kindled in states like Bahrain, Kuwait and most importantly, Saudi Arabia , where an occasionally restive Shi'ite population forms a majority in the eastern part of the country (where all the oil is). 
Iraq 1AC – Advantage Three: Iraq Stability – Civil War
A new wave of instability in Iraq sparks WWIII

Jorome Corsi, Writer for WorldNetDaily. 1/8/07. World Net Daily, “War with Iran is Imminent.” http://worldnetdaily.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=53669

If a broader war breaks out in Iraq, Olmert will certainly face pressure to send the Israel military into the Gaza after Hamas and into Lebanon after Hezbollah. If that happens, it will only be a matter of time before Israel and the U.S. have no choice but to invade Syria. The Iraq war could quickly spin into a regional war, with Israel waiting on the sidelines ready to launch an air and missile strike on Iran that could include tactical nuclear weapons.  With Russia ready to deliver the $1 billion TOR M-1 surface-to-air missile defense system to Iran, military leaders are unwilling to wait too long to attack Iran. Now that Russia and China have invited Iran to join their Shanghai Cooperation Pact, will Russia and China sit by idly should the U.S. look like we are winning a wider regional war in the Middle East? If we get more deeply involved in Iraq, China may have their moment to go after Taiwan once and for all. A broader regional war could easily lead into a third world war, much as World Wars I and II began

Iraqi collapse causes regional war and global economic collapse

Kenneth Pollack, Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institute, January/February 2004, Foreign Affairs,

After the experience of the last thirty years we now know quite a bit about failed states – enough to know that allowing Iraq to become one would be disastrous. The chaos bred by a failed state can never be successfully contained; Iraqi refugees would flow out of the country and into neighboring states. Chaos in Iraq would breed extremists and terrorists who would not limit their targets only to those within Iraq's nominal borders. Groups within Iraq would call on co-religionists, co-ethnicsts, tribesmen, and fellow political travelers across the borders for aid. Petty warlords would seek help from neighboring powers, and the neighbors themselves would inevitably begin to intervene in Iraq's civil strife if only in the vain hope of preventing it from spilling over into their territory. The same would likely hold true for Iraq and its impact on the countries of the Persian Gulf. They would be inundated by refugees and armed groups seeking sanctuary and assistance. They would be sucked in by tribal rivalries, ethnic and religious ties, and fear that a failure to act will cause the chaos to spread across their borders. They would likely become battlegrounds for rival Iraqi militias and breeding grounds for Islamic fundamentalists and terrorists. And these are countries that the United Stetes cares about deeply. Saudi Arabia is faril enough as it is. Many analysts fear that even on its own, the Saudi state might not last another ten years. Add to that the tremendously destabilizing influence of civil war in Iraq, and no one should be sanguine about Saudi prospects. Kuwait is another major oil producer, and if chaos consumed Iraq and Saudi Arabia, it would be hard for tiny Kuwait to remain inviolate. The loss of oil production as a result of chaos or revolution in Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and Kuwait would cripple the international oil market with unimaginable consequences for the global economy. Beyond them, Jordan, Turkey, Iran, and Syria are also economically fragile and all would suffer from the political military and economic spillover foa failed state in Iraq. Given the history of failed states, we simply cannot allow Iraq to slip into chaos and civil war. The results would likely be catastrophic for the entire region – a region that is vital to the interests of the United States and the economic health of the entire world.
Economic decline causes extinction

Phil Kerpen, National Review Online, October 29, 2008, Don't Turn Panic Into Depression, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2008/10/29/opinion/main4555821.shtml

It’s important that we avoid all these policy errors - not just for the sake of our prosperity, but for our survival. The Great Depression, after all, didn’t end until the advent of World War II, the most destructive war in the history of the planet. In a world of nuclear and biological weapons and non-state terrorist organizations that breed on poverty and despair, another global economic breakdown of such extended duration would risk armed conflicts on an even greater scale.  

Iraq 1AC – Solvency

Plan: The United States Federal Government should reduce its military presence in Iraq to 50,000 non-combat troops by September of 2010 and withdraw all troops by the end of 2011.

Withdrawing in August prevents instability and bolsters US credibility

Raed Jarrar, Senior Fellow at Peace Action, 5-27-2010, “Don't reward violence in Iraq by extending US troop withdrawal deadline,” Juneau Empire, http://www.juneauempire.com/stories/052710/opi_645328218.shtml

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

Sticking to our timetabled withdrawal encourages Iraqi leadership and maintains stability

NSN, National Security Network, 10-27-2009, “Iraq’s Political Challenges Can’t Be Solved By American Troops,” http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1446

Iraq continues to face challenges, but the U.S. must remain committed to a policy of withdrawal, transitioning responsibility to Iraqis.  Iraq continues to face a set of daunting challenges.  According to the International Crisis Group, “violence, coupled with a political situation that remains highly dysfunctional, leaves a lot of uncertainty as to Iraq’s viability following parliamenttary elections in January 2010 and especially after the U.S. combat troop withdrawal, which is to be completed by August 2010. The country continues to struggle with massive corruption and deep political divisions. One of the most destabilising conflicts concerns disputed territories and hydrocarbon resources to which both the federal government and the Kurdistan regional government lay claim. Al-Qaeda in Iraq, which was pushed on the defensive during the post-2007 U.S. ‘surge’, remains active in some areas and is working to stoke ethnic tensions, just as it fuelled sectarian tensions several years ago.” The Crisis Group makes clear that to overcome these obstacles, the U.S. must encourage Iraqi-led solutions, as it continues to abide by the terms spelled out in the Status of Force Agreement that was signed by the Bush administration. “In order to prevent an outbreak of deadly ethnic conflict after it pulls out its forces, Washington must craft an exit strategy that encourages Iraqi leaders to reach a series of political bargains on power, resources and territory,” said the Crisis Group report.  The future of Iraq is in the hands of the Iraqis; U.S. forces must continue to withdraw and transition responsibility to Iraqis on a pace that is consistent with the Status of Forces Agreement signed by President Bush – as well as Obama’s pledge at Camp Lejeune to honor his campaign pledge and remove all U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of 2011. [ICG, September 2009]
Yes Delay – Violence
Recent violence means the US will delay its scheduled troop withdrawal

Lara Jakes, political analyst, 5-12-2010, “Unrest delays U.S. withdrawal in Iraq ,” Associated Press, http://www.timesunion.com/ASPStories/Story.asp?StoryID=930215&LinkFrom=RSS

BAGHDAD -- American commanders, worried about increased violence in the wake of Iraq's inconclusive elections, are now reconsidering the pace of a major troop pullout this summer, U.S. officials said Tuesday. The withdrawal of the first major wave of troops is expected to be delayed by about a month, the officials said. Waiting much longer could endanger President Barack Obama's goal of reducing the force level from 92,000 to 50,000 troops by Aug. 31.  More than two months after parliamentary elections, the Iraqis have still not formed a new government, and militants aiming to exploit the void have carried out attacks like Monday's bombings and shootings that killed at least 119 people -- the country's bloodiest day of 2010.  The threat has prompted military officials to look at keeping as many troops on the ground, for as long as possible, without missing the Aug. 31 deadline. A security agreement between the two nations requires American troops to be out of Iraq by the end of 2011.  In Baghdad and Washington, U.S. officials say they remain committed to the deadline, which Obama has said he would extend only if Iraq's security deteriorates. Getting out of Iraq quickly and responsibly was among Obama's top campaign promises in 2008. Extending the deadline could be politically risky back home -- but so could anarchy and a bloodbath following a hasty retreat.  Two senior administration officials said the White House is closely watching to see if the Aug. 31 date needs to be pushed back -- if only to ensure enough security forces are in place to prevent or respond to militant attacks. Both spoke on condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the administration's internal discussions.  Already, the violence, fueled by Iraq's political instability, will likely postpone the start of what the top U.S. commander in Iraq, Army Gen. Ray Odierno, has called the withdrawal "waterfall" -- sending home large numbers of troops in a very swift period.  In a January interview with the AP, Odierno said he hoped to start withdrawing as many as a monthly average of 12,500 troops, starting in May, to meet the August deadline. He has long said he would not start the withdrawal until two months after Iraq's March 7 elections to ensure stability.  But three U.S. officials in Baghdad and a senior Pentagon official said that the "waterfall" is now expected to begin in June at the earliest. All cited ongoing concerns about whether the political impasse would lead to violence, and spoke on condition of anonymity to discuss the process more candidly.  "From a military perspective, the best way for us to maintain security is to hold as many forces on the ground until we need to redeploy them," said one of the senior officials in Baghdad. 
Yes delay – recent instability

Martin Chulov, Iraq correspondent, 5-12-2010, “Iraq violence set to delay US troop withdrawal,” The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/may/12/iraq-us-troop-withdrawal-delay

The White House is likely to delay the withdrawal of the first large phase of combat troops from Iraq for at least a month after escalating bloodshed and political instability in the country.  General Ray Odierno, the US commander, had been due to give the order within 60 days of the general election held in Iraq on 7 March, when the cross-sectarian candidate Ayad Allawi edged out the incumbent leader, Nouri al-Maliki.  American officials had been prepared for delays in negotiations to form a government, but now appear to have balked after Maliki's coalition aligned itself with the theocratic Shia bloc to the exclusion of Allawi, who attracted the bulk of the minority Sunni vote. There is also concern over interference from Iraq's neighbours, Iran, Turkey and Syria. 

Yes Delay – Election

Yes delay – unresolved election

Dale McFeatters, political analyst, 6-16-2010, “Leaving Iraq not as simple as it sounds,” Korea Times, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/06/137_67724.html

Iraq's new parliament met for 18 minutes this week, just long enough for the members to be sworn in and postpone indefinitely their first order of business, choosing someone for the largely ceremonial post of president. Even so, U.S. officials counted the abbreviated session as a victory of sorts.  More than three months after the elections, Iraq still does not have a government and it may be weeks, even months, before it gets one. This could greatly complicate U.S. plans for withdrawal ― all combat troops out by Aug. 31, except for 50,000 to remain as trainers of the Iraqi security forces and to conduct counterterrorism operations as needed. Those remaining troops are to be gone by the end of 2011.  But absent a government, the U.S. military might be Iraq's only guarantee against anarchy and a resumption of sectarian fighting.  The problem is that the March 7 elections did not produce a clear winner, only a narrow plurality. The Iraqiya party of former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi won 91 seats in the 325-seat parliament. The State of Law party of incumbent Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki won 89 seats.  Allawi believes he should be given time to build a majority coalition. The two major Kurdish parties, with 43 seats, say they would be amenable to joining that coalition contingent on written guarantees about such issues as the division of oil revenues.  But Iran brokered a coalition of the two major Shiite parties. This new National Alliance has 159 seats, enough for al-Maliki and other Shiite leaders to claim the right to form the government. The question of whether a bloc created after the election can pre-empt the party with the most votes is before the Iraqi courts.  The danger in all this is that the Sunnis, who largely backed Allawi, will once again be shut out of power and once again take to the streets, in the worst case just as the U.S. military is packing up to leave.  In a column for the Washington Post, Allawi argued for the U.S. to remain ``actively engaged" in Iraq. ``While I have long supported the withdrawal of U.S. troops, Iraq cannot be allowed to revert to an unstable state of sectarian strife, dominated by regional influences," he wrote. 
Yes delay – no Iraqi government

Ranj Alaaldin, Middle East political and security risk analyst, 5-1-2010, “Turmoil in Iraq threatens US withdrawal plans,” The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/may/01/iraq-elections-allawi-maliki

Iraq continues to be embroiled in its messy post-election coalition-building process. It has become so messy that the US may well be rethinking its withdrawal plans, and particularly its withdrawal of all combat troops at the end of August.  In the past few weeks, amid a number of terror attacks, two key developments have taken place: an order by an electoral panel to have all the votes cast in Baghdad manually recounted; and a ruling that paves the way for banning some elected candidates because of their sympathies for the outlawed Ba'ath party.  Reports suggest at least two of these candidates won seats in the 325-member Iraqi parliament; both belong to the winning bloc of the Iraqi National Movement (INM), led by Ayad Allawi who won 91 seats, ahead of Nouri al-Maliki and his State of Law coalition's 89 seats. The banning of other INM elected members is also possible within the next couple of weeks.  Together, the recount and the ban, may give Maliki little more than three or four additional seats, making him the overall electoral winner. But many will question what difference it will make, since Iraq's supreme court has already ruled that it is the largest post-election parliamentary alliance, rather than the largest vote winner, that can form the next government.  Any changes in Maliki's favour strengthen his hand in his push to retain the premiership and have his State of Law coalition lead the next government. State of Law (and indeed, Maliki) will redeem the prestige lost when INM was declared the largest single bloc after the elections. In such a position, Maliki could also be more willing to negotiate with INM since he would rather Allawi and INM played second-fiddle to him (as runners-up) than the other way around.  Maliki has also reportedly encountered internal problems within his Islamic Dawa party, with some factions in the group opposing another tenure for him. Any changes in his favour would constitute a political boost and help to silence his critics.  The decisions on the recount and the bans may be perceived on the Iraqi street as yet another set of attempts to sideline the Sunni voice in post-2003 Iraqi politics. But it is too easy to assume that they mark the beginning of the return to Iraq's violent past.  Although there is cause for concern, as argued this week by Simon Tisdall, the recount itself was expected since both Allawi and Maliki complained of irregularities in the voting process and count. Also, he decision to ban the candidates was made on election day itself, meaning all the political entities had ample warning of what was to come; significant in this context is that the ban will not dramatically alter the allocation of seats.  The extent to which both rulings will adversely impact on Iraq's political process and, indeed, US withdrawal plans will, of course, depend on Allawi and the INM's own reactions to them – whether, that is, their reactions will go beyond rhetoric.  Allawi's coalition, it should be noted, contains fierce ultra-nationalists all too capable of igniting damaging and destructive violence, but there is a feeling that Iraq's political actors, some of them former insurgency members, have matured and given up their futile and costly ways of violence. INM would certainly be concerned about the possibility of the recount justifying State of Law's calls for a manual recount in other provinces, particularly if it provides for any significant changes.  As a result of all this, a government is unlikely to be formed until August or perhaps even September, creating a vacuum that terrorists are all too happy to try to fill, and leaving the US with sufficient justification to alter its withdrawal plans. 

Yes Delay – Military Officials

Yes delay – military officials

Yochi j. Dreazen, political analyst, 2-23-2010, “U.S. Will Slow Iraq Pullout If Violence Surges After Vote,” WSJ, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704454304575081642107227292.html?mod=WSJEUROPE_hpp_MIDDLESecondStories#printMode

WASHINGTON—The top U.S. commander in Baghdad said some American combat forces could remain in Iraq after this summer's planned withdrawal date if the country's feuding leaders are unable to quickly form a new government.  The comment from Army Gen. Ray Odierno is one of the clearest indications yet of how closely senior U.S. officials will be watching Iraq's national elections next month for signs of whether the country will be capable of governing itself—and maintaining its current level of security—once American forces head for the exits.  U.S. troop levels in Iraq are supposed to fall to 50,000 by the end of August as the overall American mission shifts from direct combat to supporting Iraqi security forces. The remaining U.S. forces are supposed to leave Iraq by the end of 2011. 

Yes delay – technical feasability

Justin Elliot, political analyst, 5-14-2010, “Is Obama's Iraq Pullout Deadline Still Possible?,” TPM, http://tpmmuckraker.talkingpointsmemo.com/2010/05/obama_iraq_pullout_still_possible_chart.php

The number of U.S. troops in Iraq currently stands at 94,100, according to the Pentagon.  Unless Obama changes his policy, the military must get at least 44,000 troops out of Iraq by August. The Pentagon said recently that it expects to get down to 91,000 by the end of May, at which point an accelerated pullout will begin. (See chart below.)  While the AP this week quoted two "senior administration officials" saying that "the White House is closely watching to see if the Aug. 31 date needs to be pushed back," military observers interviewed by TPMmuckraker say the accelerated pullout is possible if the will exists.  "If we are to meet the president's objective, the logisticians will throw more resources at it," says Army Maj. Gen. Paul Eaton (Ret.), who trained Iraqi troops in the early years of the war and is now a senior adviser at the National Security Network. "We do want to pull all their unit equipment out with them. That's not trivial. But major stuff like vehicles that are a bit of a challenge -- it wouldn't surprise me if we would keep some or move those out a little more slowly."  Peter Juul, a military affairs researcher at the Center for American Progress, says, "They may be cutting it close in terms of a cut-off point where meeting the deadline becomes unfeasible from a technical perspective, but I haven't seen anything to make me think that they would be missing the deadline."  In his February 2009 speech at Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, Obama pledged that the "combat mission" in Iraq would end by August 31, 2010. The United States would keep 35,000 to 50,000 troops for what he described as a training and advisory mission. He said all U.S. troops would be out of Iraq by the end of 2011.  During the campaign, Obama promised "to end the war safely and responsibly within 16 months." If the administration had followed through, the war would have been over by this month. 

Yes Delay – Previous Delays

Unchecked delays are compounding making indefinite occupation highly likely

David Swanson, author, political analyst and board member of Progressive Democrats for America, 5-13-2010, “Obama Scraps Iraq Withdrawal,” Lets Try Democracy, http://www.davidswanson.org/node/2677

UPDATE 2: A few hundred commenters are right that Obama has not announced that there will be no withdrawal. It's just gone from 16 months to a partial withdrawal by august, to a partial withdrawal by august that won't start until it's almost august -- and with no checks on these changes from congress or anywhere else, just discretion of the president or the generals. Unless there is push-back the delays will grow and grow, and completeness of any withdrawal will be scaled back. The SOFA requires ALL FORCES out by the end of next year and does not actually legalize any of them being there right now. 

Yes delay – previous push-backs prove

David Swanson, author, political analyst and board member of Progressive Democrats for America, 5-13-2010, “Obama Scraps Iraq Withdrawal,” Lets Try Democracy, http://www.davidswanson.org/node/2677

So, we elected a president who promised a withdrawal from Iraq that he, or the generals who tell him what to do, is now further delaying. And, of course, the timetable he's now delaying was already a far cry from what he had promised as a candidate.  What are we to think? That may be sad news, but what could we have done differently? Surely it would have been worse to elect a president who did not promise to withdraw, right?  But there's a broader framework for this withdrawal or lack thereof, namely the SOFA (Status of Forces Agreement), the unconstitutional treaty that Bush and Maliki drew up without consulting the U.S. Senate. I was reminded of this on Tuesday when Obama and Karzai talked about a forthcoming document from the two of them and repeatedly expressed their eternal devotion to a long occupation.  The unconstitutional Iraq treaty (UIT) requires complete withdrawal from Iraq by the end of next year, and withdrawal from all Iraqi cities, villages, and localities by last summer. Obama's latest announcement doesn't alter the lack of compliance with the latter requirement. Nor does it guarantee noncompliance with the former. But it illustrates something else, something that some of us have been screaming since the UIT was allowed to stand, something that pretty well guarantees that the US occupation of Iraq will never end. 

Yes Stability

(  ) Iraq is moving toward stability now
J. Taylor Rushing, The Hill, 7-4-2010, 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. 

Iraq is stabilizing

Patrick Seale, Middle East analyst, 7-9-2010, “America's Painful Disengagement from Iraq,” http://www.middle-east-online.com/english/opinion/?id=39972

Although Iraq may not have a new government, the old one continues to function reasonably well – especially in the key areas of security and oil. The Iraqi military now patrol the cities, largely without the help of U.S. troops. This has not put an end to deadly suicide attacks or to political/sectarian murders, but violence seems to be on the decline. 

Withdrawal ( Stability

Stabilization measures will only be effective if the US maintains its withdrawal commitments

NSN, National Security Network, 11-9-2009, “U.S. Policy of Withdrawal Yields Results in Iraq,” http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1456

Resolution of the election issue underscores how moving forward in Iraq depends upon political decisions by Iraqi leaders, a point emphasized by President Obama in his speech at Camp Lejeune, when he stated that the “the long-term solution in Iraq must be political – not military.”  Iraqi politicians took the lead in forging this agreement, demonstrating a political maturation that is essential to creating long term stability there. American diplomats understood this point, as they offered strong encouragement to their Iraqi partners to come to an agreement on the election legislation, but did not micro-manage the process. Going forward, the U.S. will need to continue to support the political resolution of multiple thorny issues affecting Iraqi politics - particularly Arab-Kurd, and also Sunni-Shia tensions. While Ambassador to Iraq Christopher Hill will continue to prod Iraq’s political leaders to reconcile, such encouragement will only be effective as long as it occurs against the backdrop of U.S. withdrawal.

Quick withdrawal ensures regional stability

William E. Odom, Lieutenant General US Army (Ret.), Senior Fellow with Hudson Institute and a professor at Yale University, 8-2008, “When to Leave Iraq,” Foreign Affairs, Vol 87, No. 4

Other factors favor speed. Retrograde movements in war are risky affairs. They must be made when one has lost the initiative or when one's own forces are poorly deployed, which means the opponent has the advantage. More time favors the opponent even more. More speed reduces his opportunities. Speed would also improve diplomacy abroad and boost public morale at home. In the very best circumstances, uncertainties abound during strategic withdrawals.  Most critical in the long run is recognizing that the primary U.S. strategic interest in this part of the world was and still is regional stability. That means subordinating the outcome in Iraq to the larger aim. Getting out of the paralysis in Iraq, chaotic or not, is the sine qua non of any sensible strategy for restoring regional stability. 

Withdrawal ( Stability

Withdrawal is key to Iraqi stability—continued occupation leads to civil and regional war

Robert Dreyfuss, journalist and author of "Devil's Game: How the United States Helped Unleash Fundamentalist Islam, 11-17-2005, Rolling Stone, http://www.rollingstone.com/politics/story/_/id/8799011

George Bush is just about the only person in Washington these days who doesn't know that the United States has lost the war in Iraq. "We're never going to back down, we're never going to give in, we'll never accept anything less than total victory," Bush declared in mid-October. But in the rest of Washington, including the Pentagon, nearly everyone else is thinking about exit strategies. Public support for the war has fallen to an all-time low. Top U.S. generals in Iraq are telling anyone who'll listen that the war has no military solution and are quietly floating ideas to shrink the American occupation. Sen. John Kerry, who spent all of last year waffling on Iraq, now calls for the immediate withdrawal of 20,000 troops and says "our military presence in vast and visible numbers has become part of the problem, not the solution." More than sixty members of Congress have joined the Out of Iraq Caucus, and Sen. Chuck Hagel, a Republican from Nebraska, charges that the United States is bogged down in Iraq and needs to "start figuring out how we get out of there." The dilemma now facing the United States is not how to win the war in Iraq but how to end it. The disastrous occupation has left Iraq teetering on the brink of all-out civil war. The country's new constitution has succeeded only in solidifying ethnic and sectarian rivalries. The anti-U.S. insurgency is growing, and some cities along the Tigris and Euphrates rivers have been transformed into training grounds for Al Qaeda-style terrorists. And the conflict in Iraq threatens to spill over its borders, drawing Iran, Turkey and the Arab world into a bloody regional conflict. "The key word in 'exit strategy' is not 'exit' but 'strategy,'" said Max Cleland, the former Democratic senator from Georgia who lost both legs and an arm in Vietnam. At a recent congressional hearing, Cleland warned that the United States must plan its withdrawal before U.S. forces have to pile into helicopters and beat a hasty retreat from a besieged Green Zone in Baghdad. "We need an exit strategy that we choose -- or it will certainly be chosen for us," Cleland said. "I've seen this movie before. I know how it ends." The primary argument against pulling out of Iraq is that without the continued presence of American troops, the country will become a stronghold for Islamic militants -- and perhaps even Al Qaeda. With the president of Iran calling for Israel to be "wiped off the map," and with the family of Syrian President Bashar al-Assad implicated in an assassination in Lebanon, the Middle East is a tough neighborhood, the Bush administration argues -- one that requires the firm hand of an American presence. "State sponsors like Syria and Iran have a long history of collaboration with terrorists," Bush said. "This enemy considers every retreat of the civilized world as an invitation to greater violence. In Iraq, there is no peace without victory." But much of America's foreign-policy establishment -- including many national-security hard-liners and ultraconservatives -- says the Bush administration has the equation backward: The presence of American troops is increasing, rather than averting, the danger in Iraq. Gen. William Odom, director of the National Security Agency under President Ronald Reagan and now a senior fellow with the far-right Hudson Institute, is circulating a paper titled "What's Wrong With Cutting and Running?" Point by point, Odom demolishes objections to a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq. "There is no question the insurgents and other anti-American parties will take over the government once we leave," he writes. "But that will happen no matter how long we stay." The longer the U.S. remains in Iraq, Odom argues, the more Iraq will become a haven for radical-Islamic terrorism -- and the more Iran will exercise influence over the fundamentalist Shiite regime that Washington is propping up in Baghdad. Standing outside the U.S. Capitol, Odom tells me that the administration should move swiftly to withdraw. If ordered to do so by the White House, he says, the Pentagon could provide a blueprint for a feasible exit plan "in two or three weeks." Zbigniew Brzezinski, the hard-liner who served as national security adviser under President Jimmy Carter, also believes that it is time to declare victory and withdraw. "The sooner we can get out, the better," Brzezinski says. "We could use some opportunity in the short term to say that we have accomplished our main purpose in Iraq and start a serious process of disengagement." Those who favor a quick exit point out that withdrawing will actually go a long way toward satisfying the demands of the warring factions in Iraq. The Sunni population that provided the base of Saddam's support -- including the current leaders of the Iraqi resistance -- would be more likely to participate in the political process if the United States pulls out, providing a counterbalance to the theocratic and paramilitary Shiite parties who currently control Iraq's fledgling government. That, in turn, would reduce Iran's influence in Baghdad, where the Iranian-backed Badr Corps is keeping the Supreme Council for Islamic Revolution in power. And once the U.S. occupation ends, most analysts believe, the ability of Al Qaeda to attract recruits will largely evaporate, since it is the anger over the presence of American troops in Iraq that provides Al Qaeda with its best sales pitch. To those who argue that Iraq would be plunged into deeper chaos and even full-scale civil war if the U.S. leaves, Brzezinski says that the Shiites, who control Iraq's southern region, and the Kurds, who govern the mountainous north, would be able to defend themselves without U.S. troops. "They would not necessarily be taken over by this Al Qaeda threat that the president so much pumps up," he says. In fact, the main force of the Iraqi resistance fighting the United States is drawn not from Al Qaeda but from the former Iraqi army and Republican Guard, which dissolved after the war. Many insurgents are also what Iraq experts call POIs, or "pissed-off Iraqis" -- mostly Sunni Arabs who hate the idea that Iraq is occupied by U.S. troops.

Withdrawal would strengthen domestic security.

Nir Rosen, fellow at the New America Foundation, spent sixteen months reporting from Iraq after the American invasion, December 2005, The Atlantic Monthly, http://www.theatlantic.com/doc/200512/iraq-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.

AT: Withdrawal ( Violence – Neighbors Fill In

US withdrawal forces Iraqis and neighboring countries to stabilize the region

Lawrence J. Korb, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress, Sean Duggan, staff writer, and Peter Juul, Research Associate at American Progress, 8-11-2008, “How to Redeploy: Implementing a Responsible Drawdown of U.S. Forces from Iraq,” Center for American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/08/how_to_redeploy.html

In fact, a continued large-scale U.S. presence in Iraq has allowed Iraq’s warring factions to stall on making the tough choices that they would have to make if faced with a timetable for U.S. withdrawal. Provincial elections, originally scheduled for October 2008, are a case in point, as they are not likely to take place this year.  The United States can truly take advantage of what security gains have been made over the last 18 months by using a withdrawal timetable as a lever to force political change in Iraq, while pushing Iraq’s competing powers to recalculate their self-interest in light of a U.S. withdrawal. By putting the Iraqi government and its neighbors on notice that they—not the United States—will be responsible for the consequences of any instability in Iraq, the United States will give all players involved an incentive to begin acting constructively in Iraq.  President Bush and his supporters, undeterred, continue to reject setting a timetable for withdrawal. The White House justified a recent agreement that sets a vaguely worded “general time horizon for withdrawal,” by asserting that the “success” of the surge necessitates an indefinite large-scale U.S. presence in Iraq. This is the wrong course.  In order to solidify recent security gains and bring about meaningful reconciliation, the United States must move beyond the surge and begin a withdrawal of all American troops as soon as possible from Iraq. This is what the majority of the American people and the Iraqi people want.  Withdrawal will not only improve the chances of stabilizing the region; it will allow the United States to reset its entire Middle East policy. Over the past seven years, U.S. influence throughout the greater Middle East has diminished to such a degree that we are no longer liked, feared, or respected.
The US occupation of Iraq is only making the situation worse

Columbia Spectator, 2-9-2007, “Dems Call for Iraq Withdrawal,” http://www.columbiaspectator.com/2007/02/09/dems-call-iraq-withdrawal

The war in Iraq has become a national disaster unparalleled in recent years. The invasion served to replace tyranny with anarchy that has proven to be even more disastrous. Our continued presence has initiated sectarian violence, worsened America's image abroad, isolated us from our allies, empowered extremists, and led to the tragic deaths of over 3,300 Americans and an untold number of Iraqis-untold because the Bush and Blair administrations refuse to even validate the lives of Iraqis with an official death count. Enough is enough.
AT: Withdrawal ( Violence – Authors Wrong

Your authors are wrong about Iraq – they want us gone and US troops aren’t needed for security

Brian Katulis, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress, 4-12-2010, “Navigating Tricky Timelines in Iraq

Obama Administration Should Continue Troop Withdrawal,” Center for American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/04/tricky_timelines.html

Some analysts have argued that moving U.S. troops out in this sensitive period is unwise. The current plan would bring U.S. troop levels down to about 50,000 by this fall. Yet many of those making the case for staying longer have been wrong about Iraq before. Tom Ricks, a senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security who covered the war for The Washington Post, made the case for extending the U.S. troop presence beyond the current timeline earlier this year. Ken Pollack at Brookings last month wrote that one problem President Obama faces is a domestic political base that is “fanatical that he keep to this drawdown schedule regardless of what happens in Iraq.” These two analysts, as well as many others who make the case for U.S. troops staying in longer, fail to recognize two key things.  First, if anyone is “fanatical” about adhering to the troop withdrawal timelines, it is the Iraqis. Iraq’s leaders demanded a clear timeline for troop withdrawals in its negotiations with the Bush administration, and there are strong political actors in Iraq who are demanding an end to what they view as an “occupation.” Just look at the recent demonstration in the southern Iraqi city of Najaf—the demonstrators marked the seventh anniversary of the fall of Baghdad by calling for the “occupation” to end.  Second, many Iraqis do not view U.S. troops favorably. A faulty assumption that many analysts make is to overstate how essential the Iraqi public actually views the U.S. troop presence to be. U.S. troops have for the most part been outside of Iraq’s urban areas since last summer except in certain circumstances. And this is the biggest factor leading to the minimal U.S. troop losses and injuries in Iraq last year.  As USA Today reported last year, U.S. troops in Iraq now have time on their hands to take salsa dancing and yoga classes. The U.S. troops that remain behind are playing a support and training role for Iraqi security forces, and that is all part of the plan for a phased strategic redeployment of U.S. troops according to a specific timeline, which I argued for as far back as 2005. At lot has happened since 2005, of course, but one fundamental has remained strong—Iraqis want to regain control over their country, and the United States should not stand in their way.  That’s why it is wise for the Obama administration to continue to move forward as planned with the troop withdrawal schedule, barring an unforeseen strategic complication such as a conventional military invasion from one of Iraq’s neighbors, which seems less likely, or an event such as an internal military coup, which has higher odds than a regional war. Iraq’s next government may ultimately seek to modify the timeline set out in the security agreement to have all U.S. troops out of Iraq by the end of 2011, and the Obama administration should consider such a request—if it comes—in the context of the full range of global security challenges America faces.  Not moving forward with the planned troop drawdown because of protracted political negotiations in Baghdad makes little strategic sense for broader U.S. national security. A delay in drawing down troops from Iraq puts more strain on a U.S. military working hard to implement a troop increase in Afghanistan. The United States should carefully monitor the situation inside Iraq as it continues the troop withdrawal outlined by the Bush administration, but it would be unwise to look for excuses to stay longer than Iraqis want. 

Withdrawal wont cause more violence – their authors are all exaggerating
Anthony Coredesman, Burke Chair in Strategy, Adam Mausner, research associate for the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS, and Elena Derby, Researcher at Center for Strategic and International Studies,6-2010, “Iraq and the United States” Creating a Strategic Partnership,” CSIS, http://csis.org/node/121/publication/

Security remains a key challenge even though Iraq has made real progress in defeating the insurgency and moving toward political accommodation. The level of violence in Iraq is sharply lower than the levels that peaked in 2007. It is now dropping below the avenge levels that existed at the beginning of the insurgency in 2004, and in most of the violence related to the Sunni insurgency is now concentrated in Baghdad and in Diyala, Ninewa, and Salah ad Din provinces in central and northern Iraq. The threat posed by the militia of Moqtada a l-Sadr, by various Shi’ite factions like the Special Groups, and by other Shi’ite militias is far lower than at the beginning of 2008, and the Sadr faction is now part of the Shi’ite political alliance. Fears that U.S. military withdrawal from Iraq’s cities in June 2009 would trigger new rounds of internal violence have so far proved to be sharply exaggerated.
AT: Withdrawal ( Violence – Empirically Proven

Maintaining US presence ensures instability – only withdrawing solves

William E. Odom, Lieutenant General US Army (Ret.), Senior Fellow with Hudson Institute and a professor at Yale University, 8-2008, “When to Leave Iraq,” Foreign Affairs, Vol 87, No. 4

Fear of the chaos that a U.S. withdrawal would catalyze is the psychological block that prevents most observers from assessing the realities clearly. As such observers rightly claim, the United States will be blamed for this chaos, but they overlook the reality that the U.S. military presence now causes much of the chaos and has been doing so since 2003. The United States cannot prevent more chaos by remaining longer. Preventing it is simply not an option. The United States can, however, remove the cause of disorder by withdrawing its forces sooner rather than later. That is the only responsible option.  I was convinced that Simon understood this until he began speaking of "a top-down approach to reconciliation" to be implemented "under UN auspices and led by a credible special envoy." Why should a UN special envoy move into the U.S.-guarded Green Zone as long as insurgents and militias occasionally fire mortar rounds and rockets into it? Some sort of UN-led effort may eventually become possible, but it is not likely as long as U.S. forces remain. And even a UN envoy could not "reconcile" Iraq's warring factions "from the top down."  Simon does understand that the United States' departure will force other countries, especially in Europe, to reconsider their hands-off policies toward Iraq. It will also lead Iraq's neighbors to rethink their hands-on policies. They all want stability there, but some are meddling in ways that exacerbate instability. Once U.S. forces leave, instability may be even less in their interests. Thus, the faster U.S. forces depart, the greater the shifts in other countries' policies will be. A two-year schedule for removing U.S. forces, as Simon proposes, would fail to achieve most of this shock effect. 
Withdrawal is best – Vietnam, Lebanon and Somalia prove

Bennet Ramberg, Ph. D, Former Policy Analyst, US Department of State, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs ,4-2009, “The Precedents for Withdrawal.,” Foregin Affairs, Vol. 88, No. 2

But as Washington ponders how long to stay in Iraq, it would do well to examine the strategic impact of the United States' withdrawal from other conflict-riven countries: Vietnam and Cambodia in the 1970s, Lebanon in the 1980s, and Somalia in the 1990s. Even though Washington's commitment to these situations differed in its degree, disengagement eventually proved to be the right policy for the United States. Abandonment damaged Washington's credibility at first, but it was the best way to protect U.S. interests in the long run. The dominoes did not fall after the United States left Southeast Asia; Moscow did not fill the power vacuum in Lebanon; Washington has been largely unaffected by the failed state of Somalia. In each case, after the United States exited, its adversaries became preoccupied with consolidating power and embroiled themselves in conflicts with neighboring countries. A regional stability of sorts emerged, leaving Washington's vital interests intact. For the people of Vietnam, Cambodia, Lebanon, and Somalia, U.S. withdrawal may have been a mixed blessing. But from the United States' perspective, the costs of withdrawal were less than those of staying and lower than what had been feared.

Yes Stable Democracy
Iraq’s democracy is stabilizing but delaying US withdrawal threatens to derail progress after the election

Babak Dehganpisheh, Iraq correspondent, 2-26-2010, “Rebirth of a Nation,” Newsweek
http://www.newsweek.com/2010/02/25/rebirth-of-a-nation.html

Bush's rhetoric about democracy came to sound as bitterly ironic as his pumped-up appearance on an aircraft carrier a few months earlier, in front of an enormous banner that declared MISSION ACCOMPLISHED. And yet it has to be said and it should be understood—now, almost seven hellish years later—that something that looks mighty like democracy is emerging in Iraq. And while it may not be a beacon of inspiration to the region, it most certainly is a watershed event that could come to represent a whole new era in the history of the massively undemocratic Middle East. The elections to be held in Iraq on March 7 feature 6,100 parliamentary candidates from all of the country's major sects and many different parties. They have wildly conflicting interests and ambitions. Yet in the past couple of years, these politicians have come to see themselves as part of the same club, where hardball political debate has supplanted civil war and legislation is hammered out, however slowly and painfully, through compromises—not dictatorial decrees or, for that matter, the executive fiats of U.S. occupiers. Although protected, encouraged, and sometimes tutored by Washington, Iraq's political class is now shaping its own system—what Gen. David Petraeus calls "Iraqracy." With luck, the politics will bolster the institutions through which true democracy thrives.  Of course, as U.S. Ambassador to Baghdad Christopher Hill says, "the real test of a democracy is not so much the behavior of the winners; it will be the behavior of the losers." Even if the vote comes off relatively peacefully, the maneuvering to form a government could go on for weeks or months. Elections in December 2005 did not produce a prime minister and cabinet until May 2006. And this time around the wrangling will be set against the background of withdrawing American troops. Their numbers have already dropped from a high of 170,000 to fewer than 100,000, and by August there should be no more than 50,000 U.S. soldiers left in the country. If political infighting turns to street fighting, the Americans may not be there to intervene.  Anxiety is high, not least in Washington, where Vice President Joe Biden now chairs a monthly cabinet-level meeting to monitor developments in Iraq. But a senior White House official says the group is now "cautiously optimistic" about developments there. "The big picture in Iraq is the emergence of politics," he notes. Indeed, what's most striking—and least commented upon—is that while Iraqi politicians have proved noisy, theatrical, inclined to storm off and push confrontations to the brink, in recent years they have always pulled back.  Think about what's happened just in the last month. After a Shiite--dominated government committee banned several candidates accused of ties to the Baathist regime of Saddam Hussein, there were fears that sectarian strife could pick up again. Saleh al-Mutlaq, who heads one of the largest Sunni parties, was disqualified. He says he tried complaining to the head of the committee, Ahmad Chalabi, and even met with the Iranian ambassador, thinking Tehran had had a hand in what he called these "dirty tricks"—but to no avail.  Two weeks later Mutlaq nervously paced the garden of the massive Saddam--era Al-Rashid Hotel as he weighed his dwindling options. "I got a call from the American Embassy today," he said, grimly. "They said, 'Most of the doors are closed. There's nothing left for us to work.' " He shook his head. "The American position is very weak."  But what's most interesting is what did not happen. There was no call for violence, and Mutlaq soon retracted his call for a boycott. The elections remain on track. Only about 150 candidates were ultimately crossed off the electoral lists. No red-faced Sunni politicians appeared on television ranting about a Shiite witch hunt or Kurdish conspiracy. In fact, other prominent Sunni politicians have been conspicuous for their low profile. Ali Hatem al--Suleiman, a tough, flamboyant Sunni sheik who heads the powerful Dulaim tribe in Anbar province, is running for Parliament on a list with Shiite Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki. He scoffs at effete urban pols like Mutlaq: "They represent nothing. Did they join us in the fight against terrorists? We are tribes and have nothing to do with them."  What outsiders tend to miss as they focus on the old rivalries among Shiites, Sunnis, and Kurds is that sectarianism is giving way to other priorities. "The word 'compromise' in Arabic—mosawama—is a dirty word," says Mowaffaq al-Rubaie, who served for many years as Iraq's national--security adviser and is running for Parliament. "You don't compromise on your concept, your ideology, your religion—or if you do," he flicked his hand dismissively, "then you're a traitor." Rubaie leans in close to make his point. "But we learned this trick of compromise. So the Kurds are with the Shia on one piece of legislation. The Shia are with the Sunnis on another piece of legislation, and the Sunnis are with the Kurds on still another."  The turnaround has been dramatic. "The political process is very combative," says a senior U.S. adviser to the Iraqi government who is not authorized to speak on the record. "They fight—but they get sufficient support to pass legislation." Some very important bills have stalled, most notably the one that's meant to decide how the country's oil riches are divvied up. But as shouting replaces shooting, the Parliament managed to pass 50 bills in the last year alone, while vetoing only three. The new legislation included the 2010 budget and an amendment to the investment law, as well as a broad law, one of the most progressive in the region, defining the activities of nongovernmental organizations.  The Iraqis have surprised even themselves with their passion for democratic processes. In 2005, after decades living in Saddam Hussein's totalitarian "republic of fear," they flooded to the polls as soon as they got the chance. Today Baghdad is papered over with campaign posters and the printing shops on Saadoun Street seem to be open 24 hours a day, cranking out more. Political cliques can no longer rely on voters to rubber-stamp lists of sectarian candidates. Those that seem to think they still might, like the Iranian-influenced Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq, have seen their support wane dramatically. Provincial elections a year ago were dominated by issues like the need for electricity, jobs, clean water, clinics, and especially security. Maliki has developed a reputation for delivering some of that, and his candidates won majorities in nine of 18 provinces. They lead current polls as well.  The word skeptics like to fall back on is "fragile." No one can say for sure whether the Iraqis' political experiment is sustainable. Many U.S. officials see themselves as the key players who hold everything together, massaging egos and nudging adversaries closer together. Some are already talking about revising the schedule whereby all U.S. troops would leave the country in 2011.  But the greater risk may be having the Americans see themselves as indispensable. The fiercely nationalistic Iraqi public still chafes at U.S. interference and resents any Iraqi politicians who seem to be too much in Washington's pockets. Ali Allawi, who was minister of finance and minister of defense early in the post-Saddam government, describes the current scene in Iraq as a "minimalist" democracy built around a "new class" of 500 to 600 politicians. The Middle East has seen this kind thing before, he says, in Egypt and Iraq under British tutelage in the first half of the last century. Then, the elites learned to play party politics, too, but not to meet the needs of the people. "That ended in tears," says Allawi.  In Iraq today, conditions seem more likely to reinforce than to undermine the gains so far. Iraqis have been hardened by a very tough past and now, coming out the other side of the infernal tunnel that is their recent history, many share a sense of solidarity as survivors. "Identities in Iraq are fluid, but there is more of a sense of an Iraqi national identity," says Middle East historian Phebe Marr, whose first research trip to the country was in 1956. 
Yes Stable Democracy & Withdrawal Key
(  ) Democratization and stability are coming now – diplomatic negotiations 

Al Jazeera, July 5, 2010, http://english.aljazeera.net/news/middleeast/2010/07/2010759522047671.html

 Joe Biden, the US vice-president, has met Jalal Talabani, the Iraqi president, as part of an attempt to urge political parties to set aside their differences and form a government four months after elections.  The talks with Talabani on Monday follow meetings with the leaders of the two political factions that polled the most votes in the March polls.  "Iraqiya, State of Law, Iraqi National Alliance, the Kurdistan Alliance all are going to have to play a meaningful role in this new government for it to work," Biden said after those meetings, referring to the main political blocs vying for power.  The Iraqiya coalition of Iyad Allawi, a former prime minister, won 91 parliamentary seats in the election but has been unable to form a coalition.  The State of Law bloc of Nouri al-Maliki, the incumbent prime minister, trailed with 89 seats. He has joined with the National Iraqi Alliance to former a larger coalition but the new union still does not have enough seats to get a majority.  'Individual interests'  In a speech to Iraqi leaders on Sunday, Biden said that "subordinating individual interest is fundamental to the success of any nation", as mortars landed in the heavily fortified Green Zone where the US embassy is based.  "Iraqiya, State of Law, Iraqi National Alliance, the Kurdistan Alliance all are going to have to play a meaningful role in this new government for it to work," Biden said, adding that the US has no "hidden agenda" in the trying to shape a power sharing deal.  US combat troops are due to leave the country by September 1, although an advisory and training force of 50,000 will stay behind until December 2011.  "We are not disengaging from Iraq, our engagement is changing," he said. 
Withdrawal is key to a self-sufficient Iraqi government and long term strategic relations

NSN, National Security Network, 3-12-2010, “Elections Signal New Phase in U.S. – Iraq Relations,” http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1543

American - and Iraqi -- interests are best served by sticking to withdrawal plans while building strategic relationship with an Iraqi government in control of its own affairs.  As General Ray Odierno said following the elections, "I look at it today, we think we're on track to be down to 50,000 and change our mission."  There is no question that many challenges still confront Iraq.  In addition to the difficult process of forming a new government, Iraqis will need to address such issues as the Arab-Kurdish divide, Sunni re-integration, and a stalled hydrocarbons law.  Ultimately, these are challenges that Iraqis must address themselves.  As the Center for American Progress's Brian Katulis and Peter Juul wrote recently, "[o]ne of the worst mistakes the United States can make at this stage as Iraqis continue to reassert control over their own affairs is to get in the way of that process. Suggestions that the United States renege its commitment to redeploy its forces from Iraq, according to the schedule negotiated in the 2008 bilateral agreement signed with Iraq, are misguided..."   Katulis and Juul went on to explain how the Obama administration's redeployment strategy is the best way to advance broader U.S. interests in the region.  "This redeployment strategy has risks, and the security environment in Iraq will remain uncertain, but the main objective driving U.S. policy should ultimately be to help Iraqis take control of their own affairs. Sticking to this schedule as closely as possible is best for broader U.S. national security interests unless there is a serious request by a unified Iraqi leadership to change the troop redeployment schedule. Even if Iraq's new government would make such a request, the United States would have to evaluate it in the context of broader security objectives in the region and globally."  As Marc Lynch wrote recently, withdrawal "doesn't mean ignoring Iraq."  What it does mean, according to Lynch, is "moving to develop a normal, constructive strategic relationship with the new Iraqi government, with the main point of contact the Embassy and the private sector rather than the military, and adhering in every way possible to the SOFA and to the drawdown timeline." [General Ray Odierno, 3/08/10. CAP, 3/5/10. Marc Lynch, 3/8/10] 

Democracy Good – Middle East War

Successful Iraqi democratization is key to prevent Mid-East war

Daniel L. Byman, assistant professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University and Kenneth M. Pollack is director of research at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, Summer 2003, The Washington Quarterly

Full-blown democracy in Iraq offers the best prospects for solving Iraq's problems over the long term for several reasons. Democracy would provide a means for Iraq's ethnic and religious groups for reconciling, or at least create political mechanisms for handling, divisions by means other than force. It would create a truly legitimate Iraqi government—one that did not repress any elements of the Iraqi people but instead worked for all of them. For the first time in Iraq's history, the government would serve to enrich its citizenry rather than enrich itself at its citizenry's expense. Failure to establish democracy in Iraq, on the other hand, would be disastrous. Civil war, massive refugee flows, and even renewed interstate fighting would likely resurface to plague this long-cursed region. Moreover, should democracy fail to take root, this would add credence to charges that the [End Page 134] United States cares little for Muslim and Arab peoples—a charge that now involves security as well as moral considerations, as Washington woos the Muslim world in its war on terrorism. The failure to transform Iraq's government tarnished the 1991 military victory over Iraq; more than 10 years later, the United States must not make the same mistake. 

Mideast democracy promotion is essential to prevent war and terrorism

Natan Sharansky, deputy prime minister of Israel, 10/10/2001, The Wall Street Journal

The democratic world must export freedom throughout the Middle East not only for the sake of people who live under repressive regimes, but for the sake of our own security. For only when the world is free will the world be safe. The consequences of merely eradicating an enemy rather than building a friend were made crystal clear in the decades following World War II. In Eastern Europe, the evils of Nazism were replaced with the evils of Communism. One dictatorship replaced another and the effect was continued internal repression and external belligerence. In contrast, democracy was forced on Germany and Japan and the result has been over 50 years of peace and stability--both within those states and in their relations with the outside world. The logic of why democracies do not go to war with each other is ironclad. When political power is a function of popular will, the incentive system works towards maintaining peace and providing prosperity. For nondemocratic regimes, war and terror are essential to survival. In order to justify the internal repression that is inherent in nondemocratic rule, dictators and autocrats must mobilize their nation for wars against both internal and external enemies. Democratic leaders can be corrupt, prejudiced and xenophobic. But they will not survive long in office if they impoverish their people and sacrifice their sons in wars that are not vital to their nations' existence. That is why war is always the last option for democratic states.

Mid-East democratization solves war and terrorism

Nancy Birdsall et al, founding President of the Center for Global Development, 2005, In Support of Arab Democracy: Why and How, http://www.ciaonet.org/wps/cfr001/cfr001.pdf

More open Middle Eastern polities and economies will likely have four positive interrelated effects: First, although extremism will certainly continue to exist in the region, forces of moderation and tolerance will have greater opportunity to frame the terms of debate in a more open political environment. Second, political, economic, and social reform will likely, over time, reduce the reservoir of recruits to extremist organizations such as al-Qaeda and others that target the United States and Americans. In addition, there is substantial evidence to support the “democratic peace theory,” which posits that democracies do not fight each other. Although it is true that countries in transition may be more belligerent, the emergence of democracy in the Middle East would, over the long run, reduce the likelihood of interstate conflict in the region. 

Democracy Good – Terrorism
Middle East democratization solves terrorism

Jennifer Windsor, executive director of the Freedom House, 2003, The Battle for Hearts and Minds, p. 365

The reasons behind the progression from frustration with to violence against the United States are many and complex, but certainly the dis​torted information flow within many Middle Eastern societies plays a role.5 Regimes that suffer from declining legitimacy have always tended to divert their populations’ attention to evils outside their own borders. The closed nature of Middle Eastern societies contributes both to the declining legitimacy of the regimes and to the proliferation of inaccu​rate, polemical information manipulated for the regimes own benefit. With populations discouraged by their lack of political and economic opportunities and hungry for a cause with which to identify and for someone to blame, as well as a media that is virulently anti-American, the Middle East is especially fertile ground for the terrorist message. Over the long term, the establishment of democratic political sys​tems in the Middle East has advantages that can mitigate the great pos​sibilities for recruitment of extremists, including the following: (Avenues for peaceful change of government. Through regular, free and fair elections, the public can bring about a change of policies and can remove leaders without risking widespread political crisis. (Channels for dissent and political discussion. Between elections, legisla​tures can debate and influence government policies. Independent media and civic society groups allow for a more accurate flow of in​formation between the government and the populace. Local govern​ments can provide an additional level of access and contact. As a result, democratic regimes have better governance structures that can respond to new social and economic needs, and citizens are less likely to feel powerless and unable to affect the decisions that impact their lives. (Rule of law. Leaders are accountable to the law, not above it, and this reduces their incentives to engage in corrupt behavior. Legal re​straints also hold the security sector in check. Citizens have access to an independent judiciary to resolve disputes and therefore do not need to resort to violence. (Civil society. In democracies, civil society plays a critical role in check​ing political power, channeling political participation and aspira​tions, and encouraging the development of democratic culture. If individuals feel they have meaningful opportunities to effect change in their own countries, they are less likely to channel their energies and animosities against outside actors. ( Free flow of information. Democracy also encourages the free flow of information, particularly through the establishment of independent media. The population thus has access to competing sources of infor​mation. Governments are able to rely on critical feedback that can help to construct more responsive policies.6 (Strong states. Democracies tend to be better governed and legitimized by virtue of having been chosen by their own people. They therefore tend to be strong states that do not need to rely on repression and an extensive military apparatus to control their own population and ter​ritories. As President George W Bush noted, “[T]he events of Sep​tember 11, 2001, taught us that weak states, like Afghanistan, can pose as great a danger to our national interests as strong states. [Wileak states [are more] vulnerable to terrorists networks ... within their borders.”7 Sustainable economic and social development. The latest Human De​velopment Report, produced by the United Nations Development Program, bluntly states that democracy is “essential” to human de​velopment. “[C]ountries can promote human development for all only when they have governance systems that are fully accountable to all people—and when all people can participate in the debates and decisions that shape their lives.”8 Addressing the looming so​cial and economic crisis, and the psychological toll that the crisis has exacted on the people of the Middle East, is critical to formu​lating a long-term strategy to reduce political extremism. Political freedom is an integral part of a development strategy focused on maximizing human dignity, and it encourages “individual initiative and social effectiveness,” which are the driving forces behind de​velopment progress.9 Needed values and ideals. Democracy is grounded in certain ideals— tolerance, compromise, respect for individual rights, equality of op​portunity, and equal status under law—largely absent in the region. Such values can have a powerful appeal and a revolutionary impact on how individuals view themselves and their relationship to society and government and would thus make them less vulnerable to ex​tremist messages. As Bush asserted, “[S]table and free nations do not breed the ideologies of murder.”’

AT: Democracy Impossible

Iraqi democratization is possible

Daniel L. Byman, assistant professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University and Kenneth M. Pollack is director of research at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, Summer 2003, The Washington Quarterly

Iraq's Foundations for Democracy The various socioeconomic indicators that academics use to assess the probability of democracy succeeding also suggest that Iraq has a reasonably good foundation to make the transition. 5 As Table 1 indicates, in key categories such as per capita income, literacy, male-to-female literacy ratio, and urbanization, Iraq's numbers are comparable to those of many other states that have enjoyed real progress in the transition from autocracy to democracy, such as Bangladesh, Kenya, and Bolivia. Critics correctly point out that the above statistics are correlates, not causes; simply possessing a certain gross domestic product (GDP) or literacy rate does not automatically lead a country to democracy. Yet, the same uncertainty about what causes democracy also applies to what hinders it. Scholars have some insights into the process, but time and again history has surprised us. Democracy has sprung up in the most unlikely of places: sub-Saharan Africa, Latin America, and South as well as Southeast Asia. Some noteworthy democratic successes in the Kurdish part of northern Iraq further belie the criticism that Iraq cannot become democratic. Beset by infighting and economic dislocation, among other problems, the Kurds have nonetheless established a reasonably stable form of power sharing. Corruption and tribalism remain problematic, but Iraqi Kurdistan has progressed greatly. At local levels, elections have been free and competitive, the press has considerable freedom, basic civil liberties are secure, and the bureaucracies are responsive to popular concerns and surprisingly accountable. Pluralism—if not full-fledged democracy—is working in Iraqi Kurdistan and working well. Iraq, in fact, has a number of advantages that would contribute to a successful democracy-building effort; namely, it is perhaps the best endowed of any of the Arab states in terms of both its physical and societal attributes. In addition to its vast oil wealth, Iraq also has tremendous agricultural potential. Prior to the Persian Gulf War, its population was probably the best educated, most secular, and most progressive of all the Arab states. Although it has been devastated economically over the past 12 years, Iraq has many lawyers, doctors, and professors. Together, they could constitute the base of a resurgent Iraqi middle class and thus an important building block of democracy. 
Mid-east democratization is possible

Muqtedar Khan, visiting fellow at the Brookings Institution's Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Fall 2003, http://www.mepc.org/public_asp/journal_vol10/0309_khan.asp

As far as the incompatibility between Islam and democracy is concerned, recent surveys conducted by Pippa Norris of Harvard University and Ron Inglehart of the University of Michigan,26 and the Pew Research Center have revealed that Muslims overwhelmingly prefer democracy to any other form of government. Contrary to conventional wisdom, the democratic ideal is quite widely upheld in the Muslim world. Also, there are more nations in the Muslim world that claim to be democratic -- Bangladesh, Kuwait, Jordan, Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, Malaysia, Egypt, Indonesia, Tunisia, Algeria, Nigeria -- than Islamic (Iran, Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Malaysia and Sudan). Half of the self-proclaimed Islamic states (Iran, Malaysia and Pakistan) also claim to be democracies. There is nothing in Islam or in Muslim practice that is fundamentally opposed to democracy, justice, freedom, fairness, equality or tolerance. There are a few Muslims who reject democracy because they reject the West, allowing the West to have ownership of this universal value. The large number of Muslims who come out to vote in the presidential elections in the United States and those Muslims who vote in the hundreds of millions in Pakistan, Bangladesh, Iran, Malaysia, Indonesia, Turkey, Egypt and elsewhere testify to their comfort with democracy. In the minds of these hundreds of millions of Muslims who practice some form of democracy, there is no dispute between Islam and democracy. Not only do Muslims value democracy, there is now a growing consensus that Islam and democracy are compatible. The first Islamic state, established by the prophet of Islam, was based on a social contract called the constitution of Medina. The state of Medina was a multicultural and multireligious federation in which Muhammad ruled by the consent of those whom he governed through the processes of shura (consultation) and ijma (consensus building). The constitution of Medina establishes the importance of consent and cooperation for governance. According to this compact, Muslims and non-Muslims are equal citizens of the Islamic state with identical rights and duties. Communities with different religious orientations enjoy religious autonomy, which essentially is wider in scope than the modern idea of religious freedom. The constitution of Medina established a pluralistic state, a community of communities. It promised equal security and equality under the law to all. The principles of equality, consensual governance and pluralism are enmeshed in the compact of Medina. It can serve as an excellent model for developing modern Islamic democracies. This constitutional precedent of the Prophet Muhammad suggests that Islam is not a barrier, but can actually serve as a facilitator and an inspiration for democracy.27 
Occupation Bad – Recruitment & Training
US presence in Iraq acts as a recruiting tool for al-Qaeda

Chris Preble, director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 2004, Exiting Iraq: Why the U.S. Must End the Military Occupation and Renew the War Against Al Qaeda

Instead, by continuing with the military occupation of Iraq, the United States plays into suspicions that its actions were somehow driven by a desire to negotiate lucrative reconstruction contracts, gain control over oil, or achieve other imperial designs. That perception, however unfair, directly aids Al Qaeda and other anti-American terrorists who will use specious accusations of American perfidy to attract new recruits.74 

Iraq serves as a training ground for dozens of terrorist organizations

Frederic Wehrey et. al, Senior Policy Analyst at the RAND Corporation, Dalia Dassa Kaye, Jessica Watkins, Jeffrey Martini, and Robert A. Guffey, 2010, “The IraqEffect: The Middle East After the Iraq War,” RAND, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG892.pdf

The Iraq conflict may have had an ambiguous and problematic effect on jihadi recruitment, symbolic discourse, and strategy formulation, but its contribution to terrorists’ tactical adaptation has been more explicit. 37 Peter Bergen makes this argument in Chapter 5 of Fishman et al., 2008. The Iraq War and the Future of Terrorism 127 Six years of sustained conflict in Iraq, initially driven by pockets of Sunni resistance and foreign fighters against the coalition and more recently converted into sectarian warfare, have given rise to a proliferation of TTPs. Most of these are not entirely new to the Arab theater: The most common forms of attack—firearms, IEDs, vehicleborne IEDs (VBIEDs), suicide bombings, and kidnapping—appeared during the Lebanese civil war and later in confrontations between HAMAS and Israel. At present, there is as much evidence of trends being transferred into as out of Iraq. Yet the diversity of targets, objectives, and fighting conditions within Iraq has created the environment of a military laboratory: a training ground for combatants and a test-and-development site for techniques. It is highly probable that these TTPs will spread widely in the future; in certain instances, this is already in evidence. From an ideological perspective, al-Qa‘ida presents the greatest terrorist threat because its global expansionist ambitions and exclusionary Salafi doctrine intrinsically dictate the exportation of its campaign of violence, as foreshadowed in an infamous quote from the putative emir of ISI, Abu ‘Umar al-Baghdadi (2008b): One of their enemy devils was right in saying that if Afghanistan was the School for Terrorism, then Iraq is the University of Terrorism. Nonetheless, not all, or even most of the violence in Iraq is instigated by al-Qa‘ida; nationalist Sunni-resistance movements, adherents of the former regime, Shi‘a militants, and criminal groups all contribute to insecurity on the ground, and all these elements have learned lessons about guerrilla warfare and staging complex attacks. By August 2007, Iranian-backed groups were thought to account for roughly 50 percent of attacks on coalition forces (Kagan, Kagan, and Pletka, 2008), In practical terms, Shi‘a militias are increasingly making the most headway with military technology, perfecting ingenious adaptations (the explosively formed projectiles and improvised rocket-assisted mortars [IRAMs]) with the help of a state sponsor. 

Yes Al-Qaeda WMD

The newest evidence indicates Al Qaeda will attain WMD’s and use them against the US

Baltimore Sun, 7/13/2007, “Report reassesses threat by al-Qaida”, http://www.baltimoresun.com/news/nationworld/bal-te.intel13jul13,0,1734074.story?coll=bal-attack-headlines 

Among the key findings of the classified document, which is still in draft form and remains to be approved by all 16 U.S. spy agencies:  • The U.S. will face "a persistent and evolving terrorist threat" within its borders over the next three years. The main danger comes from Islamic groups, especially al-Qaida, and is "driven by the undiminished intent to attack the homeland and a continued effort by terrorist groups to adapt and improve their capabilities."  • Al-Qaida is probably still pursuing chemical, biological or nuclear weapons and would use them if its operatives developed sufficient capability.  • The terror group has been able to restore three of the four key tools it would need to launch an attack on U.S. soil: a haven in Pakistan's tribal areas, operational lieutenants and senior leaders. It could not immediately be learned what the missing fourth element is.  • The group will bolster its efforts to position operatives inside U.S. borders. U.S. officials have expressed in public concerns about the ease with which people can enter the United States through Europe because of a program that admits most Europeans without visas.  The document also discusses increasing concern about individuals inside the United States who are adopting an extremist form of Islam. 

Terrorists could build a bomb – scientific consensus

Robert Gard Jr., senior military fellow at the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, 5-10-2008, “Citizen's voice: Nuclear terrorism is a likely event,” Knox News, http://www.knoxnews.com/news/2008/may/10/nuclear-terrorism-is-a-likely-event/

At a Senate hearing recently, Undersecretary of Energy for Intelligence and Analysis Charles Allen testified, "Al-Qaida wants a nuclear weapon to use."  It is well-known that al-Qaida considers it a religious duty to acquire a nuclear weapon, and its spokes-person has claimed the right to kill 4 million Americans. During the 2004 presidential election, both candidates agreed that the greatest threat to U.S. security is nuclear weapons in the hands of terrorists.  Yet this threat is being dealt with as a routine matter.  It seems unlikely that terrorists could obtain a usable nuclear weapon from any of the nine countries that currently possess them, although there is some concern that a possible source could be the Pakistani stockpile, should that unstable country implode.  It is more likely that terrorists could obtain the key ingredient for making a nuclear bomb, plutonium (Pu) or highly enriched uranium (HEU).  While producing a weapon with Pu is a relatively complex task, there is consensus in the scientific community that it would not be difficult for a terrorist group to produce an explosive device similar to the one used on Hiroshima, with as little as 50 pounds of HEU. 

Occupation Bad – Power Projection
Iraq occupation kills US power projection

Frederic Wehrey et. al, Senior Policy Analyst at the RAND Corporation, Dalia Dassa Kaye, Jessica Watkins, Jeffrey Martini, and Robert A. Guffey, 2010, “The Iraq Effect: The Middle East After the Iraq War,” RAND, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG892.pdf

Regional concerns related to growing Iranian influence after the war were compounded by a perception that the heavy U.S. commitment in Iraq constrained its ability to project power and enforce regional security. Specifically, the difficulties of prosecuting the war in Iraq have fed the view that the American “moment” in the Middle East may be waning, or at a minimum, that the war has clipped the Americans’ wings. However, despite diminished standing in the region, the United States remains the balancer of choice, and the U.S. drawdown from Iraq may enable the United States to regain regional confidence if it proceeds smoothly. The draining effect of the war in Iraq on U.S. resources and military readiness is advanced as the principal reason behind the United States’ declining influence in the region (al-Rukabi, 2008). Despite recent improvement in the security situation in Iraq, many regional observers believe that the war in Iraq has revealed the limits of U.S. power. Similarly, the rise of Iranian influence inside Iraq and the continued development of its missile technology and nuclear program are cited as harbingers of a new regional security order, in which Iran will play an increasingly assertive role at the expense of U.S. interests (Harb, 2008). In an article in the Arab Journal of Political Science, ‘Abdullah al-Shaiji observes, Iraq has become a theatre for Iran to settle scores with the United States and [for Iran] to increase the periphery of its power and its presence in the region, to play the role of the principal authority in the region, and to take hold of the trump cards, from Western Afghanistan to southern Iraq and from Yemen to the Persian Gulf. (al-Shaiji, 2008, p. 152) 

The Iraq War hurts US leadership and power projection

Frederic Wehrey et. al, Senior Policy Analyst at the RAND Corporation, Dalia Dassa Kaye, Jessica Watkins, Jeffrey Martini, and Robert A. Guffey, 2010, “The Iraq Effect: The Middle East After the Iraq War,” RAND, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG892.pdf

The Iraq War also raised questions in the region about whether the United States is a power that can deliver. As a former Egyptian foreign ministry official put it, local actors are “watching the U.S. sink.”6 Similar views are prevalent in the Arab media. For example, a guest on the television program, al-Ittijah al-Mu‘akis [The Opposite Direction], argued that “America is in a state of crisis, a predicament, the countries that America attempted to isolate and overthrow are now in a better situation [than prior to the war in Iraq]” (‘Aloush, 2007). 

Occupation Bad – Leadership

Occupation hurts US leadership – allies are distancing themselves

Avis Bohlen, adjunct Professor at Georgetown University, 7-20-2006, “The Consequences Of Iraq For Us Influence And Power,” Stimson Center, http://stimson.org/swa/pdf/Chapter07-AvisBohlen-IraqBook.pdf

 If relationships change as a result of Iraq, it will be on the margins, not at the core. That said, it seems also true that Iraq has introduced a new note of wariness and caution into relationships with our friends. Others are more willing to disregard US views. In Europe, we are seeing for the first time a disconnect between the cooperation that governments see as both necessary and desirable and the strong negative emotions of their publics. The tension between the willingness of Arab governments to work with us and the views of the famed “Arab street” has long been a staple of the Middle East. But it is a novelty in Europe and it should give us pause. Leaders who supported the US in Iraq have paid a price at the polls. Sentiment against the war has been a factor in the decision of many governments, particularly in Eastern Europe, to withdraw the small military contingents they sent to Iraq in 2003. The awkwardness of the rendition issue for many of our European friends was compounded by negative public views of America. In the future, we will certainly find it harder to divide the Europeans; in fact it is clear that a determination not to let themselves be again divided by the US was a strong motivation behind the British, French, and German decision to inaugurate joint talks with the Iranians. Even our traditionally reliable British allies have been at pains to distance themselves from us on the possible use of force against Iran. Finally, the experience of Iraq is certain to reinforce European caution about the use of force— among other reasons, because it can have unpredictable and wholly undesirable consequences. 

Iraq hurts US military strength – killing leadership

Avis Bohlen, adjunct Professor at Georgetown University, 7-20-2006, “The Consequences Of Iraq For Us Influence And Power,” Stimson Center, http://stimson.org/swa/pdf/Chapter07-AvisBohlen-IraqBook.pdf

On the long-term consequences for US influence, definitive judgments are difficult without knowing final outcomes, that is, whether we achieve a minimal acceptable outcome or must in the end settle for something less satisfactory (e.g. a premature US withdrawal that leaves Iraq in the throes of civil war). Nevertheless, the war in Iraq to date has already profoundly affected how the rest of the world views us. Two main messages emerge: after Iraq, US power seems less impressive and is less feared than before; and US leadership is regarded with deep suspicion and mistrust by much of the world, which damages our ability to lead. It is hard, at this moment, to imagine an outcome in Iraq that will not be judged a failure of US policy in terms of our original ambitions and objectives. By much of the world, it will be seen as a huge strategic blunder—a conceptually flawed enterprise based on shallow assumptions about how societies are transformed, made worse by the mistakes of the post-invasion phase. Even those non-Americans who share the Administration’s view that the invasion was necessary and justified have been appalled by the opportunities squandered during the early months of the occupation. US military power will seem less daunting and will be less feared because of Iraq. In the short term, our involvement in Iraq precludes any large-scale engagement elsewhere. In the short term also, the war has taken a heavy toll on our forces, particularly active duty Army and reserves, and their equipment has been battered by the war. Over time of course, these losses will be recouped and in terms of our capabilities, we will remain the world’s only military superpower, far ahead of any other country. Our military machine will be as impressive as ever. The problem lies elsewhere. It might be summed up as follows: 1) US military power is formidable and invincible in an initial, combat phase; 2) it can be neutralized in a second phase by asymmetric means (insurgency); and 3) in the long term, it is likely that it will be further neutralized or even reversed by inevitable domestic pressures to withdraw or drawdown if significant casualties are involved. The experience of Iraq is reducing public support in the United States for large-scale military engagements. At least for the immediate future Iraq will raise anew for our friends and allies Iraq and America: Choices and Consequences 80 perennial questions about America’s willingness to “stay the course.” On a more general level, Iraq has made abundantly clear the limitations of using force to achieve broad policy goals. 
Occupation Bad – Readiness

Delaying withdrawal hurts US readiness

CHB, Capitol Hill Blue, 2-20-2009, “Multiple wars, tours strain military readiness,” http://www.capitolhillblue.com/node/15872

The strain of fighting wars on multiple fronts is hurting America’s military readiness, a report on the state of our armed forces shows.  With our soldiers serving multiple tours on an ever-increasing number of conflicts, the risk level remains at "significant" for the third straight year.  And the problem shows no signs of easing as President Barack Obama’s plan to withdraw troops from Iraq will take longer than originally hoped and an additional 17,000 troops are headed for the war in Afghanistan.  Reports Lolita Baldor of The Associated Press:      Strained by repeated war tours, persistent terrorist threats and instability around the globe, there is a significant risk the U.S. military may not be able to respond quickly and fully to new crises, a classified Pentagon assessment has concluded.      This is the third year that the risk level has been set at "significant" – despite improved security conditions in Iraq and plans to cut U.S. troop levels there. Senior military officials spoke about the report on condition of anonymity because it is a classified document. 

Occupation hurts readiness
Daniel Byman, Assistant Professor in the Security Studies Program of Georgetown University’s School of Foreign Service, Spring 2005, Survival, http://ssp.georgetown.edu/documents/BymanFiveBadOptions.pdf, p. 14 

For the US military, particularly the US army, the strain is enormous and possibly not sustainable without significant changes. The United States has deployed well over 100,000 troops to Iraq since the end of conventional hostilities in May 2003, and in the run up to the January 2005 election increased its presence from 138,000 to 150,000 to provide additional security. Talk is rampant about the extended deployment in Iraq ‘breaking’ the force. Readiness for other missions has suffered, as regular forces spend much of their time deployed in Iraq rather than training for high-intensity combat. The United States has resorted to a host of methods to keep the force going such as calling up the Individual Ready Reserve, requiring troops to stay deployed even after their term of service is done and halting individual reassignments outside of Iraq until the unit as a whole is ready to leave. Such measures and extended deployments pose challenges for recruitment and retention, particularly for the National Guard and Reserves.34 The strain on the force is even bigger than that suggested by simple numbers. Occupation requires a different mix of troops than do conventional military operations. Armoured divisions, the core of the US Army, are not terribly useful for rooting out insurgents mingled among the population or for winning over local populations, though they are currently conducting such operations. Special operations forces, light infantry, military police and civil affairs officers are often the most important forces in the field. These troops, many of which are also required in Afghanistan or in other ‘fronts’ in the struggle against al-Qaeda, are in particularly short supply. 

Occupation means we are dangerously overstretched

Byron Dorgan, Democratic Policy Committee Chairman, 4-4-2007, “Overstretched and Under Strain,” http://dpc.senate.gov/dpcdoc.cfm?doc_name=fs-110-1-54

The Bush Administration’s flawed Iraq policies, including its failure to send in enough troops to secure the peace, its failure to advance a comprehensive strategy for victory, and its failure to anticipate and plan for a protracted conflict, along with its inadequate funding of our military – have dangerously overstretched our armed forces.  The Administration’s record of mismanagement has resulted in critical equipment and training shortfalls; forced repeated deployments and extended deployments for U.S. forces; led to recruiting and retention challenges; and left our country without a strategic reserve.  Today, many Army units are on their third or even fourth tour in Iraq or Afghanistan, while non-deployed units face significant shortfalls in readiness.  Military leaders warn that the current pace of operations and reduced readiness of U.S. military forces is limiting our ability to respond to threats to our security and crises that may emerge both at home and around the world.

Withdrawal Good – Credibility

Delay guts US credibility

William C. Martel, associate professor of international security studies at The Fletcher School at Tufts University, 7-1-2009, “Pull Back, No Matter What,” USA Today, http://fletcher.tufts.edu/news/2009/op-eds/Martel_July1.shtml

Nevertheless, there are several reasons why the United States should continue its stated policy of withdrawing combat forces from Iraq's urban areas, no matter what:  First, America's commitment is sacrosanct. When the U.S.-Iraq security agreement went into effect on Jan. 1, we agreed to withdraw combat troops from Iraqi cities and towns by Tuesday — and withdraw all combat forces by the end of August 2010 and all U.S. forces by the end of 2011. States that renege on such public commitments devalue their very credibility. Washington cannot afford to give states the opportunity to believe our pledges do not bear close scrutiny.  Second, strictly adhering to withdrawal could strengthen Iraq by telling insurgents and Iran's leaders that Baghdad intends to defend itself against forces that seek to rip it apart. A crucial test of democracy is whether the state can and will defend itself. If Iraq cannot, then it is doomed to fail. Because failure is not an option for Iraqis, they must successfully manage the withdrawal of U.S. forces.  Third, withdrawal demonstrates the United States is confident that Iraq's government and army can succeed. Signaling Washington's doubts about Iraq's leadership under Prime Minister al-Maliki would instantly undermine Iraq's government.  Fourth, withdrawal has geostrategic benefits well beyond Iraq. It reassures the Middle East that the U.S. has no imperial ambitions to conquer and exploit Iraq. Reinforcing Washington's message that our word is our bond has immense dividends for restoring America's tattered image abroad.  While U.S. policymakers rightly worry about Iraq's future, we cannot renege on withdrawal without weakening Iraq, strengthening insurgents and undermining our credibility. Even invoking an "escape clause" should Iraq descend into catastrophe carries great strategic risks. 

Iraq hurts US leadership
Avis Bohlen, adjunct Professor at Georgetown University, 7-20-2006, “The Consequences Of Iraq For Us Influence And Power,” Stimson Center, http://stimson.org/swa/pdf/Chapter07-AvisBohlen-IraqBook.pdf

Trust in US leadership has been severely eroded by the Iraq experience. The damage is across the board: to our credibility and reputation, to our moral authority, to confidence in our judgment and competence. As a British journalist put it, “suspicion of US intentions has become one of the most powerful facts of geopolitics.”8 On problematic issues, other countries are visibly more reluctant to give us the benefit of the doubt. Even our allies are anxious about our next move. This is evident in the ongoing United Nations (UN) debate over Iran, which—rightly or wrongly—for many has disquieting echoes of the 2002 debate that preceded the Iraq invasion. The resistance to including any reference to Chapter VII in a United Nations Security Council (UNSC) resolution clearly reflects mistrust of our intentions and reluctance to give us any tool that will allow us to justify the use of military force. Suspicions that this is our ultimate objective have been strengthened by the authorized leaks about military options (including the President’s insistence about keeping open a nuclear option) that have appeared in the New Yorker and Washington Post.9 The British have felt it necessary to publicly distance themselves from the use of force. 
Yes Unipolarity

Heg is stable – defense spending, economic dominance, and geographic isolation 

Stephen Brooks, Assistant Prof of Govt at Dartmouth, and William Wohlforth, Associate Prof, Dept Govt Dartmouth College, August, 2002, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 81, Issue 4, ebsco

. No state in the modern history of international politics has come close to the military predominance these numbers suggest. And the United States purchases this preeminence with only 3.5 percent of its GDP. As historian Paul Kennedy notes, "being Number One at great cost is one thing; being the world's single superpower on the cheap is astonishing." America's economic dominance, meanwhile -- relative to either the next several richest powers or the rest of the world combined -- surpasses that of any great power in modern history, with the sole exception of its own position after 1945 (when World War II had temporarily laid waste every other major economy). The U.S. economy is currently twice as large as its closest rival, Japan. California's economy alone has risen to become the fifth largest in the world (using market exchange-rate estimates), ahead of France and just behind the United Kingdom. It is true that the long expansion of the 1990s has ebbed, but it would take an experience like Japan's in that decade -- that is, an extraordinarily deep and prolonged domestic recession juxtaposed with robust growth elsewhere -- for the United States just to fall back to the economic position it occupied in 1991. The odds against such relative decline are long, however, in part because the United States is the country in the best position to take advantage of globalization. Its status as the preferred destination for scientifically trained foreign workers solidified during the 1990s, and it is the most popular destination for foreign firms. In 1999 it attracted more than one-third of world inflows of foreign direct investment. U.S. military and economic dominance, finally, is rooted in the country's position as the world's leading technological power. Although measuring national R&D spending is increasingly difficult in an era in which so many economic activities cross borders, efforts to do so indicate America's continuing lead. Figures from the late 1990s showed that U.S. expenditures on R&D nearly equaled those of the next seven richest countries combined. Measuring the degree of American dominance in each category begins to place things in perspective. But what truly distinguishes the current international system is American dominance in all of them simultaneously. Previous leading states in the modern era were either great commercial and naval powers or great military powers on land, never both. The British Empire in its heyday and the United States during the Cold War, for example, each shared the world with other powers that matched or exceeded them in some areas. Following the Napoleonic Wars, the United Kingdom was clearly the world's leading commercial and naval power. But even at the height of the Pax Britannica, the United Kingdom was outspent, outmanned, and outgunned by both France and Russia. And its 24 percent share of GDP among the six leading powers in the early 1870s was matched by the United States, with Russia and Germany following close behind. Similarly, at the dawn of the Cold War the United States was clearly dominant economically as well as in air and naval capabilities. But the Soviet Union retained overall military parity, and thanks to geography and investment in land power it had a superior ability to seize territory in Eurasia. Today, in contrast, the United States has no rival in any critical dimension of power. There has never been a system of sovereign states that contained one state with this degree of dominance. The recent tendency to equate unipolarity with the ability to achieve desired outcomes single-handedly on all issues only reinforces this point; in no previous international system would it ever have occurred to anyone to apply such a yardstick. CAN IT LAST? Many who acknowledge the extent of American power, however, regard it as necessarily self-negating. Other states traditionally band together to restrain potential hegemons, they say, and this time will be no different. As German political commentator Josef Joffe has put it, "the history books say that Mr. Big always invites his own demise. Nos. 2, 3, 4 will gang up on him, form countervailing alliances and plot his downfall. That happened to Napoleon, as it happened to Louis xiv and the mighty Hapsburgs, to Hitler and to Stalin. Power begets superior counterpower; it's the oldest rule of world politics." What such arguments fail to recognize are the features o America's post-Cold War position that make it likely to buck the historical trend. Bounded by oceans to the east and west and weak, friendly powers to the north and south, the United States is both less vulnerable than previous aspiring hegemons and also less threatening to others. The main potential challengers to its unipolarity, meanwhile -- China, Russia, Japan, and Germany -- are in the opposite position. They cannot augment their military capabilities so as to balance the United States without simultaneously becoming an immediate threat to their neighbors. Politics, even international politics, is local. Although American power attracts a lot of attention globally, states are usually more concerned with their own neighborhoods than with the global equilibrium. Were any of the potential challengers to make a serious run at the United States, regional balancing efforts would almost certainly help contain them, as would the massive latent power capabilities of the United States, which could be mobilized as necessary to head off an emerging threat. When analysts refer to a historical pattern of balancing against potentially preponderant powers, they rarely note that the cases in question -- the Hapsburg ascendancy, Napoleonic France, the Soviet Union in the Cold War, and so forth -- featured would-be hegemons that were vulnerable, threatening, centrally located, and dominant in only one or two components of power. Moreover, the would-be hegemons all specialized in precisely the form of power -- the ability to seize territory -- most likely to scare other states into an antihegemonic coalition. American capabilities, by contrast, are relatively greater and more comprehensive than those of past hegemonic aspirants, they are located safely offshore, and the prospective balancers are close regional neighbors of one another. U.S. power is also at the command of one government, whereas the putative balancers would face major challenges in acting collectively to assemble and coordinate their military capabilities. Previous historical experiences of balancing, moreover, involved groups of status quo powers seeking to contain a rising revisionist one. The balancers had much to fear if the aspiring hegemon got its way. Today, however, U.S. dominance is the status quo. Several of the major powers in the system have been closely allied with the United States for decades and derive substantial benefits from their position. Not only would they have to forego those benefits if they tried to balance, but they would have to find some way of putting together a durable, coherent alliance while America was watching. This is a profoundly important point, because although there may be several precedents for a coalition of balancers preventing a hegemon from emerging, there is none for a group of subordinate powers joining to topple a hegemon once it has already emerged, which is what would have to happen today
Heg Good – Economic Collapse

(  )  Heg prevents global economic collapse

Stephen Walt, Professor of International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government. “American Primacy: Its Prospects and Pitfalls.” Naval War College Review, Spring 2002.

By facilitating the development of a more open and liberal world economy, American primacy also fosters global prosperity. Economic interdependence is often said to be a cause of world peace, but it is more accurate to say that peace encourages interdependence-by making it easier for states to accept the potential vulnerabilities of extensive international intercourse.10 Investors are more willing to send money abroad when the danger of war is remote, and states worry less about being dependent on others when they are not concerned that these connections might be severed. When states are relatively secure, they will also be less fixated on how the gains from cooperation are distributed. In particular, they are less likely to worry that extensive cooperation will benefit others more and thereby place them at a relative disadvantage over time.11 By providing a tranquil international environment, in short, U.S. primacy has created political conditions that are conducive to expanding global trade and investment. Indeed, American primacy was a prerequisite for the creation and gradual expansion of the European Union, which is often touted as a triumph of economic self-interest over historical rivalries. Because the United States was there to protect the Europeans from the Soviet Union and from each other, they could safely ignore the balance of power within Western Europe and concentrate on expanding their overall level of economic integration. The expansion of world trade has been a major source of increased global prosperity, and U.S. primacy is one of the central pillars upon which that system rests.12 The United States also played a leading role in establishing the various institutions that regulate and manage the world economy. As a number of commentators have noted, the current era of "globalization" is itself partly an artifact of American power. As Thomas Friedman puts it, "Without America on duty, there will be no 
America Online
."13 

(  )  Heg key to economic growth and solving poverty

Bradley Thayer, Associate Professor at Missouri State University, 2007, "The Case For The American Empire," American Empire: A Debate, Published by Routledge.

Economic prosperity is also a product of the American Empire. It has created a Liberal International Economic Order (LIEO)—a network of worldwide free trade and commerce, respect for intellectual property rights, mobility of capital and labor markets—to promote economic growth. The stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly states in the Third World. The American Empire has created this network not out of altruism but because it benefits the economic well-being of the United States. In 1998, the Secretary of Defense William Cohen put this well when he acknowledged that “economists and soldiers share the same interest in stability”; soldiers create the conditions in which the American economy may thrive, and “we are able to shape the environment [of international politics] in ways that are advantageous to us and that are stabilizing to the areas where we are forward deployed, thereby helping to promote investment and prosperity... business follows the flag.” Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the American Empire comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat, researcher at the World Bank, prolific author, and now a professor who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India that strongly condemned empire. He has abandoned the position of his youth and is now one of the strongest proponents of the American Empire. Lal has traveled the world and, in the course of his journeys, has witnessed great poverty and misery due to a lack of economic development. He realized that free markets were necessary for the development of poor countries, and this led him to recognize that his faith in socialism was wrong. Just as a conservative famously is said to be a liberal who has been mugged by reality, the hard “evidence and experience” that stemmed from “working and traveling in most parts of the Third World during my professional career” caused this profound change.61 Lal submits that the only way to bring relief to the desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the American Empire. Empires provide order, and this order “has been essential for the working of the benign processes of globalization, which promote prosperity.”

Heg Good – Middle East Wars

Lack of heg causes conflict throughout the Middle East.
Walter Russell Mead, Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. Foreign Policy, March 1, 2004.

As part of its sharp-power strategy to address these priorities, the United States maintains a system of alliances and bases intended to promote stability in Asia, Europe, and the Middle East. Overall, as of the end of September 2003, the United States had just over 250,000 uniformed military members stationed outside its frontiers (not counting those involved in Operation Iraqi Freedom); around 43 percent were stationed on NATO territory and approximately 32 percent in Japan and South Korea. Additionally, the United States has the ability to transport significant forces to these theaters and to the Middle East should tensions rise, and it preserves the ability to control the sea lanes and air corridors necessary to the security of its forward bases. Moreover, the United States maintains the world's largest intelligence and electronic surveillance organizations. Estimated to exceed $ 30 billion in 2003, the U.S. intelligence budget is larger than the individual military budgets of Saudi Arabia, Syria, and North Korea.
Hard power is key to success in Iran and throughout the Middle East.

Frederick W. Kagan, resident scholar at AEI. 10-13-2006. AEI Online: “New Thinking, Old Realities.” http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.25010,filter.all/pub_detail.asp
The United States is at war, and the enemy is the same one we have been fighting for sixty years. A totalitarian regime controls North Korea. Totalitarian ideologues hold power in Iran, have just seized power in southern Somalia, and seek power throughout the Middle East. Their goals are subtly different, but they share several key features: the destruction of democracy, which they hate; the elimination of liberalism and religious toleration; and the destruction of the United States.  Victory will require a mobilization of America’s military might and the willingness to use it. Adaptive and unpredictable enemies like al Qaeda will require us to change part of our approach and some of our forces constantly. Winning throughout the Muslim world will require economic, political, and cultural initiatives alongside the use of military power. But nothing will be possible without adequate military force, which the United States is currently lacking. If we do not begin the necessary mobilization of our resources now, then our military power will become irrelevant, our strategies will fail, and our security will falter.

Heg Good – Global Warming

(  )  Heg solves warming

Sean Maybee, US Navy Commander, 2008, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/Press/jfq_pages/i49.htm

The national security implications of GCC pose unique challenges for the United States in part because it is best suited to lead counter-GCC efforts. The Nation has the economic and informational power to develop and resource effective methods and the international status to foster global cooperation and implementation. The U.S. military already has a robust capacity to respond and could continue to develop and use it to help other nations to build that capacity. In addition, by addressing environmental security, the United States may foster trust and cooperation while beginning to anticipate some GCC effects.

Global warming leads to extinction

David Stein, Science editor for The Guardian, 7-14-2008, “Global Warming Xtra: Scientists warn about Antarctic melting,” http://www.agoracosmopolitan.com/home/Frontpage/2008/07/14/02463.html
Global Warming continues to be approaches by governments as a "luxury" item, rather than a matter of basic human survival. Humanity is being taken to its destruction by a greed-driven elite. These elites, which include 'Big Oil' and other related interests, are intoxicated by "the high" of pursuing ego-driven power, in a comparable manner to drug addicts who pursue an elusive "high", irrespective of the threat of pursuing that "high" poses to their own basic survival, and the security of others. Global Warming and the pre-emptive war against Iraq are part of the same self-destructive prism of a political-military-industrial complex, which is on a path of mass planetary destruction, backed by techniques of mass-deception."The scientific debate about human induced global warming is over but policy makers - let alone the happily shopping general public - still seem to not understand the scope of the impending tragedy. Global warming isn't just warmer temperatures, heat waves, melting ice and threatened polar bears. Scientific understanding increasingly points to runaway global warming leading to human extinction", reported Bill Henderson in CrossCurrents. If strict global environmental security measures are not immediately put in place to keep further emissions of greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere we are looking at the death of billions, the end of civilization as we know it and in all probability the end of humankind's several million year old existence, along with the extinction of most flora and fauna beloved to man in the world we share. 

Heg Good – Khalilzad

Heg solves nuke war

Zalmay Khalilzad, Former Assist Prof of Poli Sci at Columbia, Spring, 1995, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2; P. 84.

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

Heg Good – Thayer

US leadership solves war and economic decline
Bradley Thayer, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Minnesota, December, 2006, "In Defense of Primacy,” The National Interest, Lexis.

Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)."  Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists , most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned --between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Administration for attempting to spread democracy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's critics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted.  Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or stabilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Perhaps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Afghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threatened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Washington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western-style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive.  Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recognizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globalization, which are facilitated through American primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. Fourth and finally, the United States, in seeking primacy, has been willing to use its power not only to advance its interests but to promote the welfare of people all over the globe. The United States is the earth's leading source of positive externalities for the world. The U.S. military has participated in over fifty operations since the end of the Cold War--and most of those missions have been humanitarian in nature. Indeed, the U.S. military is the earth's "911 force"--it serves, de facto, as the world's police, the global paramedic and the planet's fire department. Whenever there is a natural disaster, earthquake, flood, drought, volcanic eruption, typhoon or tsunami, the United States assists the countries in need. On the day after Christmas in 2004, a tremendous earthquake and tsunami occurred in the Indian Ocean near Sumatra, killing some 300,000 people. The United States was the first to respond with aid. Washington followed up with a large contribution of aid and deployed the U.S. military to South and Southeast Asia for many months to help with the aftermath of the disaster. About 20,000 U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines responded by providing water, food, medical aid, disease treatment and prevention as well as forensic assistance to help identify the bodies of those killed. Only the U.S. military could have accomplished this Herculean effort. No other force possesses the communications capabilities or global logistical reach of the U.S. military. In fact, UN peacekeeping operations depend on the United States to supply UN forces.  American generosity has done more to help the United States fight the War on Terror than almost any other measure. Before the tsunami, 80 percent of Indonesian public opinion was opposed to the United States; after it, 80 percent had a favorable opinion of America. Two years after the disaster, and in poll after poll, Indonesians still have overwhelmingly positive views of the United States. In October 2005, an enormous earthquake struck Kashmir, killing about 74,000 people and leaving three million homeless. The U.S. military responded immediately, diverting helicopters fighting the War on Terror in nearby Afghanistan to bring relief as soon as possible. To help those in need, the United States also provided financial aid to Pakistan; and, as one might expect from those witnessing the munificence of the United States, it left a lasting impression about America. For the first time since 9/11, polls of Pakistani opinion have found that more people are favorable toward the United States than unfavorable, while support for Al-Qaeda dropped to its lowest level. Whether in Indonesia or Kashmir, the money was well-spent because it helped people in the wake of disasters, but it also had a real impact on the War on Terror. When people in the Muslim world witness the U.S. military conducting a humanitarian mission, there is a clearly positive impact on Muslim opinion of the United States. As the War on Terror is a war of ideas and opinion as much as military action, for the United States humanitarian missions are the equivalent of a blitzkrieg.  THERE IS no other state, group of states or international organization that can provide these global benefits. None even comes close. The United Nations cannot because it is riven with conflicts and major cleavages that divide the international body time and again on matters great and trivial. Thus it lacks the ability to speak with one voice on salient issues and to act as a unified force once a decision is reached. The EU has similar problems. Does anyone expect Russia or China to take up these responsibilities? They may have the desire, but they do not have the capabilities. Let's face it: for the time being, American primacy remains humanity's only practical hope of solving the world's ills. 
Withdrawal Good – Relations

Plan builds long term US-Iraqi cooperation

Michael Wahid Hanna, 4-4-2010, “Stay the Course of Withdrawal,” Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66188/michael-wahid-hanna/stay-the-course-of-withdrawal?page=2

Despite all this, the ISF continues to have glaring deficiencies in the realms of logistics, intelligence, air power, and border control. In light of these shortcomings, it is possible that Iraqi leaders may request security assistance that goes beyond the scope of the current binding framework to include help controlling airspace and borders, defending critical maritime oil infrastructure, and conducting counterterrorism operations. Under the terms of the security agreement, any such request for assistance would have to be initiated by the Iraqi government, not the United States. If Iraq makes such a request, the Obama administration should give it a fair hearing, balancing any possible future commitments with other pressing U.S. concerns around the world and considering the potential radicalizing effects of a continued U.S. presence. This would rule out a South Korea–style military commitment or the establishment of permanent military bases, which would be anathema to Iraq’s emerging political culture and unwise in light of current Middle Eastern realities. Instead, such a mission would be limited to temporary advice, assistance, and support, all of which would be contingent on ISF self-sufficiency. At a minimum, such a mission would require an Office of Security Cooperation based in the U.S. embassy, which would be similar to other arrangements Washington has in other regional capitals, where teams of fewer than 1,000 uniformed military personnel manage foreign military sales and limited training programs. Even the upper limit of any such effort -- possibly including military transition teams (small groups of U.S. forces that live with and train Iraqi counterparts), air support, and intelligence programs -- would be temporary in nature, restricted in size to under 10,000 troops, and not intended to establish a strategic beachhead from which to project U.S. power.  Policymakers and analysts too often measure U.S. influence in Iraq according to troop levels. In fact, the United States has become better able to develop a productive relationship with Iraq by abiding by the terms of the security agreement in good faith -- which means reducing troop levels and withdrawing from Iraqi population centers, as the U.S. military did last June. Because of these actions, the U.S. presence was a relatively minor issue in last month’s elections, whereas in the recent past it was the central issue that drove Iraqi politics and fueled a broad-based insurgency. U.S.-Iraqi cooperation is only sustainable if Iraqis do not fear long-term U.S. plans. The United States will be able to play a stabilizing diplomatic role in Iraq’s ongoing political transition only if Washington and Baghdad continue along the path of normalizing bilateral relations. In this sense, it is the very act of withdrawal that will allow the United States to become a strategic partner for the emerging Iraqi state. 
US withdrawal is the best means to ensure strong US-Iraqi relations for the future

NSN, National Security Network, 4-20-2010, “U.S. and Iraqi Forces Deal Major Blow to al Qaeda in Iraq,” http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1577

Withdrawal of U.S. Forces - which remains on track - is the best vehicle for building a long-term, strategic relationship with Iraq and its people.  General Odierno explained yesterday that the U.S. is on target for withdrawal, saying "I feel very comfortable with us going down to 50,000 as the Iraqi security forces significantly continue to increase their capacities and capabilities."  In an interview with Fox News this weekend, Odierno went into greater detail: "...we are on target to be at 50,000 by August. We will still - we will have formations here that are able to train combat formations. We'll still be able to conduct counterterrorism operations. We'll still be able to support provincial reconstruction teams.  We're at about 95,000 today, Chris, so I - our plans are intact. I feel very comfortable with our plan. And unless something unforeseen and disastrous happens, I fully expect us to be at 50,000 by the 1st of September."  The Center for American Progress's Brian Katulis explains why the withdrawal must take place, pointing out that "Iraq's leaders demanded a clear timeline for troop withdrawals in its negotiations with the Bush administration, and there are strong political actors in Iraq who are demanding an end to what they view as an ‘occupation.'"  Katulis adds that, "Not moving forward with the planned troop drawdown because of protracted political negotiations in Baghdad makes little strategic sense for broader U.S. national security."  Withdrawal is also the best means of solidifying a strategic relationship with the Iraqi people.  As Marc Lynch wrote recently, withdrawal "doesn't mean ignoring Iraq."  What it does mean, according to Lynch, is "moving to develop a normal, constructive strategic relationship with the new Iraqi government, with the main point of contact the Embassy and the private sector rather than the military, and adhering in every way possible to the SOFA (Status of Forces Agreement) and to the drawdown timeline." [General Ray Odierno, CNN, 4/19/10. General Ray Odierno, Fox News, 4/18/10. Brian Katulis, CAP, 4/12/10.Marc Lynch, 3/8/10] 
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Delaying withdrawal jeopardizes US-Iraqi relations – they’ll think it’s indefinite

Howard LaFranchi,  staff writer, 4-28-2010, “US-Iraq relations threatened by Iraq's political quarrels,” Christian Science Monitor, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2010/0428/US-Iraq-relations-threatened-by-Iraq-s-political-quarrels

Clinton’s communiqué contained one slightly veiled message: that the “sovereign” future sought by Iraq – a future free from a sizable foreign-troop presence – becomes more problematic in the aftermath of an opaque and questionable postelection political process.  Some Iraq analysts, in particular former officials from the Bush administration, believe that if Iraq remains politically fragile, the United States will have to consider extending the stay of some combat forces beyond President Obama’s August deadline for withdrawal. But that option, White says, raises other problems for the US – in particular in terms of its image with the Iraqi people and in the region.  “The US has essentially set a goal post,” he says. “But we could face a growing backlash from Iraqis and increased skepticism about our willingness to get out and make way for their full sovereignty if we start walking the deadline back.” 

Solvency

Withdrawing troops undermines terrorists and creates stability

Chris Preble, director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 8-4-2004, “Exiting Iraq and Renewing the War on Al Qaeda,” Cato, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=2770

But the United States need not retain troops in Iraq to protect our vital security interests there. America's capacity for projecting our power around the world is truly unprecedented. Just ask the Taliban, who learned that the United States need not have troops stationed within a given country, or even in the vicinity of a given country, to annihilate an odious regime that threatened the safety and security of Americans.  An orderly withdrawal by U.S. forces can be touted for what it is: a victory for both the United States and Iraq, the logical conclusion to action that resulted in the removal of a brutal dictator. The United States can then use withdrawal from Iraq to its own advantage by countering propaganda by the likes of bin Laden, and other anti-American extremists, who characterize the American occupation as a vehicle for asserting U.S. dominance in the region.  By withdrawing militarily from Iraq, the United States will be broadcasting to the world--in particular the Arab and Muslim worlds--that the United States has no plans to take control of Middle East oil or to otherwise impose its will on the region's populace. Such a message will seriously undermine the terrorists' most effective recruitment tactics. It will also undermine the terrorists' tortured claims that their acts of violence against heroic Iraqis who have willingly cooperated with Coalition forces somehow serve the interests of Iraqis. Such claims were always tenuous: They would be absurd on their face in the absence of a foreign occupation force seen as thwarting the wishes of the Iraqi people. 

The US must fulfill our agreement 100 percent to ensure a long term US-Iraqi partnership

Shadi Hamid, Deputy Director Brookings Doha Center and Christopher r. Hill, 4-4-2010, “POST-ELECTION IRAQ: A CONVERSATION WITH U.S. AMBASSADOR TO IRAQ, CHRISTOPHER R. HILL,” Brookings Institution, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/events/2010/0404_iraq_elections_doha/iraq_elections_transcript.pdf

United States Ambassador to Iraq

Now, why? Does that mean that we felt that maybe pulling out of some of these cities might not have created some -- or allowed the bad guys to go back into the cities? Indeed, there were some tactical risks involved in our full implementation of the security agreement. But we felt that the strategic gain of full implementation of the security agreement greatly exceeded the tactical risks involved. Because, again, I want to stress we want a long-term relationship with Iraq, and the best way to do that is that when we have agreements with the Iraqis, we fulfill them 100 percent. MR. HAMID: But at the same time, at some level, does it really matter if it’s 50,000 troops or 100,000? People in the region have been waiting and hoping for a U.S. -- a full U.S. withdrawal. And how do you think this will play with Arab public opinion? And is it 50 -- does it really make that much of a difference? AMBASSADOR HILL: Well, the agreement with the Iraqis in December 2008 -- I say December; I think it was actually November -- at the end of 2008, the agreement was our forces would begin to reduce such that by the end of December 2011, when the security agreement ends and there’s no basis, no legal basis, for keeping our troops, there would be no U.S. troops. So that’s the agreement. Now, President Obama wanted to put into that agreement -- oh, and the agreement, of course, included June 30th and out of the cities because, you know, for a lot of Iraqis to see, you know, large tactical vehicles going through their towns at night and things like that was difficult for them. And so the Iraqis wanted to see us out of the cities by June 30th, which is why that was part of the agreement. But the issue of reducing to 50,000, that is putting an actual benchmark after some -- originally the concept was some 16 months, and basically a benchmark toward the ultimate goal of 0 by the end of 2011, that was something the Obama Administration added to our obligations, but made it our own obligation to ourselves. So why does it matter when you announce that you’re going to do something? I think it does matter that when you announce something you actually do it. 

Terrorism Add On

US occupation fuels terrorism – removing troops solves

Chris Preble, director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 2004, Exiting Iraq: Why the U.S. Must End the Military Occupation and Renew the War Against Al Qaeda

The U.S.-led invasion and occupation of Iraq undermine the fight against radical Islamic terrorists. Instead of weakening such groups, it aids bin Laden in his quest to marshal the various and competing Islamic factions around the world in a common war against the West. President Bush has repeatedly stated that the war on terrorism is not a war on Islam. And yet, by characterizing the war in Iraq as part of the wider war on terrorism, the president may inadvertently foment the very clash of civilizations he wishes to avoid. Al Qaeda terrorists seized upon the U.S. military presence in Saudi Arabia as a twisted justification for their acts of violence, beginning in the mid-1990s. Those avowed enemies of the West have now been joined by new groups, incensed by the presence of U.S. troops in and near Muslim holy sites in Iraq. They seethe at inadvertent transgressions of Islamic faith and custom. Non-Arab Muslims, even those who are unsympathetic to bin Laden’s radical interpretation of Islamic law, perceive the presence of American forces in Baghdad, once the capital of the Islamic caliphate, as a humiliating affront to Islam; many Arabs view the American military presence in that historic city, long a center of Arab culture, as an insult to all Arabs. Indeed, Ibrahim M. Abu-Rabi, professor of Islamic studies and codirector of the Macdonald Center for the Study of Islam and Christian-Muslim relations at Hartford Seminary, predicted that ‘‘the American occupation of Iraq is certainly going to enhance the position of extremist Islamist movements in the Muslim world.’’76 That danger was recognized by Wolfowitz, who admitted in late February 2003, before the commencement of Operation Iraqi Freedom, that anger at American pressure on Iraq and resentment over the stationing of U.S. forces in Saudi Arabia had ‘‘been Osama bin Laden’s principal recruiting device.’’77 He opined that the removal of U.S. troops from the kingdom would have positive effects throughout the region. ‘‘Just lifting that burden from the Saudis is itself going to open the door’’ to a more peaceful Middle East, Wolfowitz told an interviewer in the spring of 2003.78 Looking ahead to the post-Hussein period, Wolfowitz implied that the removal of Hussein would enable the United States to withdraw troops from the region. ‘‘I can’t imagine anyone here wanting to . . . be there for another 12 years to continue helping recruit terrorists.’’79 And yet Pentagon plans seem to call for a long-term military presence in Iraq. In early May 2004, Defense Department officials  reported that they expected to keep nearly 140,000 troops in Iraq at least through the end of 2005.80 Earlier, military leaders had confided that they expected a sizable U.S. force to remain in Iraq for at least a decade. Gen. Richard Myers was even more blunt, telling reporters in April 2004 that a U.S. troop presence in Iraq might extend for decades.81 Bogged down in a long-term military occupation in Iraq, America faces the prospect of having to combat a perpetually increasing number of new enemies, even as tremendous resources are already being expended to fight existing enemies. Jeffrey Record, a professor at the U.S. Air Force’s Air War College, warns that the ‘‘global war on terrorism as currently defined and waged is dangerously indiscriminate and ambitious’’ and ‘‘strategically unfocused.’’82
Unchecked terrorism will result in extinction

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

Civil War Add On

US occupation makes sectarian violence and instability inevitable – only withdrawing solves

John Conyers Jr., chairman of the House Judiciary Committee, 3-7-2010, “Opposing view: Stick to troop timetable,” USA Today, http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/editorials/2010-03-05-editorial05_ST1_N.htm

While the wisest course of action would have been to avoid this costly conflict entirely, we must, at the very least, honor the Status of Forces Agreement entered into by the U.S. and the Iraqi governments in November 2008. It states that the U.S. will remove its combat troops by the end of this August, followed by the removal of all U.S. forces from the country by Dec. 31, 2011.  All parties, political and otherwise, currently operating in Iraq are relying on the U.S. to follow through on this mutually negotiated troop removal timeline. The fledgling government in Baghdad has derived much of its legitimacy from the Iraqi people by appearing to stand up to the American occupation and by providing internal security independent of U.S. forces.  Moreover, various political, regional and ethnic factions have been operating under the assumption that the American presence was nearing its end. With this understanding, they have been negotiating the political arrangements that will lay the foundation for long-term stability in Iraq.  The success of these efforts could be threatened by our failure to live up to the withdrawal timetable outlined in the agreement. A peaceful, stable government in Iraq can only be achieved when its citizens are focused on the future of their country instead of on an unending military occupation.  

Sectarian violence causes an Iraqi civil war that draws in the entire Middle East

Ashraf Fahim, political analyst, 8-20-2005, “Iraq at the gates of hell,” Asia Times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/GH20Ak01.html

Given all this grist, how might the dark mill of civil war begin turning in Iraq? It might simply develop out of a continuing, steady rise in the vicious cycle of revenge killings. Alternatively, a sudden breakdown of the political process could lead each sect to quickly assert its interests by force: the Kurds attempting to seize Kirkuk, for example, or Arab Sunnis and Shi'ites fighting for control of the mixed Sunni-Shi'ite towns south of Baghdad - all of which would entail ethnic cleansing. Further ideological and interdenominational divisions would also arise. Inter-Shi'ite rivalries were recently on display in the southern town of Samawa, where supporters of SCIRI and influential cleric Muqtada al-Sadr clashed. Muqtada espouses a brand of Iraqi and Islamic nationalism that could lead his Mehdi Army to side with those opposed to federalism if civil war did erupt.  And then there are the neighbors. As professor Juan Cole, an expert in Iraq and Shi'ism, recently wrote in the Nation: "If Iraq fell into civil war between Sunnis and Shi'ites, the Saudis and Jordanians would certainly take the side of the Sunnis, while Iran would support the Shi'ites." In essence, a civil war would see the eight-year Iran-Iraq war of the 1980s replayed on Iraqi territory. To complicate matters, any Kurdish success would draw in Turkey. Beyond Iraq, a civil war could destabilize the Gulf, and thereby the world economy. Sunni-Shi'ite tensions could be kindled in states like Bahrain, Kuwait and most importantly, Saudi Arabia , where an occasionally restive Shi'ite population forms a majority in the eastern part of the country (where all the oil is). 

A new wave of instability in Iraq sparks WWIII

Jorome Corsi, Writer for WorldNetDaily. 1/8/07. World Net Daily, “War with Iran is Imminent.” http://worldnetdaily.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=53669

If a broader war breaks out in Iraq, Olmert will certainly face pressure to send the Israel military into the Gaza after Hamas and into Lebanon after Hezbollah. If that happens, it will only be a matter of time before Israel and the U.S. have no choice but to invade Syria. The Iraq war could quickly spin into a regional war, with Israel waiting on the sidelines ready to launch an air and missile strike on Iran that could include tactical nuclear weapons.  With Russia ready to deliver the $1 billion TOR M-1 surface-to-air missile defense system to Iran, military leaders are unwilling to wait too long to attack Iran. Now that Russia and China have invited Iran to join their Shanghai Cooperation Pact, will Russia and China sit by idly should the U.S. look like we are winning a wider regional war in the Middle East? If we get more deeply involved in Iraq, China may have their moment to go after Taiwan once and for all. A broader regional war could easily lead into a third world war, much as World Wars I and II began

Democracy Add On

Iraq’s democracy is stabilizing but delaying US withdrawal threatens to derail progress after the election

Babak Dehganpisheh, Iraq correspondent, 2-26-2010, “Rebirth of a Nation,” Newsweek
http://www.newsweek.com/2010/02/25/rebirth-of-a-nation.html

Bush's rhetoric about democracy came to sound as bitterly ironic as his pumped-up appearance on an aircraft carrier a few months earlier, in front of an enormous banner that declared MISSION ACCOMPLISHED. And yet it has to be said and it should be understood—now, almost seven hellish years later—that something that looks mighty like democracy is emerging in Iraq. And while it may not be a beacon of inspiration to the region, it most certainly is a watershed event that could come to represent a whole new era in the history of the massively undemocratic Middle East. The elections to be held in Iraq on March 7 feature 6,100 parliamentary candidates from all of the country's major sects and many different parties. They have wildly conflicting interests and ambitions. Yet in the past couple of years, these politicians have come to see themselves as part of the same club, where hardball political debate has supplanted civil war and legislation is hammered out, however slowly and painfully, through compromises—not dictatorial decrees or, for that matter, the executive fiats of U.S. occupiers. Although protected, encouraged, and sometimes tutored by Washington, Iraq's political class is now shaping its own system—what Gen. David Petraeus calls "Iraqracy." With luck, the politics will bolster the institutions through which true democracy thrives.  Of course, as U.S. Ambassador to Baghdad Christopher Hill says, "the real test of a democracy is not so much the behavior of the winners; it will be the behavior of the losers." Even if the vote comes off relatively peacefully, the maneuvering to form a government could go on for weeks or months. Elections in December 2005 did not produce a prime minister and cabinet until May 2006. And this time around the wrangling will be set against the background of withdrawing American troops. Their numbers have already dropped from a high of 170,000 to fewer than 100,000, and by August there should be no more than 50,000 U.S. soldiers left in the country. If political infighting turns to street fighting, the Americans may not be there to intervene.  Anxiety is high, not least in Washington, where Vice President Joe Biden now chairs a monthly cabinet-level meeting to monitor developments in Iraq. But a senior White House official says the group is now "cautiously optimistic" about developments there. "The big picture in Iraq is the emergence of politics," he notes. Indeed, what's most striking—and least commented upon—is that while Iraqi politicians have proved noisy, theatrical, inclined to storm off and push confrontations to the brink, in recent years they have always pulled back.  Think about what's happened just in the last month. After a Shiite--dominated government committee banned several candidates accused of ties to the Baathist regime of Saddam Hussein, there were fears that sectarian strife could pick up again. Saleh al-Mutlaq, who heads one of the largest Sunni parties, was disqualified. He says he tried complaining to the head of the committee, Ahmad Chalabi, and even met with the Iranian ambassador, thinking Tehran had had a hand in what he called these "dirty tricks"—but to no avail.  Two weeks later Mutlaq nervously paced the garden of the massive Saddam--era Al-Rashid Hotel as he weighed his dwindling options. "I got a call from the American Embassy today," he said, grimly. "They said, 'Most of the doors are closed. There's nothing left for us to work.' " He shook his head. "The American position is very weak."  But what's most interesting is what did not happen. There was no call for violence, and Mutlaq soon retracted his call for a boycott. The elections remain on track. Only about 150 candidates were ultimately crossed off the electoral lists. No red-faced Sunni politicians appeared on television ranting about a Shiite witch hunt or Kurdish conspiracy. In fact, other prominent Sunni politicians have been conspicuous for their low profile. Ali Hatem al--Suleiman, a tough, flamboyant Sunni sheik who heads the powerful Dulaim tribe in Anbar province, is running for Parliament on a list with Shiite Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki. He scoffs at effete urban pols like Mutlaq: "They represent nothing. Did they join us in the fight against terrorists? We are tribes and have nothing to do with them."  What outsiders tend to miss as they focus on the old rivalries among Shiites, Sunnis, and Kurds is that sectarianism is giving way to other priorities. "The word 'compromise' in Arabic—mosawama—is a dirty word," says Mowaffaq al-Rubaie, who served for many years as Iraq's national--security adviser and is running for Parliament. "You don't compromise on your concept, your ideology, your religion—or if you do," he flicked his hand dismissively, "then you're a traitor." Rubaie leans in close to make his point. "But we learned this trick of compromise. So the Kurds are with the Shia on one piece of legislation. The Shia are with the Sunnis on another piece of legislation, and the Sunnis are with the Kurds on still another."  The turnaround has been dramatic. "The political process is very combative," says a senior U.S. adviser to the Iraqi government who is not authorized to speak on the record. "They fight—but they get sufficient support to pass legislation." Some very important bills have stalled, most notably the one that's meant to decide how the country's oil riches are divvied up. But as shouting replaces shooting, the Parliament managed to pass 50 bills in the last year alone, while vetoing only three. The new legislation included the 2010 budget and an amendment to the investment law, as well as a broad law, one of the most progressive in the region, defining the activities of nongovernmental organizations.  The Iraqis have surprised even themselves with their passion for democratic processes. In 2005, after decades living in Saddam Hussein's totalitarian "republic of fear," they flooded to the polls as soon as they got the chance. Today Baghdad is papered over with campaign posters and the printing shops on Saadoun Street seem to be open 24 hours a day, cranking out more. Political cliques can no longer rely on voters to rubber-stamp lists of sectarian candidates. Those that seem to think they still might, like the Iranian-influenced Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq, have seen their support wane dramatically. Provincial elections a year ago were dominated by issues like the need for electricity, jobs, clean water, clinics, and especially security. Maliki has developed a reputation for delivering some of that, and his candidates won majorities in nine of 18 provinces. They lead current polls as well.  The word skeptics like to fall back on is "fragile." No one can say for sure whether the Iraqis' political experiment is sustainable. Many U.S. officials see themselves as the key players who hold everything together, massaging egos and nudging adversaries closer together. Some are already talking about revising the schedule whereby all U.S. troops would leave the country in 2011.  But the greater risk may be having the Americans see themselves as indispensable. The fiercely nationalistic Iraqi public still chafes at U.S. interference and resents any Iraqi politicians who seem to be too much in Washington's pockets. Ali Allawi, who was minister of finance and minister of defense early in the post-Saddam government, describes the current scene in Iraq as a "minimalist" democracy built around a "new class" of 500 to 600 politicians. The Middle East has seen this kind thing before, he says, in Egypt and Iraq under British tutelage in the first half of the last century. Then, the elites learned to play party politics, too, but not to meet the needs of the people. "That ended in tears," says Allawi.  In Iraq today, conditions seem more likely to reinforce than to undermine the gains so far. Iraqis have been hardened by a very tough past and now, coming out the other side of the infernal tunnel that is their recent history, many share a sense of solidarity as survivors. "Identities in Iraq are fluid, but there is more of a sense of an Iraqi national identity," says Middle East historian Phebe Marr, whose first research trip to the country was in 1956. 
Democracy Add On

Successful Iraqi democratization is key to prevent Mid-East war

Daniel L. Byman, assistant professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University and Kenneth M. Pollack is director of research at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, Summer 2003, The Washington Quarterly

Full-blown democracy in Iraq offers the best prospects for solving Iraq's problems over the long term for several reasons. Democracy would provide a means for Iraq's ethnic and religious groups for reconciling, or at least create political mechanisms for handling, divisions by means other than force. It would create a truly legitimate Iraqi government—one that did not repress any elements of the Iraqi people but instead worked for all of them. For the first time in Iraq's history, the government would serve to enrich its citizenry rather than enrich itself at its citizenry's expense. Failure to establish democracy in Iraq, on the other hand, would be disastrous. Civil war, massive refugee flows, and even renewed interstate fighting would likely resurface to plague this long-cursed region. Moreover, should democracy fail to take root, this would add credence to charges that the [End Page 134] United States cares little for Muslim and Arab peoples—a charge that now involves security as well as moral considerations, as Washington woos the Muslim world in its war on terrorism. The failure to transform Iraq's government tarnished the 1991 military victory over Iraq; more than 10 years later, the United States must not make the same mistake. 

And, it escalates and goes nuclear

John Steinbach, Hiroshima/Nagasaki Peace Committee, March 2002, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/02.03/0331steinbachisraeli.htm

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

Death Toll Affirmative – 1AC
New government means the US will maintain military troops in Iraq past our current withdrawal deadline

Tim Arango, political analyst, 7-2-2010, “War in Iraq Defies U.S. Timetable for End of Combat,” New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/03/world/middleeast/03iraq.html?_r=1

Beyond August the next Iraq deadline is the end of 2011, when all American troops are supposed to be gone. But few believe that America’s military involvement in Iraq will end then. The conventional wisdom among military officers, diplomats and Iraqi officials is that after a new government is formed, talks will begin about a longer-term American troop presence.  “I like to say that in Iraq, the only thing Americans know for certain, is that we know nothing for certain,” said Brett H. McGurk, a former National Security Council official in Iraq and current fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. “The exception is what’s coming once there’s a new government: they will ask to amend the Security Agreement and extend the 2011 date. We should take that request seriously. ” 

Obama will delay withdrawal – his public statements are meaningless

Jason Ditz, managing news editor at Antiwar.com, 5-19-2010, “Obama’s Iraq Drawdown a Virtual Impossibility,” http://news.antiwar.com/2010/05/19/despite-virtual-impossibility-odierno-claims-august-iraq-drawdown-on-track/print/

President Obama initially promised that the Guantanamo detention facility would be closed in January of 2010. Though it was obvious by May of 2009 the deadline would not be met, officials didn’t admit that fact until mid-November. This is the administration’s way of doing things, to pretend deadlines are “on track” until the last possible minute.  So to with the August Iraq drawdown pledge. The Obama Administration has promised that by August of this year, there will be only 50,000 “non-combat” troops left in Iraq. Since making that promise 15 months ago, only a handful of troops have left, and 94,000 US troops are still there, still engaging in combat missions.  After Iraq’s December election became a January election and finally a March 7 election, it was clear the August deadline would not be met. Privately officials have conceded that the drawdown is being “reconsidered,” in as much as it is virtually impossible now.  But what the Obama Administration talks about privately and its official public stance are often two different things, evidenced today by the claim from US commander in Iraq Gen. Ray Odierno that the drawdown is “on track” and that he is fully committed to meeting the deadline.  The idea that the Obama Administration is even capable of removing 44,000 troops in the next 15 weeks is patently absurd, as he hasn’t managed to remove that many troops in his first 16 months, and the security situation has gotten dramatically worse in that time.  Whereas in early 2009 the situation was comparatively stable, sectarian tensions are on the rise in the wake of a bitterly disputed election, and massive attacks are happening with alarming regularity.  Though the Pentagon insists that it can hypothetically remove 25,000 troops in 4 weeks, and that therefore the 44,000 troops could be removed in this timetable, there is no indication that such an exodus could be accomplished in the face of growing attacks, and despite the claim from some military officials that missing the deadline ‘hasn’t even been discussed’ yet, there is no indication that they are even attempting to do so.  Privately, officials are suggesting that such an attempt would be dangerous, with large numbers of troops being ferried in convoys to the airport providing inviting targets for the rejuvenated insurgency. Publicly, they are unlikely to admit this until the rapidly approaching deadline forces them to. 
Plan: The United States Federal Government should reduce its military presence in Iraq to 50,000 non-combat troops by September of 2010 and withdraw all troops by the end of 2011.

Death Toll Affirmative – 1AC

Death and destruction from the Iraq war has already killed hundreds of thousands of Iraqis
Kelly Dougherty, Executive Director Iraq Veterans Against the War, 2009, “3,000 Too Many U.S. Men and Women Killed in Iraq,” http://www.ivaw.org/node/391

We are nearing the fourth year of the unnecessary, destructive war in Iraq, and things in that country deteriorate by the day. In a country of 25 million, violence, chaos, and a lack of essential services such as electricity, fuel, and clean water continue to be an everyday reality. The “Cradle of Civilization” has been reduced to rubble by the U.S. invasion and occupation. As I write this I can’t help but think that if I were to write a statement or attend a vigil every time one thousand Iraqis were killed, I’d have cramps in my hands from typing and my fingers would be burnt and wax-covered from the melted nubs of spent candles. The most recent estimate of Iraqi deaths, from the Lancet Medical Journal, was a numbing 655,000 children, women, and men

Iraq wants the US gone – it’s the least we can do

John Conyers Jr., chairman of the House Judiciary Committee, 3-7-2010, “Opposing view: Stick to troop timetable,” USA Today, http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/editorials/2010-03-05-editorial05_ST1_N.htm

While the wisest course of action would have been to avoid this costly conflict entirely, we must, at the very least, honor the Status of Forces Agreement entered into by the U.S. and the Iraqi governments in November 2008. It states that the U.S. will remove its combat troops by the end of this August, followed by the removal of all U.S. forces from the country by Dec. 31, 2011.  All parties, political and otherwise, currently operating in Iraq are relying on the U.S. to follow through on this mutually negotiated troop removal timeline. The fledgling government in Baghdad has derived much of its legitimacy from the Iraqi people by appearing to stand up to the American occupation and by providing internal security independent of U.S. forces.  Moreover, various political, regional and ethnic factions have been operating under the assumption that the American presence was nearing its end. With this understanding, they have been negotiating the political arrangements that will lay the foundation for long-term stability in Iraq.  The success of these efforts could be threatened by our failure to live up to the withdrawal timetable outlined in the agreement. A peaceful, stable government in Iraq can only be achieved when its citizens are focused on the future of their country instead of on an unending military occupation.  
The US occupation of Iraq is only making the situation worse

Columbia Spectator, 2-9-2007, “Dems Call for Iraq Withdrawal,” http://www.columbiaspectator.com/2007/02/09/dems-call-iraq-withdrawal

The war in Iraq has become a national disaster unparalleled in recent years. The invasion served to replace tyranny with anarchy that has proven to be even more disastrous. Our continued presence has initiated sectarian violence, worsened America's image abroad, isolated us from our allies, empowered extremists, and led to the tragic deaths of over 3,300 Americans and an untold number of Iraqis-untold because the Bush and Blair administrations refuse to even validate the lives of Iraqis with an official death count. Enough is enough.
Withdrawal is inevitable – delay only risks more lives and destruction

Fox News, 8-5-2005, “Al Qaeda Leader Vows More Attacks, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,164707,00.html

He continued, "The truth that has been kept from you by [President] Bush, [Secretary of State Condoleezza] Rice and [Defense Secretary Donald H.] Rumsfeld is that there is no way out of Iraq without immediate withdrawal, and any delay on this means only more dead, more losses.  "If you don't leave today, certainly you will leave tomorrow, and after tens of thousands of dead, and double that figure in disabled and wounded." 
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The US should stick to its word on this – Iraq wants combat troops gone

Shadi Hamid, Deputy Director Brookings Doha Center and Christopher r. Hill, 4-4-2010, “POST-ELECTION IRAQ: A CONVERSATION WITH U.S. AMBASSADOR TO IRAQ, CHRISTOPHER R. HILL,” Brookings Institution, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/events/2010/0404_iraq_elections_doha/iraq_elections_transcript.pdf

United States Ambassador to Iraq

Now, why? Does that mean that we felt that maybe pulling out of some of these cities might not have created some -- or allowed the bad guys to go back into the cities? Indeed, there were some tactical risks involved in our full implementation of the security agreement. But we felt that the strategic gain of full implementation of the security agreement greatly exceeded the tactical risks involved. Because, again, I want to stress we want a long-term relationship with Iraq, and the best way to do that is that when we have agreements with the Iraqis, we fulfill them 100 percent. MR. HAMID: But at the same time, at some level, does it really matter if it’s 50,000 troops or 100,000? People in the region have been waiting and hoping for a U.S. -- a full U.S. withdrawal. And how do you think this will play with Arab public opinion? And is it 50 -- does it really make that much of a difference? AMBASSADOR HILL: Well, the agreement with the Iraqis in December 2008 -- I say December; I think it was actually November -- at the end of 2008, the agreement was our forces would begin to reduce such that by the end of December 2011, when the security agreement ends and there’s no basis, no legal basis, for keeping our troops, there would be no U.S. troops. So that’s the agreement. Now, President Obama wanted to put into that agreement -- oh, and the agreement, of course, included June 30th and out of the cities because, you know, for a lot of Iraqis to see, you know, large tactical vehicles going through their towns at night and things like that was difficult for them. And so the Iraqis wanted to see us out of the cities by June 30th, which is why that was part of the agreement. But the issue of reducing to 50,000, that is putting an actual benchmark after some -- originally the concept was some 16 months, and basically a benchmark toward the ultimate goal of 0 by the end of 2011, that was something the Obama Administration added to our obligations, but made it our own obligation to ourselves. So why does it matter when you announce that you’re going to do something? I think it does matter that when you announce something you actually do it. 

Withdrawal will be stable – only US presence causes more violence

Michael Wahid Hanna, 4-4-2010, “Stay the Course of Withdrawal,” Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66188/michael-wahid-hanna/stay-the-course-of-withdrawal?page=2

Taking an overly pessimistic view of the current political environment and appraising the ISF’s progress stringently, some U.S. commentators have recently been urging the Obama administration to reconsider its timeline, suggesting that its implementation would destabilize Iraq at its moment of greatest vulnerability. But this allegedly realist view of Iraq’s current predicament is decidedly unrealistic about the country it purports to describe. Indeed, for Washington to seek to abrogate its withdrawal commitments -- and thereby suggest that an extended occupation is back on the agenda -- would not enhance security but would undercut the Iraqi government and risk spurring renewed violence. There is simply no political space for such an eventuality. Moreover, these commentators misunderstand the role of U.S. troops in Iraq, which focuses on training, advising, and assisting the ISF -- tasks that, given the ISF’s increasing independence, can be carried out by the residual U.S. troops envisioned.  The ISF displayed that independence during the recent elections, when it took the lead in providing security and did not require any unplanned assistance from the United States. U.S. forces played a background role that did not depend on large numbers of U.S. military personnel. 
Withdrawing in August prevents instability and violence

Raed Jarrar, Senior Fellow at Peace Action, 5-27-2010, “Don't reward violence in Iraq by extending US troop withdrawal deadline,” Juneau Empire, http://www.juneauempire.com/stories/052710/opi_645328218.shtml

President Obama should not bow to the Beltway voices urging him to keep U.S. troops longer in Iraq.  At a speech at West Point on Saturday, Obama said: "We are poised to end our combat mission in Iraq this summer." His statement, which the cadets greeted with applause, is a reaffirmation of his pledge to have all U.S. combat forces leave Iraq by Aug. 31. Any remaining armed forces are required to leave Iraq by the end of 2011 in accordance with the binding bilateral Security Agreement, also referred to as the Status of Forces Agreement.  But Washington pundits are still pushing Obama to delay or cancel the U.S. disengagement, calling on him to be "flexible" and take into consideration the recent spike of violence in Iraq. Hundreds of Iraqis have been killed and injured during the last few months in what seems to be an organized campaign to challenge U.S. plans.  While most Iraqis would agree that Iraq is still broken, delaying or canceling the U.S. troop removal will definitely not be seen as "flexibility," but rather as a betrayal of promises. Iraqis believe that prolonging the military occupation will not fix what the occupation has damaged, and they don't think that extending the U.S. intervention will protect them from other interventions. The vast majority of Iraqis see the U.S. military presence as a part of the problem, not the solution.  
Politics – Plan Popular

The plan is popular – bipartisan and public support

NSN, National Security Network, 10-27-2009, “Iraq’s Political Challenges Can’t Be Solved By American Troops,” http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1446

Additionally, these conservatives are not in line with the Republican leadership, the Iraqi people and government, nor the American people who all firmly support the Obama plan.  In response to Obama’s withdrawal plan, House Republican leader John Boehner said, “The plan put forward by President Obama continues our strategy of bringing troops home from Iraq as they succeed in stabilizing the country.  I believe he has outlined a responsible approach that retains maximum flexibility to reconsider troop levels and to respond to changes in the security environment should circumstances on the ground warrant.”  Even “Sen. John McCain, who lost his White House bid to Barack Obama last fall, is supporting the president's new plan to pull most U.S. troops out of Iraq by the fall of 2010,” according to CBS.  The plan also enjoys support among the American people.  CNN reports that, “Seven out of ten people questioned in a CNN/Opinion Research Corporation survey released Thursday, the sixth anniversary of the start of the Iraq war, say they support the president's announced plan to remove most U.S. troops from Iraq by August of next year but keep a force of 35,000 to 50,000 in the country.” [Dick Cheney, via NY Times, 03/15/09. Dick Cheney, Center for Security Policy, 10/22/09. Kori Schake, Foreign Policy, 4/09. Bill Kristol, Fox News via Crooks and Liars, 03/01/09. Washington Post, 7/23/09. Brian Katulis, 7/22/09. John Boehner, 2/27/09. CBS News, 2/27/09. New York Times, 2/26/09. CNN, 3/19/09]

Congress supports the plan

Raed Jarrar, senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action, and Erik Leaver, research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies, 5-4-2010, “Top US general miss-steps,” Asia Times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LC04Ak02.html

The US Congress confirmed the president's policy by including clear language recognizing and supporting the deadlines for the withdrawal of combat forces in both the FY10 defense appropriations and defense authorization bills. Last month 28 members of congress, including the chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, sent a letter to Obama commending him on his plan to withdraw combat forces by August 31, regardless of the situation on the ground. 

Congress supports the plan – Farr Amendments proves

Tom Andrews, former congressman from Maine, 5-7-2009, “House Appropriations Committee Moves Against Iraq Mission Creep,” Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/tom-andrews/house-appropriations-comm_b_198997.html

There is good news from the House Appropriations Committee today: Members voted in Congressman Sam Farr's (D-CA) amendment to the supplemental funding bill for Iraq and Afghanistan. This amendment takes two important steps to push back against the disconcerting signs of mission creep in Iraq:  1) It puts Congress on record in support of President Obama's policy to withdraw all U.S. combat forces from Iraq by August 2010 and all of the remaining U.S. forces by the end of 2011; and  2) It orders the Pentagon to provide Congress with a detailed month-by-month report on how the troops, the contractors and the equipment are being removed. 

Politics – Midterms – Dems Good

Delaying withdrawal hurts dems in the midterms

Peter Feaver, staff writer, 4-28-2010, “What’s dictating the Iraq withdrawal timeline?,” Foreign Policy, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/28/whats_dictating_the_iraq_withdrawal_timeline

The original timeline was supposedly dictated by the Iraqi election clock: whatever newly elected Iraqi government took power would need the reassurance of a sizable U.S. combat troop presence for some period of time (months, not weeks) to ensure a smooth transition. On the original political calendar, an August deadline for completing the withdrawal seemed ambitious but doable. The Iraqis are now well off the original political calendar, however, and it now seems likely that by the time of the August deadline there will be no new government seated, or at best one only seated for a few weeks.  The article dangles tantalizingly the possibility that it is the American political calendar that is dictating the timeline now: "... with his liberal base angry at the Afghan troop buildup, any delay of the Iraq drawdown could provoke more consternation on the left." It is hard to predict where August will fall in the Iraqi political trajectory, but it is a rock-solid certainty that August comes comfortably before the U.S. midterm election. The reporters are right that letting the August deadline slide could pose an enormous political headache for an administration already struggling to mobilize its base when the national mood favors the Republicans. But a failure to heed the situation on the ground in Iraq would, I suspect, pose much greater headaches down the road for the administration so I fervently hope that the U.S. midterm elections are not dictating the timeline. 

Delaying withdrawal is unpopular with the democratic base

Peter Baker, political analyst, and Rod Nordland, political analyst, 4-27-2010, “Obama Sticks to a Deadline in Iraq, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/28/world/middleeast/28iraq.html

For Mr. Obama, shifting the deadline would prove complicated for both logistical and political reasons. As he pulls troops out of Iraq, he has been sending more to Afghanistan, putting pressure on the armed forces. And with his liberal base angry at the Afghan troop buildup, any delay of the Iraq drawdown could provoke more consternation on the left.

Kritik Answers

(  )  Acting to prevent this is obligatory – your alternative ignores systemic violence in the middle east

Dora Bakoyannis, foreign minister of Greece, 2007, Mediterranean Quarterly 18.2 (2007) 1-11 Addressing the Security Issue in the Middle East: The Importance of Interrelationship and Inclusion, projectmuse

That was then, however. Today, the Middle East is suffering from a series of vicious wars and a forever stumbling peace. It bears broken promises and lost lives, unspeakable tragedy, untold destruction, and unimaginable pain. It is high time that this suffering ends. The peoples of the Middle East have the right to live in peace. They have the right to live in security and stability. Most people in the region have not felt secure in a very long time; others have never felt the feeling of security. We need to work toward reawakening hope, toward fostering a vision of cohabitation, peace, and development for those [End Page 1] countries and their peoples. Indeed, history has taught us time and again that neither victories in the battlefield nor blind violence against innocent civilians ever solved, or ever will solve, the problems of the Middle East or of any other region. These are issues that require political solutions. Such solutions must surface through diplomatic means, in a spirit of compromise, mutual respect, and acceptance.

Realism is the best framework for understanding the Middle East

Flynt Leverett, senior fellow at New America Foundation, Poly Sci Prof @ MIT, 8-13-2006, “Illusion and Reality,” American Prospect, http://www.prospect.org/cs/articles?articleId=11859

Democrats have fallen into a “soft neconservatism” that has dulled the party's voice on foreign policy. Henry Kissinger once observed that the United States is the only country in which the term “realist” is used as a pejorative. The more progressive elements of the Democratic coalition have been especially strident in voicing their antipathy to Kissingerian realism. But it was the 20th century's greatest Democratic secretary of state, Dean Acheson, who defined a fundamentally realist paradigm for U.S. foreign policy in Europe during the Truman administration that laid the foundations for eventual peaceful victory in the Cold War. America needs that kind of wisdom about the Middle East today. It is time for Democrats to understand that, when it comes to curbing the threats posed by problematic states like Iran, encouraging reform in strategically important states like Egypt and Saudi Arabia, or ensuring Israel's long-term future, realism has become the truly progressive position on foreign policy.

Topicality We Meets
Plan is a substantial reduction in military presence

AP, Associated Press, 5-30-2010, “With Drastically Decreasing Military Presence, U.S. Must Decide What to Do With Iraq War Memorials,” http://www.foxnews.com/us/2010/05/30/drastically-decreasing-military-presence-decide-iraq-war-memorials/

Now, as the United States prepares to dramatically decrease its military presence in Iraq this summer, American commanders are trying to decide what to do with the vast collection of plaques, street signs, and painted concrete barriers dedicated to the men and women who shed their blood in this desert country 

Plan is a reduction of military presence

Craig Whitlock, staff writer, 2-23-2010, “US plans for possible delay in Iraq withdrawal,” Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/02/22/AR2010022202933.html

U.S. commanders have already reduced the presence in Iraq to about 96,000 military personnel, Odierno said -- the first time since the 2003 invasion that fewer than 100,000 U.S. troops have been in the country. The U.S. military presence reached a peak of 166,000 troops in October 2007.

Time tabled withdrawal is a reduction of military presence

World Tribune, 2-19-2010, “U.S. military force in Iraq drops below 100,000,” http://www.worldtribune.com/worldtribune/WTARC/2010/me_iraq0133_02_19.asp

In 2007, the U.S. military reached a peak of 175,000 troops as part of a sustained campaign against Al Qaida. About a year later, amid the flight of Sunni and Shi'ite insurgents, Washington began reducing its military presence in Iraq, with 77,000 soldiers leaving over the last 15 months. 

Obama thinks our plan is T

Greg Sargent, editor of Election Central, 9-10-2007, “Obama On Petraeus: Start Bringing Troops Home Right Now,” TPM, http://tpmelectioncentral.talkingpointsmemo.com/2007/09/_obama_on_petraeus_start_bring.php

Obama's statement on Petraeus is in, and this line leaps out at us:      “I can only support a policy that begins an immediate removal of our troops from Iraq’s civil war, and initiates a sustained drawdown of our military presence.” 

Topicality Definitions

Presence = troops

Oxford dictionary, 2010, http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/view/entry/m_en_us1280472#m_en_us1280472

[in singular] a group of people, especially soldiers or police, stationed in a particular place:the USA would maintain a presence in the Indian Ocean region

Presence = troops

Dictionary.com, 2010, http://www.ask.com/web?q=dictionary%3A+presence&content=ahdict|31257&o=10616&l=dir

The diplomatic, political, or military influence of a nation in a foreign country, especially as evidenced by the posting of its diplomats or its troops there:  “The American diplomatic presence in London began in 1785 when John Adams became our first minister” (Nancy Holmes) 

Reduce is to make smaller

Dictionary.com, 2010, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/reduce?o=100074

to bring down to a smaller extent, size, amount, number, etc.: to reduce one's weight by 10 pounds.
