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*** Timetable CP

1NC: Extend Timetable CP

CP Text: The United States federal government should request that the deadline for the withdrawal of all US troops as per the United States-Iraq Status of Forces Agreement be extended to 2020.
The current timetable is too fast—it gives Iraq no time to readjust and turns the case—a slower timetable solves

James Phillips is Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation., "Charting U.S. Policy after Iraq’s Elections", 3/5/10, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/Charting-US-Policy-after-Iraqs-Elections 

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

Even if maintaining troops in Iraq is bad withdrawing them by 2011 is comparatively worse for Iraqi stability

Yoel Guzansky, researcher at the Institute for National Securities Studies at Tel Aviv University, "“The Forgotten War”: The US Withdrawal from Iraq", 12/14/09, Canada Free Press, http://www.canadafreepress.com/index.php/article/17919//avi
Although the American army has already withdrawn from most of the urban centers (27 in number), it is still playing a decisive role in the war on terrorism in the rural areas and along Iraq’s borders. To a large extent the Iraqi security forces are dependent on the American army for logistics, air support, and intelligence. Withdrawing at the present rate is liable to undermine the fragile achievements attained since 2007, and lead to the renewal of terrorist attacks and sectarian violence. By the end of 2011, when the American withdrawal is due to be completed, Iraq will likely not be able to defend itself from itself and from its neighbors. Iraq still needs to build an effective air force that will be able to defend its skies (the Iraqi air force possesses a few helicopters and a number of reconnaissance and transport planes) and a naval force that will be able to secure the coast as well as Iraqi oil exports. Until then, there is no substitute for the presence of the American forces. As for internal security, it is clear that despite the steady growth in the number of Iraqi security forces (665,000 as of today), their qualifications and loyalties are still in doubt. Even if the overall number of terrorist attacks has decreased, and in certain places even to levels unseen since 2003, as the American withdrawal progresses the terrorist organizations – with emphasis on al-Qaeda in Mesopotamia – will likely try to attack the American forces withdrawing in order to create the impression that the withdrawal is taking place under fire. Similarly, the worsening Kurdish-Arab conflict, such as over the rights to the income from the oil fields in Kirkuk on the border of the Kurdish region, may impel the United States to extend its stay in Iraq in order to prevent bloodshed. Kirkuk, a volatile ethnic mosaic responsible for more than a third of Iraq’s oil output, was “liberated” by the Kurds in 2003 after the fall of Saddam, and has since then been a bone of contention between Baghdad and Arbil regarding control of the city and division of the oil profits. The proximity of the Peshmerga and the government forces, as well as unilateral steps taken by both sides on the ground, may touch off a crisis that would be difficult to contain. To date, the presence of American forces has greatly prevented further deterioration of the situation, making clear the need to arrive at a political formula that would satisfy both sides before the withdrawal is completed. Indeed, it was primarily the American effort that helped achieve the compromise agreement on the manner of the vote in Kirkuk, which allowed the passage of the elections law in its current format. The withdrawal from Iraq is also related to the situation in Afghanistan and heightened US military efforts there. A hasty withdrawal from Iraq with an eye to the effort in Afghanistan is liable to challenge the relative stability in Iraq, lead to increased violence, and ultimately postpone the withdrawal in order to impose order. Conversely, any delay in the withdrawal from Iraq will make reinforcement of the forces in Afghanistan more difficult. President Obama recently announced his intention to reinforce the 68,000 troops already stationed in Afghanistan with an additional 30,000 troops by the summer of 2010, coinciding with the withdrawal of the combat forces from Iraq. Despite the difficulties liable to arise from Iraq’s internal political situation, the level of violence, and Kurdish-Arab tensions, the withdrawal is gathering its own momentum, and will be difficult to stop. President Obama’s determination to withdraw the troops at the current timetable might erode the achievements of the last two years and end the relative calm prevailing in Iraq. Neither the Americans nor the Iraqis are interested in US troops remaining in Iraq indefinitely. Yet while extending the American presence does not guarantee success, a premature withdrawal will necessarily create a security vacuum and make the withdrawal even more dangerous to Iraq than was the incursion. Therefore, the United States will be required to incorporate a measure of flexibility into its exit strategy that will allow it to cope more easily with existing constraints, even if this ultimately means extending America’s military presence in Iraq. 

2NC Solvency

The SOFA allows for mutual changes--Iran would support eliminating the deadline

Phyllis Bennis is a Fellow of the Institute for Policy Studies. Her most recent books include Ending the Iraq  War: A Primer., "Obama To Announce Iraq  Troop Withdrawal  ", 3/1/09, www.voltairenet.org/article159188.html//avi)

According to the U.S. agreement with Iraq - known as a SOFA, or status of forces agreement and signed by a reluctant and defeated White House in the last days of the Bush administration - they couldn’t stay in Iraq indefinitely. The SOFA calls for all U.S. forces to be out of Iraq by the end of December 2011. President Obama’s announcement later this week may even reflect something like this goal too. But. Another "but." The Times admitted the "status-of-forces agreement remains subject to change, by mutual agreement, and U.S. Army planners acknowledge privately that they are examining projections that could see the number of Americans hovering between 30,000 and 50,000 - and some say as high as 70,000 - for a substantial time even beyond 2011." Confirming that claim, retired General Barry McCaffrey, who has been a pretty reliable reflector of U.S. military thinking, wrote an internal report for the Pentagon after a trip to Iraq last year, obtained by The New Republic. McCaffrey wrote, "We should assume that the Iraqi government will eventually ask us to stay beyond 2011 with a residual force of trainers, counterterrorist capabilities, logistics, and air power. (My estimate—perhaps a force of 20,000 to 40,000 troops)." The danger of such covert reclassification is three-fold. First, it continues the obfuscation, deception and lies that characterized how the war was waged from its inception. Second, it violates the agreement for full and complete withdrawal that the U.S. made with Iraqis - remember it was ratified by the parliament, not just signed off by the president as was the case in the U.S. And third, it makes future re-escalation a whole lot easier because the troops are already on the ground. And even if we’re only talking about relatively small contingents of "residual" troops, what would they be doing? Are there plans to change their mission, to end completely any combat role for these remaining troops? If not, the resistance, both civil/political and military, against the U.S. occupation will continue. The references to air power are particularly disturbing. The U.S. appears to be planning to control the skies over Iraq for years to come. As the number of U.S. combat troops decreases, there is the danger that airstrikes will escalate to compensate. That means even more Iraqi civilians being killed by the U.S. military. We need the withdraw all air and naval forces too - something the SOFA agreement mentions, but we have yet to hear anything from the Obama administration. The U.S. has been conducting continuous overflights and regular bombing of Iraq since January 1991 - isn’t 18 years of air war enough? SITTING ON THE SOFA The U.S.-Iraq agreement (which was ratified by the Iraqi parliament but never brought to the U.S. Senate for ratification, as mandated by the Constitution) also requires that a national referendum be held in Iraq during the summer of 2009 to approve or reject the timetable. It is certainly possible that - if the referendum is held at all - a vast majority of Iraqis would call for an even earlier timeline, saying that two and a half more years of occupation is too long. And it seems a real long-shot to imagine that the U.S. - despite the Obama administration’s commitment to diplomacy over force - would agree to abide by the popular will of the Iraqi people and pull out the troops immediately. The SOFA agreement is clear on some things - it calls for all combat troops to be out of Iraqi cities by this summer, and all U.S. forces to be out of Iraq by the end of 2011. It even describes how all the U.S. bases must be turned over to Iraq by the end of 2011 too. But. Another but. The agreement is filled with loopholes big enough to drive an up-armored tank through. The biggest loophole is allowing both sides to suggest changes. The Iraqi government - from its beginnings dependent on and accountable to the U.S. - is certainly different now, it has created a significant domestic power base. But - do we really think that that government would refuse a quiet U.S. "request" for amending the agreement to push back or even eliminate the ostensibly final deadline for the withdrawal of all U.S. troops?
Solvency: 2020 key

Withdrawal by 2020 is best—it’s key to effectively train Iraqi security forces and avoid a destabilizing power vacuum

Rod Nordland is Chief Foreign Correspondent for "Newsweek" magazine, "Ready or Not, Iraq’s Military Prepares to Stand on Its Own", 6/27/09, NYT, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/06/28/weekinreview/28nordland.html?ref=status-of-forces-agreement//avi
It was a small but illuminating episode. No doubt, many Iraqi military and police units are competent enough to operate on their own, but most military analysts who have studied the matter will concede that many if not most still are not. “We need to extend the SOFA” — the Status of Forces Agreement between Iraq and America — “to 2020, 2025,” said Qassim Daoud, an independent Shiite legislator and former national security adviser. He said he believed that the current deadline for total withdrawal, the end of 2011, is unattainable, even though Prime Minister Nuri Kamal al-Maliki insisted on it when the agreement was negotiated with President George W. Bush last year. “I just hope the prime minister realizes we don’t have competent security forces yet.” Come July 1, most American combat troops remaining in the cities will become trainers. In some cases that will be nothing more than a semantic dodge. For the most part, it really will be happening, and many Iraqi troops will indeed be on their own by Wednesday. Except, that is, for their embedded trainers and advisers, who will be fairly numerous — at least 10,000 now, according to military estimates, rising to 35,000 to 50,000 by the high point, according to a Congressional Research Service report last month. In addition, each team will need force protection — that is, other American troops to guard the trainers, mostly from Iraqis they’re teamed with. They will number from 10 to 20 per team of trainers. The fear of fragging is so strong that most trainers live in compounds fortified against the people they’re training, a sort of American fort within the Iraqi fort. Those American troops who do withdraw from the cities, as the bulk of the troops already have, will relocate in huge forward operating bases, or F.O.B.’s, like this one, an old Iraqi airfield in the middle of the Western Desert. Here, there are at least four dining halls seating thousands each, several military bus lines on which to get around, and “cans” or container housing in vast sheds with bombing-resistant thick metal roofs. The United States military has spent more than $100 million on improving its largest forward operating bases in Iraq, leading many critics to suggest that the presence looks permanent. American troop strength will remain at roughly 130,000 until next September, most of them living as “Fobbits,” in G.I. slang. The Iraqis will be able to call on the Fobbits if they get in trouble, but there will be serious political and public relations pressure to make sure that doesn’t happen too much. The insurgents, of course, are likely to do all they can to make sure it does happen. “One would anticipate that there will be fireworks in Baghdad in July,” said John Pike, a military analyst and head of GlobalSecurity.org. Or, as Gen. David Petraeus was fond of saying, “the enemy gets a vote too.” That thought inevitably invites comparisons to President Richard M. Nixon’s Vietnamization strategy, which lasted six years and was a great success at turning over the war effort to the South Vietnamese Army, but a complete failure at helping South Vietnam win. Tens of thousands of American advisers remained behind, but their presence and high profile “gave the perception that the U.S. was in charge, undercutting the Vietnamese officer corps and creating an unconscious dependency,” Col. Dan Smith, a military analyst and critic of that war, has written. And once American financial, military and advisory support was withdrawn, as it was abruptly in 1975, South Vietnamese Army defeats rapidly became routs. Here, Tuesday is only the first hurdle, of course. Next summer, all American combat forces must leave, and by the end of 2011, all United States troops — trainers and all — unless there’s a renegotiation of the status of forces agreement, which seems politically implausible now. Once American troops are gone, it will be time to start dealing with the 800-pound gorilla in the room — Iran, a subject that the Iraqis have studiously evaded discussing publicly, even with the present election turmoil next door. A Shiite Iraqi member of Parliament who did not want to be identified talking about Iran recently related the following conversation with the Iranian ambassador to Iraq: “I asked the Iranian ambassador if he thought there would be a power vacuum in Iraq after the Americans leave,” the official said. The answer was that there certainly would be. And would Iran fill it? The ambassador said no. “So I asked him who would fill it, and he said, ‘Al Qaeda and the Baath,’ ” referring to the Sunni-led party of Saddam Hussein. “ ‘If that happens and I call you to help, will you come?’ ” the Shiite official said he asked. But this time he got no reply. “He couldn’t answer, because he knew that would be like dropping a hundred atomic bombs. All of our Arab neighbors would go to war, even NATO and the United States.” As nearly everyone has realized by now, invading Iraq is a lot easier than withdrawing from it.

AT: Iraq won’t agree
Even if Iraq wants withdrawal they’ll inevitably agree to host troops past the deadline

Thomas E. Ricks, a senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security who covered the war in Iraq for The Washington Post, is the author of “Fiasco” and “The Gamble.” He also writes the Best Defense blog for Foreign Policy magazine., "Extending Our Stay in Iraq", 2/23/10, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/24/opinion/24ricks.html?pagewanted=2&ref=status-of-forces-agreement

Extending the American military presence will be even more politically controversial in Iraq, and for that reason, it would be best to let Iraqi leaders make the first public move to re-open the status of forces agreement of 2008, which calls for American troops to be out of the country by the end of next year. But I think leaders in both countries may come to recognize that the best way to deter a return to civil war is to find a way to keep 30,000 to 50,000 United States service members in Iraq for many years to come. These troops’ missions would be far narrower than during the surge era; their primary goal would be to train and advise Iraqi security forces and to carry out counterterrorism missions. (It is actually hard to get below 30,000 and still have an effective force; many troops are needed for logistics, maintenance, medical, intelligence, communications and headquarters jobs, and additional infantry units are then needed to protect the people performing those tasks.)

***Extensions CP

1NC: Extensions CP

Counterplan Text: The United States federal government should draw down troop levels in Iraq to 30,000 for ISF training by December 2011. 

We should leave in 30,000 troops to help train the ISF

Center for a new American Security  February 2010 (Thomas e. Ricks “The Burden: America’s Hard Choices in Post-Election Iraq”)

By late summer, the Obama Administration may  find itself in the uncomfortable position of reconsidering its vows to get out of combat in Iraq by  August and to remove all troops by the end of  2011. This will be politically difficult for the president, but he has shown admirable flexibility in  his handling of Iraq. Judging by a recent series of  discussions I have had across the country, from  California to Kentucky to South Carolina and New  Hampshire, the American people now wish the  United States had never become entangled in Iraq,  but they understand just how precarious the situation is and appear willing to give the president a  surprising amount of leeway on it.³  Extending the U.S. military presence will be even  more politically difficult in Iraq, and for that reason, it  would be best to let Iraqi leaders make the first public move to re-open the Status of Forces Agreement.  Few observers expect Iraqi forces to be able to stand  entirely on their own by the end of next year, so at  some point the SOFA is going have to be re-visited.  The only question is when and how. Leaders in both  countries may come to recognize that the best way  to deter a return to civil war is to find a way to keep  30,000 to 50,000 U.S. troops there for many years to  come. Their missions would be far narrower than during the surge era and would primarily involve training  and advising Iraqi security forces and carrying out  counter-terror missions. It is actually quite hard  to get below 30,000 and still maintain an effective  force, because in order to carry out those missions,  surprisingly large numbers are needed for logistical,  maintenance, medical, intelligence, communications  and headquarters functions, and additional infantry  units must then protect those troops. During the presidential campaign, Obama stated that his “guiding  approach” to Iraq is “that we’ve got to make sure that  our troops are safe and that Iraq is stable.”⁴ Military  planners are likely to tell him that going below those  levels would be unsafe, and further, less likely to help  Iraq become truly stable. 

Even if they win that US forces cause instability, their continued presence prevents civil war escalation

Center for a new American Security  February 2010 (Thomas e. Ricks “The Burden: America’s Hard Choices in Post-Election Iraq”)

Such a relatively small, tailored force is not big enough  to wage a war, but it might be just enough to deter a  new one from breaking out. Keeping American troops  in Iraq may in fact just buy time. But, if by maintaining a presence, the United States can help Iraq avoid  sliding back into civil war, it should do so. Such a civil  war would be a three- or four-sided affair, with the  Shiites breaking into pro- and anti-Iranian factions,  and could easily metastasize into a regional war.  Neighboring powers such as Turkey and Iran already  are involved in Iraqi affairs, and Arab states would  be unlikely to stand by and watch a Shiite-dominated  regime in Baghdad slaughter and displace the Sunni  minority. A regional war in the middle of the world’s  largest oil patch could shake the global economy to its  foundations and would likely make the current recession look mild.

Extension Counterplan- Impact Xtns

Continued US Mil presence solves ISF professionalism and prevents a revert to civil war

Center for a new American Security  February 2010 (Thomas e. Ricks “The Burden: America’s Hard Choices in Post-Election Iraq”)

In addition, a continued U.S. military presence may  help Iraq move forward politically. Few if any Iraqis  particularly like this presence, but many groups  seem to trust the Americans as “honest brokers,”  and military officials say their presence has been  a major factor in keeping factional fighting from  breaking out several times in recent years, especially between Kurds and Arabs.   Finally, there is a moral, humanitarian and political  benefit: Having Americans present in Iraqi military  and police units may improve the behavior of Iraqi  forces, discouraging relapses to Saddam-era abuses  or the use of force for private ends. U.S. advisors  not only instruct Iraqi commanders, they also  monitor them. For example, in The Gamble, I wrote  about a Turkmen Shiia police chief who used his  pull with an Iraqi general to call an air strike on a  Sunni village as part of his ethnic cleansing work.  As it happened, the American gunships, seeing no hostile actions or threats in the village, declined  to fire into it. Making U.S. forces a tool for internal feuds would be worse than simply leaving  altogether.

US military presence and ISF training prevents a reversion to civil war

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
By every measure, Iraq has become more secure and stable since its paroxysm of violence in 2006–2007. Yet, simply to extrapolate this progress into the future could cause serious mistakes in U.S. assess- ments, policies, and plans. Take the recent trend of Sunni acceptance of Iraq’s post-Saddam political order, for example: The persistent Sunni grievances and formidable fighting capabilities outside of state control perpetuate a danger of renewed armed struggle triggered by Sunni- extremist terror, government mistreatment, or the departure of U.S. troops from Sunni-Shi’a–contested areas. Iraq remains both complex and fluid: The interaction of political groups still suspicious of one another, the flaring of threats old and new, and now the departure of the strongest force in the country could all disturb Iraq’s internal secu- rity and stability. When violence in Iraq was at its worst, extremists were able to stoke fighting between large, well-armed Sunni and Shi’a factions vying for political control and resources. Consequently, Iraq’s nascent post- Saddam political order was engulfed by sectarian violence. Whether by Sunni insurgents or Shi’a militia—e.g., Muqtada al-Sadr’s Jaish al- Mahdi (JAM)—force was seen as the surest path to political advantage. The reluctance of most major groups, opposing Shi’a rule or not, to give up their private armies was both a cause and result of the politics of force. In turn, wanton violence by extremists—e.g., al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) and Shi’a special groups (SGs), both aggravated and exploited the absence of political order among the main groups.  This deadly cycle of violence ended in 2007–2008, as Sunni tribes turned against AQI, the U.S. troop surge curbed sectarian killing in Baghdad, al-Sadr ordered JAM to cease fire, and the ISF, supported by coalition forces, suppressed the SGs. The main political factions have largely, though not irrevocably, eschewed violence in favor of political engagement to advance their agendas, even cooperating to confront their common concerns (including terrorism itself), while maintaining their ability to use force. While extremists’ thirst for violence against the Iraqi state, mainstream parties, ordinary Iraqis, and U.S. personnel is unquenched, they lack the physical means, popular support, and (for now) foreign backing to re-ignite large-scale, factional violence.   It is up to leaders of the main Sunni, Shi’a, and Kurdish factions to decide whether to continue to address their differences and compete within the political system or violently. With U.S. troops leav- ing, a central factor in their decisions, given Iraq’s history of political violence—much of it by the state—will be the strength, professional- ism, and reliability of the ISF, especially the military and Federal Police (FP).4 The ISF will soon be the strongest force in the country. How this shift from U.S.-led to Iraqi-led security will affect Iraq’s future depends on the particulars of U.S. withdrawal, the rate and nature of improvement in ISF capabilities, how the Iraqi government controls and employs the ISF, and how key political leaders see their options in light of these variables and Iraq’s unclear future. In this connection, Iraq’s stability and security depend increas- ingly on whether the Shi’a-led GoI wields its growing political and armed power effectively, responsibly, impartially, and constitutionally. Either a pattern of GoI abuse of power or a power vacuum caused by the withdrawal of U.S. troops before the ISF can adequately replace them could impel or tempt main opposition groups to choose force over peaceful politics. In sum, two pivotal issues facing the United States as its forces leave are the strategic choices of the main factions and how the GoI uses state power.

Extension Counterplan- ISF Training Net Benefit

US must commit itself to training the ISF to foster professionalism.
RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
Even as it helps the ISF become more capable, the U.S. military in Iraq should redouble efforts to instill and institutionalize professionalism in the ISF, including civilian oversight, apolitical conduct, merit over personal ties, representative and non-sectarian composition and leadership, non-sectarianism, stewardship of public resources, regard for the population’s safety and rights, intolerance for abusive conduct, the creation of good institutional practices to do these things, and, if need be, resistance to being used for partisan purposes. These values may be have slipped recently—a troubling trend, which could become more pronounced as U.S. forces withdraw.8   Interviews indicate that, while new Iraqi military leaders—field- grade officers and some brigadiers—accept the need for a professional force that has loyal civilian leadership, the old guard—which has been growing in power in the MoD—retains much of the conspiratorial nature that has led to politicization and coups in the past. A culling of problematic leaders may be necessary in the future to ensure the loy- alty and professional nature of the ISF, and of the army in particular. Exercising care so that such a culling does not become an ethnic or sectarian purge would be important. Having said this, it is doubtful that the United States will have any say in the culling, let alone in the ethno-sectarian composition of ISF leadership. The best the United States can do is to instill professionalism through its training programs and personal military-to-military ties. Another way for the U.S. military to help improve ISF capa- bilities without provoking fear or force among main opposition groups is to steer the Iraqi military toward capabilities that can contain and defeat extremist threats while not posing a threat to legitimate political actors. This is a complex and sensitive matter, given Iraqi sovereignty, but important to address nevertheless. Clearly, the ISF need the capa- bility to counter large-scale insurgency of the sort waged from 2003 to 2007. At a minimum, this means that the ISF should be able to defeat any force and exert control, forcibly if necessary, over all provinces other than those of the KRG (for which KRG internal security forces are responsible). This should be attained, with some U.S. support (e.g., intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance, or ISR, and air power).9 

ISF stability key to prevent internal conflict

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
Note that accelerated enhancement of the ISF could shorten the time during which Sunnis and Kurds may feel that their forces could succeed against those of the GoI.43 At the same time, recall that the ISF, if politicized or misused by the GoI, can also pose danger to Iraq’s stability.44 Thus, efforts to hasten ISF improvement present a dilemma: on the one hand, improving the ability of the ISF to counter force by main opposition groups, especially Sunni and Kurds and, on the other, increasing the danger of abuse of power by the GoI or the ISF, which the Sunnis and Kurds would almost certainly forcibly resist, despite any military disadvantages. For the United States, the best hope for resolving this dilemma is to instill professionalism, accountability, and impartiality in Iraqi forces as their capabilities are improved—an imperative to which we will return    

Extension Counterplan- ISF Training Net Benefit

Willingness of Iraq’s army to submit to political oversight will prevent multiple scenarios of destabilizing influence

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
The leadership of the Iraqi armed forces—the army in particular—has traditionally been an identity group itself. To pose a threat to Iraq’s political order, the army could capture or depose the ruling party, or establish itself as the arbiter of political power by interfering in politics (e.g., by either warning or deposing any government that strays from the army’s version of order). It could also throw its weight behind or against political actors to suit its definition of national interests and order. The Iraqi Armed Forces are now the second-strongest armed force in the country and, as U.S. forces leave, will become the strongest. The United States is making and will continue to make great efforts to improve all ISF. With the Iraqi Army expanding and improving as U.S. forces leave, the generals will have a growing ability to use force, including for political purposes—a danger exacerbated by weak civil- ian oversight of the MoD.40 Of course, having this capability does not mean that it will be used: It depends on how professional, responsible, and accepting of legitimate political oversight the army is—something over which the U.S. military has some, though ebbing, influence.    The belief that a more authoritarian Iraqi government or asser- tive military would improve security and stability in Iraq and reward U.S. interests could be a dangerous illusion. Major opposition groups, especially Kurds and Sunnis, would be able and, likely, determined to resist GoI abuse of power and Shi’a domination. Political leaders from the KRG and ISCI have made it clear that they would act politically if Prime Minister al-Maliki continued to consolidate power in excess of that permitted by the constitution, and they could act violently, as some of them control large armed groups.41 Local Sunni leaders inter- viewed in Iraq in October 2008 also made clear that they would use force to counter an “Iranian government.” In sum, the danger of large-scale violence by core actors could climb rather than fall with GoI abuse of power. While the ISF may eventually become so strong and Shi’a dominated that the Sunnis and Kurds must accept Shi’a rule, that day is far off, especially with eco-  nomic constraints on the GoI’s ability to build powerful armed forces and ethno-sectarian tensions within the army leadership. Meanwhile, the United States should firmly oppose authoritarian tendencies, for the sake not only of U.S. values but also of the U.S. interests for which it has fought and sacrificed in Iraq.

Extension Counterplan- SOI Backlash Net Benefit

The SOI is currently destabilizing due to lack of employment oppurtunities prompting attacks against the ISF, a delayed transfer of power key to deter

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
The most likely catalyst of renewed, large-scale, armed Sunni resistance would be a GoI failure to provide jobs for SoI, leaving these ex-insurgents without jobs and with scores to settle.23 As this is writ- ten, only 5,000 of the 20,000 SoI members who were promised ISF positions by the GoI have been hired.24 Most of the other 80,000 or so have no stable civilian livelihood. With scant evidence of GoI com- mitment to help SoI find jobs and no assurance that they will continue to receive outright payments, there is reason for concern that these ex-combatants could turn to force against Shi’a and the state as U.S. forces depart. SoI have sufficient organization and arms to challenge the ISF for control of predominantly Sunni provinces (e.g., Al Anbar) today25 but not to gain control of mixed areas that could be contested (e.g., west- ern Baghdad). As time passes and ISF capabilities increase, force will become a less promising and more risky option for SoI. SoI violence would likely not undermine the loyalty or cohesion of the Iraqi Army or FP (which, in any case, is Shi’a dominated), though it could hurt the Iraqi Police Services (IPS). Ironically, these former insurgents may not be eager to see U.S. forces depart, because these forces provide Sunnis with protection and have influence with the GoI and the ISF.   A second potential source of Sunni violence is persons formerly affiliated with the Ba’ath party who have the potential to affect Sunni politics and Iraq’s stability. Though ex-Ba’athists operate mainly from exile, many Sunnis still consider them genuine community leaders. Some of these operatives are top-level Ba’ath-party hardliners who regard exiled Saddam lieutenant Izzat al-Duri as the rightful successor can be viewed as fringe extremists. These are unlikely to return, and, if they did, it would likely be more a consequence than cause of renewed broad-based armed Sunni opposition. More consequential as poten- tial drivers of mainstream Sunni opposition are former Ba’athists of a technocratic rather than ideological bent—e.g., former senior govern- ment officials and military officers. Many of these were not in the top four tiers of the Ba’ath party and so could participate in government and politics under current de-Ba’athification laws. In any case, they are unlikely to advocate or organize renewed Sunni insurgency.

Extension Counterplan- Kurd attack Net Benefit

The cause of violence in Iraq is based on sectarian military postures and leadership, Kurds will use the US pullout as a perfect time to attack the ISF

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
As noted, a critical factor in assessing the potential of dangers involving core actors is the shifting balance of armed power, in fact, as well as in the perceptions of the decision-makers of the core groups. Table 2.1 summarizes our assessment of roughly when and how effectively the ISF could deal with threats from other armed forces within Iraq. The ISF can already contain but cannot, for the foreseeable future, com- pletely defeat extremists, who can melt temporarily into the popula- tion or neighboring countries. The ISF can also contain and soon, if not already, can defeat organized JAM threats.42 The ISF also have the ability to contain SoI violence and may be able, before long, to defeat- SoI, except perhaps in predominantly Sunni-populated areas. The ISF should soon be able to keep the Peshmerga from seizing contested territory by force, with the possible exception of areas where Kurds are in the majority and could facilitate Peshmerga operations. The ISF will be unable to defeat the Peshmerga on Kurdish soil for years to come.  Another way of looking at these force relationships is in the con- text of the security gap described earlier. Figure 2.6 includes—in a notional way—the capabilities of JAM, SoI, and the Peshmerga. It reflects our judgment that, despite the decline of U.S. capabilities and slow improvement of the ISF, JAM is already vulnerable to military defeat. It also indicates that the ISF would have difficulty defeating SoI for a brief period after U.S. force withdrawal begins, after which the potential SoI threat would abate. In contrast, the Kurds have a lengthy period during which the ISF would be hard-pressed against them in outright hostilities—again, especially where Kurd majorities would give the Peshmerga operational advantages. This might lead Kurdish leaders to judge that the time to use force, if at all, is as U.S. forces leave and before the ISF are able to defeat the Peshmerga. This creates a window of danger of Kurdish-Arab conflict in the next few years.

US presence key to deter ISF/Kurd army hostilities

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
Neither the ISF nor the Peshmerga pose a direct threat to U.S. forces or personnel, but conflict between the two could put Americans at risk. This would not be in the form of attacks on withdrawing forces but, rather, could result from a failure of mediation along the Arab-Kurdish seam in northern Iraq, as discussed earlier. The location, scale, and functions of U.S. forces in KRG-GoI–contested areas would determine the level of danger. We want to stress that the risk to U.S. troops resulting from Kurdish-Arab fighting does not justify the complete elimination of U.S. military presence from the contested areas, where such presence may help avert such fighting in the first place.

1NC: Professionalism NB
Willingness of Iraq’s army to submit to political oversight will prevent multiple scenarios of destabilizing influence

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
The leadership of the Iraqi armed forces—the army in particular—has traditionally been an identity group itself. To pose a threat to Iraq’s political order, the army could capture or depose the ruling party, or establish itself as the arbiter of political power by interfering in politics (e.g., by either warning or deposing any government that strays from the army’s version of order). It could also throw its weight behind or against political actors to suit its definition of national interests and order. The Iraqi Armed Forces are now the second-strongest armed force in the country and, as U.S. forces leave, will become the strongest. The United States is making and will continue to make great efforts to improve all ISF. With the Iraqi Army expanding and improving as U.S. forces leave, the generals will have a growing ability to use force, including for political purposes—a danger exacerbated by weak civil- ian oversight of the MoD.40 Of course, having this capability does not mean that it will be used: It depends on how professional, responsible, and accepting of legitimate political oversight the army is—something over which the U.S. military has some, though ebbing, influence.    The belief that a more authoritarian Iraqi government or asser- tive military would improve security and stability in Iraq and reward U.S. interests could be a dangerous illusion. Major opposition groups, especially Kurds and Sunnis, would be able and, likely, determined to resist GoI abuse of power and Shi’a domination. Political leaders from the KRG and ISCI have made it clear that they would act politically if Prime Minister al-Maliki continued to consolidate power in excess of that permitted by the constitution, and they could act violently, as some of them control large armed groups.41 Local Sunni leaders inter- viewed in Iraq in October 2008 also made clear that they would use force to counter an “Iranian government.” In sum, the danger of large-scale violence by core actors could climb rather than fall with GoI abuse of power. While the ISF may eventually become so strong and Shi’a dominated that the Sunnis and Kurds must accept Shi’a rule, that day is far off, especially with eco-  nomic constraints on the GoI’s ability to build powerful armed forces and ethno-sectarian tensions within the army leadership. Meanwhile, the United States should firmly oppose authoritarian tendencies, for the sake not only of U.S. values but also of the U.S. interests for which it has fought and sacrificed in Iraq.

1NC: Professionalism NB
The cause of violence in Iraq is based on sectarian military postures and leadership, Kurds will use the US pullout as a perfect time to attack the ISF

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
As noted, a critical factor in assessing the potential of dangers involving core actors is the shifting balance of armed power, in fact, as well as in the perceptions of the decision-makers of the core groups. Table 2.1 summarizes our assessment of roughly when and how effectively the ISF could deal with threats from other armed forces within Iraq. The ISF can already contain but cannot, for the foreseeable future, com- pletely defeat extremists, who can melt temporarily into the popula- tion or neighboring countries. The ISF can also contain and soon, if not already, can defeat organized JAM threats.42 The ISF also have the ability to contain SoI violence and may be able, before long, to defeat- SoI, except perhaps in predominantly Sunni-populated areas. The ISF should soon be able to keep the Peshmerga from seizing contested territory by force, with the possible exception of areas where Kurds are in the majority and could facilitate Peshmerga operations. The ISF will be unable to defeat the Peshmerga on Kurdish soil for years to come.  Another way of looking at these force relationships is in the con- text of the security gap described earlier. Figure 2.6 includes—in a notional way—the capabilities of JAM, SoI, and the Peshmerga. It reflects our judgment that, despite the decline of U.S. capabilities and slow improvement of the ISF, JAM is already vulnerable to military defeat. It also indicates that the ISF would have difficulty defeating SoI for a brief period after U.S. force withdrawal begins, after which the potential SoI threat would abate. In contrast, the Kurds have a lengthy period during which the ISF would be hard-pressed against them in outright hostilities—again, especially where Kurd majorities would give the Peshmerga operational advantages. This might lead Kurdish leaders to judge that the time to use force, if at all, is as U.S. forces leave and before the ISF are able to defeat the Peshmerga. This creates a window of danger of Kurdish-Arab conflict in the next few years.

1NC: Professionalism NB
Any change in Iraq’s core groups violence would increase probality of a destabilization of all of Iraq

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
The security dangers diagnosed in the preceding sections could be aggravated by their interaction. Figure 2.7 indicates this. In it, some 17 dangers (described in those previous sections) are shown on both axes of the matrix, clustered according to group—Kurds, Sunnis, and Shi’as, as well as GoI. Causal relationships, from strongly positive influence to strongly negative influence, are color coded. Each danger listed on the left may make more or less likely (in varying degrees) each danger listed across the top. For example, increased Kurdish reliance on force could result in a more authoritarian GoI and assertive ISF. In turn, a more assertive, if not authoritarian, GoI and assertive ISF would increase the likelihood of renewed, broad-based, armed Sunni resistance. This example underscores the danger of a destructive dynamic in Iraq’s security and politics, especially among main groups. Thus, while no single core danger may be likely, if one occurs, the probability of others could grow. This matrix highlights several particularly important links: • The resumption of Sunni insurgency, e.g., by SoI, could lead the GoI to tighten its control, extend its authority, and use the ISF more aggressively, at least against Sunnis. • Sunni violence is likely to provoke Shi’a violence, both state and non-state. • A more authoritarian, possibly more unified (Shi’a-Sunni), GoI would cause Kurds to draw back from the Iraqi political order, pull forces and commanders out of the ISF, and pursue a stronger, more autonomous, and larger Kurdistan  Overall, this analysis underscores the centrality for Iraq’s security of whether, as U.S. forces withdraw and the balance of armed power in Iraq shifts toward the ISF, the Kurds and Sunnis pursue their interests and their opposition peacefully and whether the Shi’a-led GoI handles its power responsibly. In view of the interaction of dangers, if any of these three main actors turns to force, the core as a whole would be sig- nificantly more likely to splinter, and Iraq’s security and stability could collapse. This would damage most if not all of the U.S. interests listed in Chapter One.

Solvency Extensions

ISF stability key to prevent internal conflict

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
Note that accelerated enhancement of the ISF could shorten the time during which Sunnis and Kurds may feel that their forces could succeed against those of the GoI.43 At the same time, recall that the ISF, if politicized or misused by the GoI, can also pose danger to Iraq’s stability.44 Thus, efforts to hasten ISF improvement present a dilemma: on the one hand, improving the ability of the ISF to counter force by main opposition groups, especially Sunni and Kurds and, on the other, increasing the danger of abuse of power by the GoI or the ISF, which the Sunnis and Kurds would almost certainly forcibly resist, despite any military disadvantages. For the United States, the best hope for resolving this dilemma is to instill professionalism, accountability, and impartiality in Iraqi forces as their capabilities are improved—an imperative to which we will return    

The US should instill professionalism in the ISF

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
Even as it helps the ISF become more capable, the U.S. military in Iraq should redouble efforts to instill and institutionalize profession- alism in the ISF, including civilian oversight, apolitical conduct, merit over personal ties, representative and non-sectarian composition and leadership, non-sectarianism, stewardship of public resources, regard for the population’s safety and rights, intolerance for abusive conduct, the creation of good institutional practices to do these things, and, if need be, resistance to being used for partisan purposes. These values may be have slipped recently—a troubling trend, which could become more pronounced as U.S. forces withdraw.8   Interviews indicate that, while new Iraqi military leaders—field- grade officers and some brigadiers—accept the need for a professional force that has loyal civilian leadership, the old guard—which has been growing in power in the MoD—retains much of the conspiratorial nature that has led to politicization and coups in the past. A culling of problematic leaders may be necessary in the future to ensure the loy- alty and professional nature of the ISF, and of the army in particular. Exercising care so that such a culling does not become an ethnic or sectarian purge would be important. Having said this, it is doubtful that the United States will have any say in the culling, let alone in the ethno-sectarian composition of ISF leadership. The best the United States can do is to instill professionalism through its training programs and personal military-to-military ties. Another way for the U.S. military to help improve ISF capa- bilities without provoking fear or force among main opposition groups is to steer the Iraqi military toward capabilities that can contain and defeat extremist threats while not posing a threat to legitimate political actors. This is a complex and sensitive matter, given Iraqi sovereignty, but important to address nevertheless. Clearly, the ISF need the capa- bility to counter large-scale insurgency of the sort waged from 2003 to 2007. At a minimum, this means that the ISF should be able to defeat any force and exert control, forcibly if necessary, over all provinces other than those of the KRG (for which KRG internal security forces are responsible). This should be attained, with some U.S. support (e.g., intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance, or ISR, and air power).9 

US Presence k2 prevent Kurd conflict

US presence key to deter ISF/Kurd army hostilities

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
Neither the ISF nor the Peshmerga pose a direct threat to U.S. forces or personnel, but conflict between the two could put Americans at risk. This would not be in the form of attacks on withdrawing forces but, rather, could result from a failure of mediation along the Arab-Kurdish seam in northern Iraq, as discussed earlier. The location, scale, and functions of U.S. forces in KRG-GoI–contested areas would determine the level of danger. We want to stress that the risk to U.S. troops resulting from Kurdish-Arab fighting does not justify the complete elimination of U.S. military presence from the contested areas, where such presence may help avert such fighting in the first place.

***Soft Power Advantage CP

1NC: Charities CP

CP Text: The USfg should fund international charities. 

Providing international charities with funding increases US soft power. 

Garry W. Jenkins, Associate Dean for Academic Affairs and Associate Professor of Law at The Ohio State University Moritz College of Law, “ 2006-2007,  Soft Power, Strategic Security and International Philanthropy”, 85 N.C. L. Rev. 773, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Pagehandle=hein.journals/nclr85&div=25&g_sent=1&collection=journals, CY

This Article examines a variety of regulatory rules, administrative responses, and legislative actions designed to prevent nonprofit organizations from unwittingly providing support to terrorist groups around the world. A combination of federal executive orders, legislation, and administrative guidelines is intended to enhance U.S. security interests, protect American charities from abuse, and ultimately keep U.S. citizens safe by stemming the flow of funds to terrorists. Although these may be laudable goals, the government’s approach may actually have the effect of undermining U.S. security interests by inadvertently chilling the flow of charitable dollars overseas to address serious problems, including those associated with the root causes of terrorism, such as extreme poverty, inadequate access to health care, stalled economic development, and poor education systems. The central argument of this Article is that burdens placed on international philanthropy exact more than merely administrative costs from U.S. grantmakers; they also exact security costs affecting U.S. interests that have been underappreciated by policymakers. Specifically, overseas grantmaking serves as an ally in the war against terrorism by contributing to public diplomacy efforts supporting a positive image of the United States abroad through international humanitarian relief activities, and by generating U.S. “soft power” used to garner multilateral cooperation in foreign affairs. Only by recognizing and acknowledging international philanthropy’s tangible contributions to the national security agenda will the federal government begin to shift its current regulatory approach to overseas grantmaking from focusing exclusively on conceivable charitable abuses by terrorists to a more balanced and strategic response. U.S. policy should address legitimate and well-founded concerns about terrorist financing while simultaneously ensuring and even encouraging U.S. charities’ and private foundations’ continued engagement in international programs and giving. International charity should not become a victim of the global fight against terrorism but should be treated as a front-line ally.

XT: Solvency

Providing humanitarian aid would increase US soft power. 

Joseph S. Nye Jr, Dean, Kennedy School of Government, 2008, 'Recovering American Leadership', Survival, 50: 1, 55 — 68, http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/884518_731197592_790435554.pdf, CY
Washington should also make international development a higher priority, for this too is an important global public good. Much of the world is in turmoil, mired in vicious cycles of disease, poverty and political instability. Financial and scientific help from rich countries is important not only for humanitarian reasons, but to prevent failed states from becoming sources of disorder for the rest of the world. Unfortunately, the US record here is less than impressive. Protectionist trade measures passed by Congress often hurt poor countries most, and foreign assistance is generally unpopular with the American public. Development will take a long time, and the international community needs to explore better ways to make sure that help actually reaches the poor, but both prudence and a concern for soft power suggest that the United States should lead in making development a higher priority.

***Airforce/Stability Advantage CP
1NC: Airforce PIC

US bombings in Northern Iraq are key to US Turkey relations key to Iraq stabilization 

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization June 14, 2010 Frederic Wehrey Dalia Dassa Kaye Jessica Watkins Jeffrey Martini and Robert A. Guffey (“The Middle East After the Iraq War THE IRAQ EFFECT”)
Another policy focus at the regional level that flows from our analysis is the need to strengthen U.S. relations with Turkey. Turkey can serve as a bridge for improving relations and modifying the behavior of cur rent adversaries, such as Iran and Syria (as mentioned earlier, Turkey’s relationship with both countries has strengthened because of common concerns over Kurdish separatism and terrorist acts within their nations in the aftermath of the Iraq War). Turkey has already demonstrated an interest in regional mediation by facilitating indirect dialogue between Israel and Syria, and the United States should encourage such efforts.  Rather than force our allies into a blocklike containment approach, we should view regional allies’ relationships with such countries as Iran and Syria as an opportunity and leverage their roles to the extent possible.  Turkey’s interests in and extensive economic ties with northern Iraq also present an opportunity for assisting in U.S. efforts to  rebuild Iraq. Indeed, unlike Iraq’s Arab neighbors, Turkey has proven  far more forthcoming in contributing to Iraqi stability and reconstruction, even though, like Iraq’s other neighbors, it opposed the war. As a consequence, The U.S. Air Force should continue assisting the Turkish military with counterterrorism operations in Northern Iraq and increase security cooperation activities and training with the Turkish  air force. In the current threat environment, U.S. security cooperation  with Turkey may be as or more critical than security cooperation with  America’s Arab allies.

Turkey regional balancing key to solve stability and contain Iran

Leon T. Hadar is a research fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy, international trade, the Middle East, and South and East Asia. July 8, 2010. (“Welcome to the Post-Unipolar World: Great for the U.S. and for the Rest” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11967)

Similarly, Washington should welcome — not discourage — the growing diplomatic and economic role that Turkey is playing in the Middle East, which could help bring stability to Iraq (and allow for American military to start withdrawing from there), moderate the policies of Iran (and prevent a military conflict with the U.S.), encourage negotiations between Israel and Syria, and lead eventually to the creation of a more stable Middle East where Turkey, Iran, the Arabs states and Israel will be more secure and prosperous.

Airpower k2 deter Iran

Leaving in airpower key to deter Iran

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization June 14, 2010 Frederic Wehrey Dalia Dassa Kaye Jessica Watkins Jeffrey Martini and Robert A. Guffey (“The Middle East After the Iraq War THE IRAQ EFFECT”)
The threats and opportunities the aftermath of the Iraq War presents will likely demand a broad continuum of stra-  tegic options that airpower is uniquely positioned to provide. The Iranian challenge, for instance, will demand that U.S. policy adopt a new  balance among deterrence, the reassurance of local allies, and even the possibility of limited and incremental military-to-military engagement  with Iran down the road. Intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance  assets will be in high demand to mitigate the potential “bleed-out” of  terrorists from Iraq. Air Force regional engagement strategy should be  used to encourage local militaries to respect civil society and support  a liberalizing political culture as part of a more-comprehensive view of  long-term regional security 

Turkey Cred good

Turkey regional balancing key to solve stability and contain Iran

Leon T. Hadar is a research fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy, international trade, the Middle East, and South and East Asia. July 8, 2010. (“Welcome to the Post-Unipolar World: Great for the U.S. and for the Rest” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11967)

Similarly, Washington should welcome — not discourage — the growing diplomatic and economic role that Turkey is playing in the Middle East, which could help bring stability to Iraq (and allow for American military to start withdrawing from there), moderate the policies of Iran (and prevent a military conflict with the U.S.), encourage negotiations between Israel and Syria, and lead eventually to the creation of a more stable Middle East where Turkey, Iran, the Arabs states and Israel will be more secure and prosperous.
***Torture CP

1NC: Torture CP
CP TEXT: The United States federal government should launch an impartial non-partisan commission of inquiry into its current and former torture practices

Britain has urged the US to launch their own investigation but Obama refuses

Amnesty International July 7, 2010 (“United Kingdom to Launch Torture Inquiry; United States Should Follow Suit” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/amnesty-international/uk-to-launch-torture-inqu_b_637662.html)

How very different to the home life of our own dear Republic. US politicians from across the political spectrum -- with a few honorable exceptions -- have steadfastly opposed undertaking any inquiry into America's use of torture and other practices banned under international law.  President Obama has repeatedly expressed his preference for looking forwards not backwards and his Department of Justice resolutely continues the work of the Bush administration in resisting any attempt by the victims of US torture -- even those cases of mistaken identity like Maher Arar and Khaled el Masri -- to gain redress.  The British decision shows just how fallacious some of the arguments for turning a blind eye are. Britain has frontline forces very much in harm's way on the ground in Afghanistan. Britain is also no stranger to terrorist violence and is all too aware of the threat Al Qaeda poses to its population.  The British government's announcement came on the same day that Queen Elizabeth II was visiting lower Manhattan to formally open a memorial garden dedicated to the 67 British victims of the World Trade Center attack.  The implicit message was clear: one can honor the fallen and do the right thing.  This morning Prime Minster David Cameron told reporters that unless the inquiry went ahead:      "Our reputation as country that believes in human rights, fairness and the rule of law -- indeed for much of what the [intelligence] services exist to protect -- risks being tarnished."  In other words, it is not enough for a nation's government to seek just to protect its people -- it must take steps to safeguard its values too. And if Britain can do it, there is no good reason why America cannot do the same.

Torture breed terrorism and is ineffective, a commission into its former practices would solve for US reputation and prevent its use in the future

Andrew Foster Connors pastor of the Brown Memorial Park Avenue Presbyterian Church July 13, 2010 (“Let's learn from the past on torture” http://articles.baltimoresun.com/2010-07-13/news/bs-ed-torture-20100713_1_word-torture-detainees-interrogations)

Moreover, employing torture does not make us safer. A former U.S. Air Force interrogator, Matthew Alexander, has said that reports of U.S.-sponsored torture were employed by al-Qaeda to recruit more young people who wanted revenge against the U.S. because of such polices. The use of torture does not defeat enemies — it only multiplies them. Torture contradicts our nation's deepest values and corrupts the moral fabric of our society. Some things are always wrong, like slavery, rape, and genocide. International law states that torture also falls into this category.  The National Religious Campaign Against Torture is calling for an impartial, nonpartisan commission of inquiry that would investigate torture practices since Sept. 11 to determine what we need to do to make sure we never use torture again.  A commission of inquiry, which can be established by the president or Congress, would gather all the facts and make recommendations. It would ascertain the extent to which our interrogation practices have constituted torture and "cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment." Understanding the causes, nature and scope of U.S.-sponsored torture is essential for preventing it in the future and eliminating it from our system — without loopholes.

Torture Counterplan- Solves Soft Power

Torture prevents the US from recovering its soft power in the Middle East

Zain Pasha Meinig Family Cornell National Scholar (as well as Vice President of Operations), a Cornell Irwin and Joan Jacobs Scholar and was inducted to  Pi Sigma Alpha Political Science Honor Society as a junior. He founded the electronic publication division at the Cornell chapter of The Triple Helix Inc, and after having success with electronic publication at Cornell was hired as the Executive Editor-in-Chief of E-publishing for The Triple Helix Inc. May 4, 2010 (“Torturing America: Securing the American Interest” The Cornell International Affairs Review, vol. III, no. 2, Spring 2010)

First, using torture undermines international U.S. credibility because U.S. insistence on international adherence to human rights norms and simultaneous use of illegal torture practices casts the U.S. as a hypocrite in the eyes of the international community. Dr. Joseph S. Nye, Jr. and Richard L. Armitage agree when they argue “[America] cannot denounce torture and waterboarding in other countries and condone it home.”21 To be sure, a report released by China in 2008 used U.S. secret prisons and illegal U.S. torture practices to accuse the U.S. of hypocrisy in condemning China’s human rights record.22 Moreover, in 2006 Vladimir Putin accused the U.S. of hypocrisy in criticizing Russia’s human rights record with veiled references to illegal U.S. interrogation methods and use of force.23 Indeed, in maintaining a hypocritical policy of torture the U.S. not only undermines international human rights norms, but also subsequently harms its national interest when those norms become necessary for preserving U.S. national interests (e.g. when American soldiers are captured by other nations).24  Moreover, many nations use U.S. use of torture to justify their own policies. For example, when questioned by the UN in 2007 about its widespread and illegal torture practices, Sri Lanka defended itself by citing U.S. torture at Abu Ghraib, Guantanamo Bay and CIA “black sites.”25 Additionally, President Hosni Mubarak defended Egypt’s use of military tribunals for trying suspected terrorists by claiming that U.S. suspension of international human rights laws and use of military tribunals in cases of suspected terrorism vindicated Egypt of all criticism by international human rights groups.26 Indeed, then UN special rapporteur on torture Manfred Nowak agrees that U.S. use of torture has increased the global prominence of torture, as many nations view the U.S. as a model, or at the very least a justification, for their own policies.27 Similarly, Oxford University’s Henry Shue argues that use of torture by a superpower like the U.S. in particular sets an irresistible precedent for weaker nations who may not have alternative counterintelligence resources (i.e. if torture is universally outlawed weaker nations are forced not to use it, but if world leaders break torture laws weaker nations find it irresistible not to follow suit).28

Torture Counterplan- solves Terror

Torture harms us ability to solve the war on terror

Zain Pasha Meinig Family Cornell National Scholar (as well as Vice President of Operations), a Cornell Irwin and Joan Jacobs Scholar and was inducted to  Pi Sigma Alpha Political Science Honor Society as a junior. He founded the electronic publication division at the Cornell chapter of The Triple Helix Inc, and after having success with electronic publication at Cornell was hired as the Executive Editor-in-Chief of E-publishing for The Triple Helix Inc. May 4, 2010 (“Torturing America: Securing the American Interest” The Cornell International Affairs Review, vol. III, no. 2, Spring 2010)

Finally, U.S. use of torture undermines U.S. soft power leadership because it diminishes international opinion about the U.S.29 To be sure, a January 2007 World Public Opinion Poll of 26,000 people across 25 countries revealed that 67% of respondents disapproved of the way in which the U.S. treated Guantanamo Bay detainees and 49% of respondents (the largest plurality) felt the U.S. had an overall negative impact on the world.30 The implications of this are significant. For one thing, the U.S. relies on its soft power to gain the support of nations like Germany and Malaysia in the fight against terrorism. If public sentiment about the U.S. among the citizens of key U.S. allies is sufficiently negative, the U.S. may not be able to cooperate with those allies to confront a national security threat. For example, the U.S. may not be able to get permission to bomb an al-Qaeda terrorist cell in Malaysia, or it may not receive German political and military support in starting a campaign against terrorist groups. Moreover, soft power losses become self-perpetuating, as negative international opinion of the U.S. elicits isolationist responses from U.S. citizens that subsequently embolden U.S. enemies like al-Qaeda. Finally, winning the War on Terror necessitates moderate Muslim leadership in the Islamic world. For this, U.S. soft power diplomacy is crucial as it creates linkages between the U.S. and moderate Muslims that can subvert the influence of Muslim extremists.31 Indeed, without the support of our allies and those living in the Middle East, the U.S. will have a hard time winning the War on Terrorism.32

Torture CP- At: Shouldn’t revisit past

We should look into the torture abuses of the past to prevent their reoccurence

Andrew Foster Connors pastor of the Brown Memorial Park Avenue Presbyterian Church July 13, 2010 (“Let's learn from the past on torture” http://articles.baltimoresun.com/2010-07-13/news/bs-ed-torture-20100713_1_word-torture-detainees-interrogations)

Recently, I was horrified when I read the findings in a new report from Physicians for Human Rights called "Experiments in Torture: Human Subject Research and Evidence in the 'Enhanced' Interrogation Program." This new report uncovered and documented evidence of the involvement of U.S. military and intelligence health professionals in performing experiments on detainees, without their consent, in the custody of the U.S. during the past decade.  Such experimentation violates the legal and ethical protections provided by the Nuremberg Code, the Geneva Conventions, federal regulations governing human subject research (known as "The Common Rule") and the federal War Crimes Act.  Those who think there is no need to revisit such horrors because they occurred under a previous administration are wrong. Indeed, only by learning from the mistakes of our recent past can we ensure they won't be repeated. The Physicians for Human Rights report (available at http://www.nrcat.org/phrtorturepapers) details how the experiments and the participation of health professionals in the interrogations of detainees were critical components in creating a legal framework designed to protect interrogators from prosecution for committing acts of torture. The experiments also served to refine the illegal torture practices used by the U.S. government.  According to the Department of Justice, torture techniques used by the military and the CIA included: putting detainees in extreme stress positions (including being handcuffed to overhead bars with the detainees' feet barely touching the ground); "walling" detainees by throwing them against a flexible false wall built for that purpose; forced nudity; extreme temperatures; depriving detainees of sleep for long periods of time; and waterboarding them. 

Torture CP- AT: K2 prevent terror

Other methods solve better even in the most pressing situations

Zain Pasha Meinig Family Cornell National Scholar (as well as Vice President of Operations), a Cornell Irwin and Joan Jacobs Scholar and was inducted to  Pi Sigma Alpha Political Science Honor Society as a junior. He founded the electronic publication division at the Cornell chapter of The Triple Helix Inc, and after having success with electronic publication at Cornell was hired as the Executive Editor-in-Chief of E-publishing for The Triple Helix Inc. May 4, 2010 (“Torturing America: Securing the American Interest” The Cornell International Affairs Review, vol. III, no. 2, Spring 2010)

Moreover, torture offers little actual utility for preserving U.S. national security even in the case of a “ticking time bomb.” Indeed, the premises upon which the “ticking time bomb” justification is situated make the scenario very unlikely to occur in reality, which effectively makes it an argument for why torture should never be used. Furthermore, the vague time-horizon implied by the term “imminent” in the case of the “ticking time bomb” makes it a slippery slope that results in the use of torture against virtually anyone. Additionally, interrogators can never know with certainty that a detainee will provide actionable or accurate intelligence. To be sure, the cases of Abu Zubaydah and Ibn al-Shaykh al-Libi demonstrate that torture oftentimes yields redundant and even false information, which makes it useless as a counterintelligence tool even in “ticking time bomb” scenarios.  Finally, even if there are some benefits to using torture (e.g. if a cooperative terrorist with exact details of how to disarm a “ticking time bomb” were apprehended), alternative methods like the FBI’s “rapport-building” have been empirically proven to be more effective at garnering intelligence. All of this is to say that torture is not in the U.S. national interest, as not only has torture been counterproductive for the U.S. in the War on Terrorism and not provided any mitigating benefits, there are alternatives that have been empirically proven to be more effective than torture at preserving U.S. national security.

***Politics

Sunni win-> Instability

A Sunni based coalition would revert Iraq to Civil war

Bill Van Auken politician and activist for the Socialist Equality Party 7 July 2010 (“Biden’s Baghdad mission: Securing “long term strategic” US interests” http://axisoflogic.com/artman/publish/Article_60540.shtml)

Four months after the election, the Iraqi political system remains largely paralyzed, with no apparent progress towards a negotiated settlement between the competing parties.  There was no indication that the visit by the American vice president, who has been designated as the Obama administration’s point man on Iraq, had the desired effect of brokering a deal between two bitterly divided US stooges: Iyad Allawi, the former prime minister, who narrowly won the March 7 election, and incumbent premier Nuri al-Maliki, who came in a close second.  Allawi and the al-Iraqiya List upon which he ran insist that they should get the prime minister’s post based on their polling the largest number of votes and control of 91 seats in parliament. The former CIA asset has warned that if he is denied the office, Sunni-based parties that backed his coalition would see it as a sectarian exclusion from government, potentially reigniting civil war.  The Shiite parties, including the State of Law Coalition, dominated by Maliki’s Dawa Party, and the National Iraqi Alliance, which includes the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq led by Ammar Al-Hakim and the Sadr movement led by Muqtada al-Sadr, control sufficient seats—159 combined—in the parliament to bring down an Allawi government, but have been unable to agree among themselves on who should be the next prime minister.

Sadr harms US/GOI relations
Sadr is currently 4 votes away from being in ruling coalition in Iraq which would tank Iraq/ US relations
Mohamad Bazzi adjunct senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations July 22nd 2010 “Iran wins a round in Iraq: Moqtada al Sadr's rise could stoke sectarian tensions, help Tehran” http://www.nydailynews.com/opinions/2010/07/22/2010-07-22_iran_wins_a_round_in_iraq_moqtada_alsadrs_rise_could_stoke_sectarian_tensions_he.html
As the Iranian regime suppressed internal dissent over the tainted reelection of President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, it also worked to maintain its influence over Iraq's Shiite factions. By surviving an internal challenge, the so-called Green Revolution, the Iranian regime has become stronger and more emboldened to engage in adventurism abroad.  Sadr, who is most popular among young, impoverished Shiites, has helped Iran extend its influence over Iraq. He is positioning himself as the kingmaker who may well determine the political fates of Allawi and the current prime minister, Nouri al-Maliki, who is fighting to keep his job. Sadr's meeting with Allawi took place in Damascus and was arranged by Syrian President Bashar Assad, another ally of Iran.  Since 2007, Sadr has lived in self-imposed exile in the Iranian holy city of Qom. After the recent parliamentary elections, he began receiving emissaries from Iraqi political factions seeking his support. He has since gravitated toward a new Shiite political alliance that is now four seats shy of a majority in the parliament - and the power to select a prime minister and form a cabinet.  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.  Already, militants loyal to Al Qaeda are seeking to exploit the political maelstrom to yet again destabilize Iraq. On Sunday, more than 50 people were killed in attacks near Baghdad, including a double suicide bombing that targeted former Sunni insurgents who had switched sides to fight alongside U.S. forces.  As the political stalemate drags on, the U.S. military continues to draw down its forces to meet President Obama's promise to reduce troop levels to 50,000 by the end of August. Secretary of State Clinton recently asked Iraqi leaders to assume a "sense of urgency" in forming a new government, but U.S. officials have little sway over Iraqi groups that are now more concerned about currying favor with Iran.  Sadr's influence has grown because no single faction was able to dominate the new parliament. Allawi's Iraqiya list won the largest share with 91 seats, followed by Maliki's State of Law coalition with 89, and the Shiite-led Iraqi National Alliance (INA) with 70 seats. (Sadr's movement won 39 seats, the largest share within the INA.) In early June, Maliki formalized his postelection merger with the INA, giving the two groups 159 seats in the 325-seat legislature.  With Iran's backing, this new alliance has claimed the right to form a government despite the fact that it was created after the election and is therefore in blatant disregard of the wishes of Iraqi voters. By joining the Shiite alliance, Maliki is trying to outmaneuver Allawi, whose secular coalition attracted strong support among Iraq's Sunni minority. Such backdoor tactics threaten to once again unleash the sectarian warfare that recently shattered Iraq.  So far, Sadr and his followers are reluctant to support Maliki's reappointment as prime minister. They blame Maliki for launching a 2008 crackdown by the Iraqi Army that devastated Sadr's militia. In reaching out to Allawi, Sadr was sending a message to Maliki: that he needs to make concessions or else risk breaking up the new Shiite coalition.  "I have a red line against the Americans," Sadr said in Damascus. That does not bode well for the United States. Whatever deal Sadr eventually strikes, he is sure to demand a large role for his followers in the new government.  That will make it more difficult for Washington to maintain a strong relationship with the Iraqi government after the withdrawal of U.S. troops.

Iraq Econ bad- Kurd conflict

Economic problems in Iraq now prevent a Kurdish-Arab conflict

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
If there is a silver lining in the bleak Iraqi economic and revenue picture, it is that the GoI will be forced to set priorities in ISF capabili- ties, possibly causing it to stretch out the purchase of modern equip- ment (e.g., strike aircraft) that could be viewed as threatening by the Kurds and thus be destabilizing in the near term. While every nation has the right to maintain the forces needed to counter external threats, acquisition of such capabilities as long-range artillery, missiles, and high-performance aircraft beyond that needed to deter external threat could aggravate domestic tensions and, hence, risks. In sum, increased economic hardship in Iraq could increase the danger of violence, especially if inequities are aggravated and the strug- gle for resources—money and oil—intensifies. At the same time, eco nomic constraints could reduce the likelihood of what the Kurds could regard as more-threatening Arab-run forces and policies.

***Redeployment
Troops would redeploy/ recategorise

Transfer to Afghanistan/ still have presence in Iraq 

Bill Van Auken politician and activist for the Socialist Equality Party 7 July 2010 (“Biden’s Baghdad mission: Securing “long term strategic” US interests” http://axisoflogic.com/artman/publish/Article_60540.shtml)

There is ample physical evidence that the US is not about to end its military presence in Iraq. This includes the sprawling US embassy in Baghdad. With its $700 million price tag and 104 acres of grounds, it is ten times bigger than any other US embassy in the world.  Meanwhile, the military is consolidating its forces in four massive US bases—Joint Base Balad in the north, Camp Adder in the south, Al Asad Air Base in the west and the Victory Base Complex adjacent to the Baghdad airport. The Pentagon spent $496 million on base construction in Iraq in 2009—after the agreement to withdraw US troops was signed. This was the largest amount allocated for this purpose since the war began. Another $323 million has been allocated for base construction this year.  Substantial numbers of US troops have been ordered out of Iraq, with most of them and their equipment being transferred to the escalating war in Afghanistan. The reality, however, is that Washington is preparing to maintain a permanent, colonial-style occupation of the oil-rich Arab country. 

***Inherency

AT: Inherency

Obama’s sticking to the timetable now

Michael Bowman, writer at Voice of America news, "Biden: US Troop Withdrawal From Iraq Remains on Schedule", 7/18/10, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/Biden-US-Troop-Withdrawal-From-Iraq-Remains-on-Schedule-98703259.html
The Obama administration says the United States will stick to a timetable for withdrawing troops from Iraq, despite the country's inability to form a coalition government and continuing sectarian violence. Just one month remains for the Obama administration to complete the scheduled withdrawal of U.S. combat forces from Iraq. Vice President Joe Biden says Iraq is ready to stand on its own. "Iraqi security is being provided by the Iraqis, with our [U.S.] assistance. We are still going to have 50,000 troops there. We will have brought home 95,000," he said. "There is no one in the military who thinks we cannot do that. I do not have a doubt in my mind that we will be able to meet the commitment of having only 50,000 troops there, and it will not in any way affect the physical stability of Iraq." The vice president was speaking on ABC's This Week program. Last week, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton urged Iraq's political parties to show greater urgency in forming a coalition government and end the political stalemate that has continued since inconclusive Iraqi elections in March. Vice President Biden expressed confidence a coalition government will be forthcoming, and suggested that political squabbling by Iraqi factions is preferable to full-blown sectarian civil war - a fate many observers feared for Iraq just a few years ago. "There will be a central government with control of its foreign policy, with control of the military," said Mr. Biden. "And look: this is their first crack at democracy. Politics has broken out [in Iraq], not war." Even so, Iraq has seen an upswing in violence since the March elections. Sunday, officials reported two suicide bombings, one southwest of Baghdad and another near the border with Syria. The blasts killed several dozen people and wounded dozens more. U.S. President Barack Obama came into office promising to end the war in Iraq, which during the 2008 campaign he criticized as a "stupid" war. Since entering the White House, Mr. Obama has spoken of the benefits of preserving a stable and democratic Iraq.

We’re on schedule for withdrawal from Iraq now

Reuters, "Biden: U.S. combat troop withdrawal from Iraq on schedule", 7/18/10, http://www.latimes.com/sns-biden-iraq,0,720319.story//avi 

(Reuters) - U.S. Vice President Joe Biden said Sunday the end of U.S. combat missions in Iraq  was on schedule for August and would not be delayed if the country failed to form a new government by that deadline. "There is a transition government. There is a government in place that's working. Iraqi security is being provided by the Iraqis, with our assistance. We're going to have -- still have 50,000 troops there," Biden told ABC News' "This Week" program in an interview. Iraq's political parties have been deadlocked since an inconclusive March election over who should form the coalition government and serve as prime minister and president. "I don't have a doubt in my mind that we'll be able to meet the commitment of having only 50,000 troops there and it will not in any way affect the physical stability of Iraq," Biden said. U.S. troops intend to end combat operations on Aug. 31 before a full withdrawal by the end of 2011. Iraqis had hoped the election would lead to stability and economic recovery seven years after the 2003 U.S.-led invasion. But coalition talks could last several more months, exposing Iraq to a risky vacuum as it emerges from sectarian war but struggles to contain a stubborn insurgency.

Delays Now
Despite promises Obama will keep troops in Iraq past the deadline

Jeremy Scahill, an independent journalist who reports frequently for the national radio and TV program Democracy Now!, has spent extensive time reporting from Iraq and Yugoslavia. He is currently a Puffin Writing Fellow at The Nation Institute. Scahill is the author of Blackwater: The Rise of the World’s Most Powerful Mercenary Army, "All Troops Out By 2011? Not So Fast.", 3/1/09, http://allisonkilkenny.wordpress.com/2009/03/01/all-troops-out-by-2011/
 “I intend to remove all U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of 2011,” Obama said in a speech that quickly generated headlines announcing that an end to the occupation is on the horizon. As far as rhetoric goes, Obama’s statement seems very clear. But in reality, it is far more complicated. Obama’s plan, as his advisors have often said, is subject to “conditions on the ground,” meaning it can be altered at any point between now and 2011. Underscoring this point, a spokesperson for New York Rep. John McHugh, the ranking Republican on the House Armed Services Committee, said on Friday that Obama “assured [McHugh] he will revisit the tempo of the withdrawal, or he will revisit the withdrawal plan if the situation on the ground dictates it. … The president assured him that there was a Plan B.” Despite Obama’s declarations Friday and the celebrations they have sparked on the liberal blogosphere, the Pentagon certainly seems to believe its forces may well be in Iraq after 2011. NBC’s Pentagon correspondent Jim Miklaszeswki reported on Friday that “military commanders, despite this Status of Forces Agreement with the Iraqi government that all U.S. forces would be out by the end of 2011, are already making plans for a significant number of American troops to remain in Iraq beyond that 2011 deadline, assuming that Status of Forces Agreement agreement would be renegotiated. And one senior military commander told us that he expects large numbers of American troops to be in Iraq for the next 15 to 20 years.” Some have suggested that such statements from the military are insubordination and contrary to Obama’s orders, but they could also reflect discussions between the White House and the Pentagon to which the public is not privy. Then there’s the monstrous U.S. embassy unveiled last month in Baghdad, the largest of any nation anywhere in the history of the planet and itself resembling a military base. Maintaining this fortified city will require a sizable armed U.S. presence in Baghdad and will regularly place U.S. diplomats in armed convoys that put Iraqi civilian lives in jeopardy.

The US will exploit loopholes in the SOFA to keep troops in Iraq

Jeremy Scahill, an independent journalist who reports frequently for the national radio and TV program Democracy Now!, has spent extensive time reporting from Iraq and Yugoslavia. He is currently a Puffin Writing Fellow at The Nation Institute. Scahill is the author of Blackwater: The Rise of the World’s Most Powerful Mercenary Army, "All Troops Out By 2011? Not So Fast.", 3/1/09, http://allisonkilkenny.wordpress.com/2009/03/01/all-troops-out-by-2011/
Finally, the Status of Forces Agreement, which supposedly lays out a timetable for U.S. withdrawal, contains a gaping loophole that leaves open the possibility of a continuation of the occupation and a sustained presence of U.S. forces well beyond 2011, “upon request by the government of Iraq.” Article 27 of the SOFA allows the U.S. to undertake military action, “or any other measure,” inside Iraq’s borders “In the event of any external or internal threat or aggression against Iraq.” Could this mean an election where the wrong candidate or party wins? What is the definition of a threat?

Inherency- State Department T/O

Military transfers the job to the State Department

Rowan Scarborough national security writer who has written books on Donald Rumsfeld and the CIA, including the New York Times bestseller Rumsfeld's War. July 25, 2010 (“Safety burden shifts to State Department after Iraq war” Washington Times http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jul/25/safety-burden-shifts-to-state-after-iraq-war/) 

"What does seem certain, however, is that State must greatly expand its contracting to prepare for the U.S. military's exit from Iraq," the report said.  Mr. Irwin said State estimates that it will be forced to nearly triple the 2,700 security contractors in Iraq to fill in for the military.  In a swipe at the Obama administration, the report concluded, "There is not enough evidence of a thorough, timely, disciplined planning approach to the coming transition."  Iraq has seen a sharp reduction in violence since 2007, when a surge of U.S. troops turned the tide of battle against al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI), and against Sunni and Shiite insurgents. But, as the Pentagon's latest assessment report spells out, al Qaeda will attack as often as possible with suicide bombers.  "Even though insurgent and militant activities in Iraq continue to decline, the environment remains dangerous," the report says. "Several Sunni nationalist groups … remain in armed resistance and continue to conduct attacks against U.S. and Iraqi forces. … AQI is currently focusing its rhetoric and its attacks against the [Iraqi government] and Shia in an effort to discredit the [Iraqi government] and incite sectarian violence as U.S. forces draw down."  Army Gen. Raymond T. Odierno, the top U.S. commander in Iraq, said Wednesday that the ongoing political squabbles in Baghdad over a new government will not affect plans for troops to leave by the end of 2011.    

State department replacement forces want military equipment

Rowan Scarborough national security writer who has written books on Donald Rumsfeld and the CIA, including the New York Times bestseller Rumsfeld's War. July 25, 2010 (“Safety burden shifts to State Department after Iraq war” Washington Times http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jul/25/safety-burden-shifts-to-state-after-iraq-war/) 

The Obama administration has not settled on a plan to protect and supply thousands of State Department diplomats and employees left behind in Iraq once all but a relatively few U.S. troops leave the county in a little more than a year.  In what would be the first time a large contingent of American government workers will remain in an active war zone without U.S. military protection, the State Department is urgently demanding that the Pentagon provide equipment at no cost.  The State Department also wants the Army to let it tap into the huge, billion-dollar logistics system that fed and supplied more than 100,000 combat troops at one time. So far, the Pentagon has not given the State Department an answer.

INH- Stabilized now

Iraq stability fine now despite lack of government

World tribune July 23, 2010(“U.S. military warns Iraq on political vacuum; Iran applies pressure, backed by Obama” http://www.worldtribune.com/worldtribune/WTARC/2010/me_iraq0697_07_23.asp)

Officials said the U.S. military has expressed concern that the failure to establish an Iraqi government could harm security. They said the military and security forces need a stable political leadership to draft and implement policy.  "They must exercise their constitutional responsibilities and form a government without delay," President Barack Obama said on July 22.  [On July 22, at least two people were injured in a rocket attack that targeted the U.S. embassy in Baghdad. The Katyusha rocket was said to have landed in the Green Zone near the U.S. embassy, the second such attack in July.]  Obama's statement came after a U.S. military assessment warned of the consequences of the absence of a ruling coalition in Baghdad. In a briefing on July 21, U.S. military commander Gen. Ray Odierno said he would be concerned if the stalemate between Prime Minister Nouri Al Maliki and his challenger, Iyad Alawi, was not resolved by October 2010.  "So I would be concerned if there's not a government formed by October or so — I would start to have some concern," Odierno said.  "There's uneasiness in Iraq because of how long it's taking," Odierno, who said Iran was increasing its influence in Baghdad, said. "But there has not been any degradation in security and stability."  Odierno said Iraq's military and security forces have hurt Al Qaida operations. He said the network has been severed from its leadership in Pakistan, with Iraqi security forces steadily rounding up insurgents in central and northern Iraq.  "There has been steady, deliberate progress across all lines," Odierno said. "There's clearly more to do, but a new baseline has been established."
INH- ISF transition fails

ISF transition under current time table will not go smoothly

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
None of these dangers excludes the others; indeed, each could make the others more likely or severe. The first danger is more or less certain. Notwithstanding claims by both Sunni and Shi’a extremist groups that their main objective is to end U.S. occupation, most of their attacks are against Iraqis. Their violence appears to be largely independent of U.S. troop presence or departure. These groups, AQI especially, will commit terror to the extent that their capabilities and opportunities permit. Although their ability to destroy the Iraqi political order is limited, they could conceivably precipitate wider upheaval through a catastrophic stroke—e.g., assassinating a top political or religious leader, or destroying a critical or symbolic site. Conversely, such groups may be able to benefit from behavior by the core groups, including the GoI, that causes popular resentment, polarization, and strife. The second and third sorts of dangers are less likely but more consequential for U.S. interests because of their potential scale, impli- cations for Iraq’s future, and possible regional effects. These dangers could be aggravated by the withdrawal of U.S. forces. With the pros- pect and onset of U.S. withdrawal, the calculations of the leaders of the main groups will turn on perceptions of shifting correlations of power, both among groups and between them and the GoI and the ISF. A key aspect of the calculations of these leaders is the fact that, as U.S. forces withdraw and ISF capabilities grow, the latter will gain advantages over all other armed forces in Iraq—e.g., JAM, SoI, and the Peshmerga (discussed further in the next section). However, it  is important to recognize that U.S. military capabilities will decline more rapidly than real, operational ISF capabilities (as opposed to mere numbers) will grow, causing a potential security gap, as depicted in Figure 2.4.7 Loosely speaking—for it is hard to compare the ISF to U.S. forces—effective ISF capabilities will not match current U.S. capabilities until well after the U.S. withdrawal is completed (if ever).

***Instability Turn
1NC: Instability Turn (1/3)
Iraq is dependent on US troops now—maintaining them in the short term is key to stability

James Jay Carafano, Ph.D., is Assistant Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies and Senior Research Fellow in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, and James Phillips is Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs in the Allison Center at The Heritage Foundation, "Iraq: Pause in Troop Drawdown Makes Sense", 3/28/08, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2008/03/Iraq-Pause-in-Troop-Drawdown-Makes-Sense
The U.S. military presence is an indispensable stabilizing force; its effective employment in training and supporting Iraqi security forces, defeating al-Qaeda, and improving security conditions so that refugees can return to their homes is important in helping the Iraqis achieve peace and stability. While the long-term presence of American combat troops is not in the interests of the United States or the Iraqi government, how U.S. troops leave Iraq (when the country is clearly on the path to peace and stability) is much more important than when the troops come home. The Bush Administration and Congress should fully support the recommendation on force levels from the commander on the ground. The fighting in Basra has clearly revealed the continuing dependence of Iraqi security forces on American forces, which were drawn more deeply into the fighting after the Iraqi government offensive bogged down. The Basra violence also exposed the vicious jockeying of rival Shiite political parties that reflexively mix politics with the brazen use of force as a bargaining tool. Iraq's government, dominated by Prime Minister Maliki's own Dawa Party and the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq, now has come down hard on the Mahdi Army militia of the radical cleric Moqtada al-Sadr and an assortment of criminal gangs that have flourished in the chaotic environment created by the premature withdrawal of British troops from Basra. Moqtada al-Sadr thus far remains curiously detached from the conflict. He remains in seclusion, reportedly in neighboring Iran, where he ostensibly is receiving religious training to burnish his limited scholarly credentials. Rumored to be in ill-health, he appears to be increasingly indecisive and is losing control of his own Mahdi Army militia. While many of his own militia commanders publicly call for the end of the cease-fire he proclaimed last year, al-Sadr has yet to declare himself on that important issue. The longer the fighting in Basra persists, the greater the chances that the Mahdi Army will revert to its previous armed opposition to the Iraqi government and coalition forces. U.S. Interests Winning in Iraq and helping the Iraqis get on the road to peace and stability is clearly in America's interest. The eruption of a full-blown civil war in Iraq and a wide-spread humanitarian crisis could further destabilize the region. Abandoning the people of Iraq would enable Iran's regional expansion and al-Qaeda's effort to establish a sanctuary in the heart of the Middle East. Turning its back on Iraq would lead America's other friends and allies, including those trying to finish-off al-Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan, to question American commitment and resolve. Finally, a stable and prosperous Iraq would do much to stimulate progress throughout the region or at least help to prevent it from becoming even more unstable. There is no way to achieve these important goals without patiently maintaining a strong American military presence on the ground for at least several years to come. The Bush Administration and Congress must give the commander on the ground the resources to get the job done. Both should weigh carefully the recommendations of General Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker when they testify before Congress next month.

1NC: Instability Turn (2/3)
Premature withdrawal causes civil wars

James Jay Carafano, Ph.D., is Senior Research Fellow for National Security and Homeland Security, and James Phillips is Research Fellow in Middle East­ern Studies in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation, "The Dangerous Consequences of Cutting and Running in Iraq", 10/5/06, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2006/10/The-Dangerous-Consequences-of-Cutting-and-Running-in-Iraq
The premature withdrawal of American troops from Iraq would have disastrous consequences for Iraq, for the Middle East, and for American foreign policy and would lead to a full-scale humanitarian disaster. Congress should reject outright calls for America to cut and run and in­stead should insist that the Bush Administration finish the job of training Iraqi security forces that are capable of supporting the gov­ernment, dealing with sectarian violence, and providing for the safety of the civilian population. Failure as an Option. There are at least five likely consequences that would flow from abruptly abandoning the people of Iraq. Such a shortsighted U.S. policy would be a severe blow to the Iraqi security situation, Iraqi oil exports, U.S. allies in the region, the global war against terrorism, and the future of all Iraqis. Consequence #1: An Army Up for Grabs. A sudden U.S. withdrawal would raise the risks of full-fledged civil war and disintegration of the army into hostile factions. The defection of soldiers to various militias, taking with them their heavy equipment, would bolster the militias' firepower and capacity to seize and hold terrain. The result would be a bloody and protracted civil war such as the conflict in Bosnia following the breakup of Yugoslavia in the 1990s.

This sparks a Middle Eastern war that draws in the US

Steven Groves is Bernard and Barbara Lomas Fellow in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation, "Advancing Freedom in Iraq", 7/30/07, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2007/07/Advancing-Freedom-in-Iraq//avi
There are several dire predictions of what will happen in Iraq if the U.S. military withdraws. One possibility is that simmering sectarian violence would escalate into a full-scale Sunni-Shi'a civil war that would consume all of Iraq. Such an internecine civil war could topple the central government and its institutions and fragment the Iraqi armed forces. The steady stream of Iraqis leaving for Jordan, Egypt, and elsewhere could grow into a wholesale exodus. The resulting humanitarian crisis could lead to the deaths of hundreds of thousands of Ira­qis. In the worst-case scenario, a Sunni-Shi'a civil war could spread beyond Iraq and become an inter­national conflagration, engulfing Iraq's neighbors (and probably the U.S.) in a regional war.[14]

1NC: Instability Turn (3/3)
Specifically, this provokes an aggressive Iran

James Jay Carafano, Ph.D., is Senior Research Fellow for National Security and Homeland Security, and James Phillips is Research Fellow in Middle East­ern Studies in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation, "The Dangerous Consequences of Cutting and Running in Iraq", 10/5/06, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2006/10/The-Dangerous-Consequences-of-Cutting-and-Running-in-Iraq
Consequence #3: Allies in Jeopardy. The chief bene­ficiary of a rapid U.S. pullout would be Iran, which has considerable influence over the dominant Shiite political parties, which represent most Iraqi Shiites: about 60-65 percent of the population. If Iraq imploded, Iran quickly could gain dominance over an emerging "Shiastan" rump state endowed with the bulk of Iraq's oil reserves. This would give Iran additional resources and a staging area to escalate subversive efforts targeted at the Shiite majority in Bahrain and Shiite minorities in Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. These and other countries look to the United States to serve as a guarantor against an aggressive Iran. If the United States fails to follow through on its commitment to establish a stable government in Iraq, it will severely undermine its credibility. Abandon­ing Iraqi allies would erode the confidence of other allies in U.S. leadership and further fuel conspiracy theories about American plots to carve up Iraq to keep Arabs weak and divided.

Iraq Withdrawal => Violence (A2: Systemic Death)

US presence is key to protecting vulnerable groups. Proceeding with withdrawal as planned will damage US image and rekindle conflict in Iraq

Oliker et al. 10 (Olga Oliker, Audra K. Grant and Dalia Dassa Kaye, international policy analysts at the RAND corporation, 2010,  “The Impact of U.S. Military Drawdown in Iraq on Displaced and Other Vulnerable Populations”, http://www.ncci-library.org/jspui/bitstream/123456789/266/1/RAND%20-%20The%20Impact%20of%20U.S.%20Military%20Drawdown%20in%20Iraq%20on%20Displaced%20and%20Other%20Vulnerable%20populations%20%282010%29.pdf)

Groups at particular risk as U.S. forces depart Iraq include tens of thousands of Iraqis and their families who are affiliated with the United States in any of a variety of ways, smaller minorities among Iraq’s permanent citizens who have relied on U.S. forces for protection, Palestinians who took refuge in Iraq under the Saddam Hussein government, other refugee groups from outside Iraq who have taken shelter in that country over the years, the Mujeheddin e-Khalq (MEK), a cult-like dissident group from Iran that received sanctuary in Saddam Hussein’s Iraq in 1991 and whose members have since lived in their own enclave, from 2003 to early 2009 under the protection of U.S. forces, contractors from around the world who work for U.S., other coalition, and Iraqi companies in construction, food services, and myriad other jobs and who may lack documentation. Violence against these populations is a real danger as U.S. forces draw down. It would surely present a humanitarian tragedy to which the global community may not be able to respond in time. The United States would likely be held at least partially accountable, with detrimental results for U.S. image, credibility, and influence. It could also serve as a starting point for renewed violence in Iraq. Ongoing efforts to assist Iraqis with U.S. ties include the Special Immigrant Visa (SIV) program and the Refugee Resettlement Program, now available to Iraqis with U.S. ties. There has been significant improvement in the last year in the processing of refugees, especially, and the SIV program has been expanded. Instead of having to first leave Iraq, U.S.-affiliated Iraqis can now apply to come to the United States from Baghdad. Processing for both of these programs has remained slow and complicated, however, and no plan exists for rapid evacuation, which may be needed if the security situation deteriorates. For the other groups, the response thus far has been an effort by the U.S. government to engage Iraqi counterparts to ensure these groups’ safety and security, coupled with efforts by the UNHCR to resettle some of the refugees from elsewhere who cannot stay in Iraq. Success has been sporadic. 

Troops key – ethnic conflicts
Maintaining troops solves ethnic conflicts

Thomas E. Ricks, a senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security who covered the war in Iraq for The Washington Post, is the author of “Fiasco” and “The Gamble.” He also writes the Best Defense blog for Foreign Policy magazine., "Extending Our Stay in Iraq", 2/23/10, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/24/opinion/24ricks.html?pagewanted=2&ref=status-of-forces-agreement
In addition, a continued American military presence could help Iraq move forward politically. No one there particularly likes having the Americans around, but many groups seem to trust the Americans as honest brokers. And there would be a moral, humanitarian and political benefit: Having American soldiers accompany Iraqi units may improve the behavior of Iraqi forces, discouraging relapses to Saddam Hussein-era abuses, or the use of force for private ends and feuds. Advisers not only instruct Iraqi commanders, they also monitor them.
Middle East War --> Econ Collapse

Middle Eastern war destroys the global economy

Thomas E. Ricks, a senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security who covered the war in Iraq for The Washington Post, is the author of “Fiasco” and “The Gamble.” He also writes the Best Defense blog for Foreign Policy magazine., "Extending Our Stay in Iraq", 2/23/10, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/24/opinion/24ricks.html?pagewanted=2&ref=status-of-forces-agreement
Such a relatively small, tailored force would not be big enough to wage a war, but it might be enough to deter a new one from breaking out. An Iraqi civil war would likely be a three- or four-sided affair, with the Shiites breaking into pro- and anti-Iranian factions. It could also easily metastasize into a regional war. Neighboring powers like Turkey and Iran are already involved in Iraqi affairs, and the Sunni Arab states would be unlikely to stand by and watch a Shiite-dominated regime in Baghdad slaughter the Sunni minority. A regional war in the middle of the world’s oil patch could shake the global economy to its foundations and make the current recession look mild.
Timeframe key

Even if they win that presence is bad their arguments are long term and unlikely

Thomas E. Ricks, a senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security who covered the war in Iraq for The Washington Post, is the author of “Fiasco” and “The Gamble.” He also writes the Best Defense blog for Foreign Policy magazine., "Extending Our Stay in Iraq", 2/23/10, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/24/opinion/24ricks.html?pagewanted=2&ref=status-of-forces-agreement
As a longtime critic of the American invasion of Iraq, I am not happy about advocating a continued military presence there. Yet, to echo the counterinsurgency expert David Kilcullen, just because you invade a country stupidly doesn’t mean you should leave it stupidly. The best argument against keeping troops in Iraq is the one some American military officers make, which is that a civil war is inevitable, and that by staying all we are doing is postponing it. That may be so, but I don’t think it is worth gambling to find out.
US troops key

US troops are key to maintain ceasefires in Iraq in the short term—they’re the only neutral party

Stephen Biddle et al, Senior Fellow, Council on Foreign Relations; Michael E. O'Hanlon, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy; Kenneth M. Pollack, Director of Research , Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution, “U.S. Troops Not Quite Ready to Go Home from Iraq”, The New York Times, 8/5/08, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2008/0805_iraq_ohanlon.aspx//avi
If the Iraqi government tells us to leave, we should go. But this would be a bad deal for both Iraqis and Americans. Iraq is indeed much more secure than it was two years ago, thus it seems safe to suggest timing goals for significant withdrawals. Yet having recently returned from a research trip to Iraq, we are convinced that a total withdrawal of combat troops any time soon would be unwise. (The American military arranged the logistics for our visit, and Foreign Affairs magazine will publish another article about our trip.) Violence in Iraq declined because the key combatants were either defeated in the field or agreed to cease-fires. These cease-fires were not accidents or temporary breathing spells. They were a systematic response to a new strategic landscape created by 2006’s sectarian bloodletting, the American surge last summer, the defeat of Al Qaeda’s forces in Anbar Province and the decision by battered Sunni insurgents and Shiite militias that fighting no longer served their interests. The underlying strategic rationale behind these stand-downs gives reason to believe that they are sustainable rather than ephemeral. But this does not make the peace inherently stable. Wary former combatants are constantly on the lookout for signs — real or imagined — that rivals mean to take advantage of them. The cease-fires, moreover, are extremely decentralized: more than 200 tribal and regional groups have reached individual agreements with the United States to stand down from fighting; in time, some will inevitably test the waters to see what they can get away with, or will misinterpret innocent behavior from neighbors as threatening and retaliate. A leader of one group of Sunni tribesmen who had switched allegiances and took up arms against Al Qaeda made this point at a meeting we had at Salman Pak, a military base south of Baghdad. He told us he was worried about encroachment onto his territory “from several directions” — apparently meaning he didn’t trust his Sunni neighbors any more than he trusted his traditional Shiite rivals. Left on their own, minor local flashpoints could easily spiral into a renewal of widespread violence. For now, the American combat presence plays a critical role in enforcing the terms of these cease-fire deals and damping escalatory incentives from spoiler violence. Iraqi government security forces, while they demonstrated improved effectiveness this spring in places like Basra and the Baghdad slum of Sadr City, cannot yet play this role themselves. In part this is because they are still not trusted by all cease-fire participants. To many Sunnis in particular, a government military commanded by a Shiite regime is not yet trustworthy enough to be tolerated without an American presence to keep it honest. To some extent, this is changing: for example, the National Police have replaced three-fourths of its leaders over the last year or so and now have more than a proportionate share of Sunnis in command positions. But full reconciliation will take time. On our recent trip, we heard several Sunni sheiks — one was a brother of Sheik Abdul Sattar Buzaigh al-Rishawi, the Americans’ staunchest ally in Anbar until he was assassinated last fall — talk about their newfound regard for Prime Minister Maliki. However, some also discussed their convictions that most other Shiite politicians were “bums” at best and agents for Iran at worst. American troops, by contrast, are generally trusted, if not necessarily loved. Troop loyalty is not the only concern. The Iraqi security forces are simply not yet able to operate effectively without United States air support, combat advisers and help with logistics and intelligence. When Iraqi units with no American embeds tried to take the port city of Basra last spring, they were turned back in mass confusion, and it required United States combat help to save the day.

US key

US presence key to stability.

David C. Gompert, Senior Fellow at the RAND Corporation, Terrence K. Kelly, senior researcher at RAND, Jessica Watkins, researcher at RAND, 2010, “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave”, RAND National Defense Research Institute, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA514593&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, CY

This raises the general problem of a declining U.S. ability, because of the withdrawal of its forces, to play the role of honest broker among the main groups in Iraq at the very time that the role is becoming, if anything, more crucial. Between Kurds and Arabs in particular, there is no substitute for a third party trusted by both that can remain for a relatively long time. Given current conditions in Iraq, this third party should offer at least some military presence in contested areas. The only nation able to provide a presence that knows the players and is trusted by both sides is the United States. The alternative to the United States is the United Nations, with some sort of UN force on the ground. But this would be difficult to arrange, on both Iraqi and international political grounds.

Mil Pres k2 Civ war and demo

US mil presence stopped civil war convincing the main players to turn to the political scene

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
By every measure, Iraq has become more secure and stable since its paroxysm of violence in 2006–2007. Yet, simply to extrapolate this progress into the future could cause serious mistakes in U.S. assess- ments, policies, and plans. Take the recent trend of Sunni acceptance of Iraq’s post-Saddam political order, for example: The persistent Sunni grievances and formidable fighting capabilities outside of state control perpetuate a danger of renewed armed struggle triggered by Sunni- extremist terror, government mistreatment, or the departure of U.S. troops from Sunni-Shi’a–contested areas. Iraq remains both complex and fluid: The interaction of political groups still suspicious of one another, the flaring of threats old and new, and now the departure of the strongest force in the country could all disturb Iraq’s internal secu- rity and stability. When violence in Iraq was at its worst, extremists were able to stoke fighting between large, well-armed Sunni and Shi’a factions vying for political control and resources. Consequently, Iraq’s nascent post- Saddam political order was engulfed by sectarian violence. Whether by Sunni insurgents or Shi’a militia—e.g., Muqtada al-Sadr’s Jaish al- Mahdi (JAM)—force was seen as the surest path to political advantage. The reluctance of most major groups, opposing Shi’a rule or not, to give up their private armies was both a cause and result of the politics of force. In turn, wanton violence by extremists—e.g., al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) and Shi’a special groups (SGs), both aggravated and exploited the absence of political order among the main groups.  This deadly cycle of violence ended in 2007–2008, as Sunni tribes turned against AQI, the U.S. troop surge curbed sectarian killing in Baghdad, al-Sadr ordered JAM to cease fire, and the ISF, supported by coalition forces, suppressed the SGs. The main political factions have largely, though not irrevocably, eschewed violence in favor of political engagement to advance their agendas, even cooperating to confront their common concerns (including terrorism itself), while maintaining their ability to use force. While extremists’ thirst for violence against the Iraqi state, mainstream parties, ordinary Iraqis, and U.S. personnel is unquenched, they lack the physical means, popular support, and (for now) foreign backing to re-ignite large-scale, factional violence.   It is up to leaders of the main Sunni, Shi’a, and Kurdish factions to decide whether to continue to address their differences and compete within the political system or violently. With U.S. troops leav- ing, a central factor in their decisions, given Iraq’s history of political violence—much of it by the state—will be the strength, professional- ism, and reliability of the ISF, especially the military and Federal Police (FP).4 The ISF will soon be the strongest force in the country. How this shift from U.S.-led to Iraqi-led security will affect Iraq’s future depends on the particulars of U.S. withdrawal, the rate and nature of improvement in ISF capabilities, how the Iraqi government controls and employs the ISF, and how key political leaders see their options in light of these variables and Iraq’s unclear future. In this connection, Iraq’s stability and security depend increas- ingly on whether the Shi’a-led GoI wields its growing political and armed power effectively, responsibly, impartially, and constitutionally. Either a pattern of GoI abuse of power or a power vacuum caused by the withdrawal of U.S. troops before the ISF can adequately replace them could impel or tempt main opposition groups to choose force over peaceful politics. In sum, two pivotal issues facing the United States as its forces leave are the strategic choices of the main factions and how the GoI uses state power.

US key - elections

Unchecked uncertainty over the Iraqi elections makes conflict inevitable—continued US presence is key to solve
Reuters, "Obama presses Iraqi leaders to end deadlock", 6/22/10, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE66L5LL20100722//avi
Iraqi parties have been unable to agree on a governing coalition since a March election that produced no clear winner. Prolonged uncertainty could expose Iraq to a risky power vacuum as it struggles to contain a stubborn insurgency. Obama met U.S. Iraq ambassador Chris Hill and top commander General Ray Odierno to discuss Iraq's political future and progress on efforts to reduce U.S. troop levels to 50,000 and end their combat role in the country by the end of August. "The president shared his view that it is time for Iraq's leaders to exercise their constitutional responsibilities and form a government without delay," the White House said. Vice President Joe Biden, who visited Baghdad earlier this month, reinforced that message in phone calls on Thursday to incumbent Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki and former premier Iyad Allawi, the top vote-getter in the March 7 ballot. Some Sunni politicians in Iraq have accused the United States of not doing enough to support the right of Allawi's cross-sectarian Iraqiya bloc to form the government. They also suspect neighboring Iran wants a Shi'ite-led government that would continue to sideline the minority Sunnis who dominated Iraq before the fall of dictator Saddam Hussein. Odierno told Obama the military was ahead of schedule in executing the drawdown to 50,000 troops by the August deadline. There are now about 80,000 U.S. troops in Iraq. Continuing violence has raised questions about U.S. troop reductions and the ability of Iraqi police and soldiers to maintain security. A rocket attack on Baghdad's international Green Zone on Thursday killed two Ugandans and a Peruvian working for a security contractor hired to protect U.S. facilities in Iraq, the U.S. Embassy said. Obama expressed regret for the casualties, but the White House said he welcomed Odierno's report that "security incidents across Iraq remain at the lowest level since the U.S. has kept records."

Withdrawal bad
Maintaining troops in the short term is key to a peaceful political transition

Stephen Biddle et al, Senior Fellow, Council on Foreign Relations; Michael E. O'Hanlon, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy; Kenneth M. Pollack, Director of Research , Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution, “U.S. Troops Not Quite Ready to Go Home from Iraq”, The New York Times, 8/5/08, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2008/0805_iraq_ohanlon.aspx//avi
American combat troops are also critical for political progress in Iraq. There has been real political change in Iraq — but less from the grand bargains imagined by many Americans and more through thousands of informal, local decisions by war-weary groups and individuals opting to put the past behind them. The pressure from this “bottom up” process has also translated into top-down progress. Over the past year the Iraqis have passed critical amnesty, de-Baathification and provincial-powers laws, as well as a federal budget — all of which had been previously seen as hopelessly deadlocked. But to capitalize on this progress the next two rounds of elections — provincial races this fall and a national contest next year — must go smoothly and be seen as legitimate. The elections will create losers as well as winners, breeding a grave risk of instability in an immature polity. American combat troops are needed to protect polling places from terrorism, and even more important, from voter intimidation, fraud and the perception that the results were rigged. Over time, the need for United States contributions will diminish. The longer violence stays down, the more Iraqis’ expectations of one another will improve. Groups of former insurgents being gradually integrated into the Iraqi security forces should become more trusting of the government. And as their technical proficiency and self-sufficiency increase, the need for partnership with American combat units will decrease. Ideally, progress will also be made on such key issues as the resettlement of four million people now displaced by violence, the equitable sharing of Iraq’s future oil revenues, and a resolution of disputed internal borders in places like the oil-rich city of Kirkuk. But this won’t happen overnight: a stable post-election environment cannot possibly be established until after next year’s elections. If current trends continue, major reductions in American troop levels will be possible — but to begin large-scale drawdowns, much less to complete them, before mid-2010 is to run serious risks.

What can be done, then? One possible model is provided by Anbar Province, which has gone from being Iraq’s most violent region in 2006 to arguably its best today. In 2007, the United States had 15 maneuver battalions in Anbar. Today it has six — far fewer, but nothing close to zero. Several hundred marines remain as advisers with Anbar’s two Iraqi Army divisions; Americans still do some joint patrols with Iraqi forces (if fewer than before), and many Americans work with provincial police and border-security forces. Anbar offers a model for large — though gradual and partial — withdrawals across Iraq that can preserve stability in the process.

Withdrawal Bad

Iraqi stability is improving now but an abrupt withdrawal destabilizes Iraq

Kim Gamel, Associated Press, "Iraqi FM: Abrupt U.S. troop withdrawal would be 'disastrous'", 3/18/08, http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/iraq/2008-03-18-iraqi-fm_N.htm//avi
BAGHDAD — Iraq's foreign minister said Tuesday the risks of civil war have been averted after five years of "tears and blood." But he warned an abrupt withdrawal of U.S. troops would wipe away the security gains and other achievements and have disastrous consequences. Foreign Minister Hoshyar Zebari acknowledged that mistakes had been made by all sides but insisted Iraqis have made remarkable progress despite the violence that has killed tens of thousands of Iraqis and nearly 4,000 U.S. troops. The Kurdish leader who spent years opposing Saddam in exile said the Iraqis had cautioned that overthrowing the Iraqi dictator "was the easiest part" but "the day after would be far more difficult unless there was some planning, some preparation ... and some real participation by the Iraqi leaders." Zebari is the only Cabinet member to have held his post in each Iraqi administration since the U.S.-led invasion on March 20, 2003. "Mistakes were made by all, by the American military, by the British, by the coalition, by us, but this is water under the bridge now," he told The Associated Press in an interview in an ornate reception room at the Foreign Ministry building in central Baghdad. He singled out the May 2003 U.N. Security Council resolution that authorized the U.S.-led occupation as "the mother of all mistakes" because "it changed the mission from liberating the people into occupying the country." "We had to struggle for almost a year to reverse that mistake," he recalled, saying the decision had fueled the anti-U.S. insurgency among Sunnis who felt disenfranchised after Saddam's ouster. He noted, however, that the Iraqis had still managed to establish a government and ratify a constitution after regaining sovereignty in June 2004. He said Iraq enjoyed freedoms that were absent under nearly three decades of Saddam's brutal rule. "These past five years, I think, were full of hopes and promises but also of tears and blood ... and we've gone through a very, very difficult transformation," Zebari said. "What we the Iraqis have achieved over the last five years since liberation has been remarkable." "At the same time divisions have deepened unfortunately," he added. "But ... I think we averted a sectarian war. We passed the possibility of a civil war." Zebari's comments came a day after presumptive Republican presidential candidate Sen. John McCain and Vice President Dick Cheney stressed the need for a sustained U.S. commitment in Iraq during parallel visits to Baghdad. The Iraqi leader expressed concern about the growing weariness of the American public as the war enters its sixth year and promises by rival Democratic presidential hopefuls Sens. Hillary Rodham Clinton and Barack Obama to begin withdrawing forces quickly if elected. He urged patience, saying it was premature to set a timeframe for a U.S. withdrawal as negotiations on a long-term security agreement with the United States had just begun. He said the Iraqis hoped to finalize the deal by July. Zebari said adjustments could be made, but the consequences of a premature withdrawal would be "disastrous" and all the security gains from a U.S. troop buildup "would evaporate." But he was optimistic the threats to pull out were campaign rhetoric. "We are in an election season and many candidates will say things that appeal to the public, but when the real national interests of the United States, of the nation, confront them, I think they have to make hard decisions," Zebari said of the candidates.

Withdrawal => Instability

Withdrawing increases sectarian violence and instability

The Guardian 5-12(Martin Chulov, writer for The Guardian, 5-12-2010 “Iraq Violence Set to Delay Troop Withdrawal,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/may/12/iraq-us-troop-withdrawal-delay) 

All US combat forces are due to leave Iraq by 31 August, a date the Obama administration is keen to observe as the president sends greater reinforcements to fight the Taliban in Afghanistan – a campaign he has set apart from the Iraq war, by describing it as "just". Iraqi leaders remain adamant that combat troops should leave by the deadline. But they face the problem of not having enough troops to secure the country if the rejuvenated insurgency succeeds in sparking another lethal round of sectarian conflict. "The presence of foreign forces sent shock waves through Iraqis," said Hoshyar Zebari, the foreign minister. "And at the beginning it was a terrifying message that they didn't dare challenge. But then they got emboldened through terrorism and acts of resistance. And as the Americans are leaving, we are seeing more of it."

3 scenarios for increased instability

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
The prospect of fighting by and among core groups is both more com- plex and less certain than is violence by extremists. Any major faction might choose force in frustration with electoral results, in response to GoI abuse of power, to strengthen its political hand, to gain control of resources, in response to some unexpected event, or in light of a secu- rity gap resulting from the departure of U.S. forces.19 For example, • Sunnis could renew armed opposition if SoI are shunned by the GoI or threatened by the ISF. • JAM could try to seize control of population centers if al-Sadr determines that this is the best way to expand his political power. • Kurds could use the Peshmerga to try to secure what they see as their rightful and self-sufficient Kurdistan, or if they feel isolated by the GoI and threatened by the ISF.

Withdrawal-> Destabilization
Government not stable enough to handle withdrawal.

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
The ruling Shi’a party or parties could harden and expand their governing powers, exceed constitu- tional limits on state authority, and use the armed and intelligence instruments at their disposal to intimidate or crush opposition within the political order—in effect, controlling the core. While extrem- ist violence or the existence of militias may be used as a pretext, the regime’s chief targets, in this line of analysis, would be its main politi- cal, sectarian, and ethnic rivals. Al-Maliki is already trying to extend his power through the placement of reliable allies in the security forces, the creation of parallel security organs and direct lines of authority through executive decree rather than legislation, and the creation of tribal-support councils (TSCs) across the country.39   In any violent country, it can be difficult to differentiate between legitimate and illegitimate uses of force by the state. In the face of extremist attacks and armed opposition from mainstream groups, the GoI should use the ISF to quell violence and defeat those forces that threaten the security of Iraq. But this line is blurred and subjective. Political rivals of the governing party may be hard to distinguish from armed opponents of the state. In the model, extremist groups are fairly clear—and fair game. However, using government force against bor- derline or core elements, such as JAM, SoI, and the Peshmerga, may be motivated by the prospect of political advantage—and could worsen stability and security. This ambiguity is complicated by the fact that the core opposition groups all have their own armed power, raising the question of whether the state has the prerogative, if not the responsibil- ity, to use force against armed non-state groups. While the line separating legitimate and illegitimate uses of state power may be fuzzy, there are ways to gauge when it is being crossed. An obvious one would be GoI use of the ISF against parties that oppose the government non-violently (even if they possess the armed capabil- ity to do so violently). Another red flag is the GoI bypassing official ministerial channels, procedures, and checks and balances for ordering and controlling security operations. While the first sign of abuse of power is not currently visible in Iraq, the second one is. Of particular concern are steps taken by the prime minister to exercise direct control over forces and operations, to short-cut cabinet decision-making (as required by the constitution), and to create intelligence and commando capabilities outside the MoD and MoI, reporting directly to the prime minister. 

Key to Soft Power

US failure to protect Iraqis destroys global perceptions of the US

Oliker et al. 10 (Olga Oliker, Audra K. Grant and Dalia Dassa Kaye, international policy analysts at the RAND corporation, 2010,  “The Impact of U.S. Military Drawdown in Iraq on Displaced and Other Vulnerable Populations”, http://www.ncci-library.org/jspui/bitstream/123456789/266/1/RAND%20-%20The%20Impact%20of%20U.S.%20Military%20Drawdown%20in%20Iraq%20on%20Displaced%20and%20Other%20Vulnerable%20populations%20%282010%29.pdf)

Substantial violence against vulnerable groups would, without question, present tremendous humanitarian concerns. In addition, it would have a variety of adverse repercussions for the United States, Iraq, and the region more broadly. As the country globally seen as responsible for the Iraq war, the United States would be held accountable for any negative humanitarian repercussions. Perceptions of the United States, at home and abroad, may be particularly eroded by failure to effectively protect and assist U.S.-affiliated Iraqis. Failure of the United States to protect and help the people who were willing to help Americans would be rightly seen as a particularly egregious moral violation. In the Middle East and around the world, this would feed into and would be used to build anti-U.S. sentiment. That, in turn, would hamper U.S. efforts on a broad range of issues as the United States seeks to rebuild its global image and influence. Importantly, such a deleterious outcome would ultimately set a poor precedent for future U.S.-led military operations, making local citizens elsewhere less likely to help the United States. Successful attacks against the truly vulnerable may also be a starting point for broader violence in Iraq if group tensions escalate into cycles of provocation and reprisal. A demonstrated failure of the Iraqi Security Forces to keep these people safe would also undermine faith in Iraq’s government more broadly, feeding violence and instability and damaging security not just in Iraq, but the broader region. The likelihood that there will be substantial violence against vulnerable people varies somewhat from group to group. Some level of violence against minorities, such as the Yazidis, and refugee groups, such as the Palestinians, who live within Iraqi communities, is fairly likely, as are some attacks against U.S. allies. Such violence is also more likely if the government of Iraq does not place a priority on the protection of the vulnerable. High levels of violence are more likely if the overall security situation worsens. 

Key to Democracy

Stability is a precondition to democracy, instability precludes democratization

Moon 09(Bruce E. Moon, professor of International Relations at Lehigh University, Spring 2009, “Long Time Coming: Prospects for Democracy in Iraq”, International Security - Volume 33, Number 4, pp. 115-148, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v033/33.4.moon.html)

First, a minimally competent and effective state must hold power and monopolize the legitimate means of force within identified borders. 18 To do so, it must dominate the military, competing groups, and other [End Page 120] authoritarian enclaves. It must extend its rule across the country, extracting resources necessary for its operation, delivering services, and maintaining order. This requires the construction of bureaucracies, the authoring of legislation and administrative rules, the recruitment and training of personnel, and so on. When few officials carry over from the previous regime, staffing these agencies with technocratic, management, and political experience is itself a long-term project. This is the monumental task barely under way in Iraq, most visibly in the areas of security and utility service provision. Daunting as it is, it constitutes merely state building, a necessary forerunner to democracy building. 

SQ Solves 

Squo Iraqi democracy takes out instability

Bill Van Auken politician and activist for the Socialist Equality Party 7 July 2010 (“Biden’s Baghdad mission: Securing “long term strategic” US interests” http://axisoflogic.com/artman/publish/Article_60540.shtml)

But the debate about Iraq's military capacity may be beside the point. A major reason for the country's stability despite the political limbo is that the political class still sees more to be gained from playing the democratic political game than by returning to the streets. For now, they may have little choice: Iraq's political leadership, many of whom had lived in exile in the Saddam Hussein era, achieved their current positions on the basis of the democratic elections staged by the U.S. after it toppled the dictatorship. As a result, they have to at least appear to respect the wishes of the voters, and Iraq's voters voted overwhelmingly for secular, multi-sectarian coalitions that ran on platforms committed to national unity and the rule of law.

Democracy prevents Allawi/ Kurd sectarianism

Allawi and the Kurds have formed alliances through government preventing hostilities

Andrew Lee Butters American journalist based in the Middle East Jul. 24, 2010 “Iraq's Political Impasse: Who Needs a Government?” http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,2006256,00.html
Instead, Maliki and Allawi are playing factional politics, negotiating with avowedly sectarian or ethnically oriented groups in search of a majority coalition. Maliki has united with the conservative Islamist Shi'ite parties that favor more autonomy for Shi'ite majority southern Iraq, though he still doesn't have enough votes to form a government because radical cleric Muqtada al Sadr, who controls the largest faction within the Shi'ite coalition, refuses to accept Maliki staying on as prime minister. For his part, Allawi is flirting not only with Sadr (on Monday, the two men met in Damascus and called for Maliki to step aside) but also the Kurds. This is surprising because Allawi and the Kurds were major rivals during the election and remain ideological opposites. (Allawi favors centralization in Baghdad, while the Kurds want more autonomy for Kurdish northern Iraq.)

AT: Stable gov prevent violence

Despite stable government emerging soon, backstabbing will emerge

Andrew Lee Butters American journalist based in the Middle East Jul. 24, 2010 “Iraq's Political Impasse: Who Needs a Government?” http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,2006256,00.html
In the end, some form of national-unity government will likely emerge. The stakes are too high, and the opportunities for self-enrichment and patronage too tempting, for the various minority factions to resist backing major players with whom they have nothing in common. The U.S. and the international community would likely welcome such a development, relieved that Iraq at least has a government. But such an administration would once again be divided into the kind of ethnic and sectarian fiefdoms against which the majority of Iraqis voted. And it would find itself hamstrung, once again, when it tries to tackle intractable constitutional and financial differences on issues such as federalism and oil revenues. Either Allawi and Maliki could yet blink and allow the other to become prime minister in exchange for control of a generous slice of control over other ministries. But given the tendencies exhibited by both men in the last five months — egotistical at best, authoritarian at worst — it probably wouldn't be long before the backstabbing begins, literally.

Pullout-> Kurd/Arab Hostilities

Us troop pullout would lead Kurdish-Arab hostilities

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
In sum, a shift in Kurdish strategy away from participation in and with the GoI could be driven by any number of events that empower the Barzani faction over the Talabani one. This, in turn, could make the Kurds feel more isolated and intensify their efforts to pad Kurdis- tan’s wealth, security, autonomy, and expanse. While the Kurds might grow more cautious as U.S. forces leave, it is also plausible that they will feel impelled to use force before the odds shift against them. This analysis of possible Kurdish-Arab conflict can be captured in the model of Iraq’s security and politics, depicted in Figure 2.5. It shows Sunni-Shi’a rapprochement (despite continued AQI and SG vio- lence), concomitant with Kurdish marginalization—if not rejection— of an increasingly Arab-dominated political order and ISF. Iraq thus breaks along ethnic lines. The resultant Arab core would be determined to exercise the authority and interests of the Iraqi state, and the Kurds would be equally determined to resist. In such combustible conditions, ample opportunities exist for sparks, especially with oil wealth at stake. While neither Iraqi Kurds nor Iraqi Arabs may want warfare, this is the most dangerous of the plausible cases of the break-up of Iraq’s core, and potentially of Iraq.       Once again, as U.S. forces leave, the GoI and the ISF themselves could damage U.S. interests in a secure and stable Iraq, such as by govern- ment abuse of power or a military coup. GoI and ISF leaders could be emboldened by the departure of U.S. forces and their own growing strength to dominate Iraq and use state power for partisan purposes. If they do so, there could be violent reactions by the Sunnis and Kurds and perhaps by other Shi’a parties. This danger has two variants.

AT: Extremism-> instability

Governmental and Kurd stability o/w extremism for stability

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
This analysis should, in turn, inform policy considerations, begin- ning with the pace and pattern of U.S. force withdrawal. Broadly speaking, U.S. policy in general, and withdrawal plans and risk-mitiga- tion policies in particular, should be more concerned with keeping the main actors in the political order and away from using force than with the more likely but less consequential threats of extremism and terror- ism. While the latter may endanger U.S. personnel, the former may endanger both U.S. interests and U.S. personnel. Again, on the basis of current trends, and in terms of likelihood combined with gravity of repercussions, we assess that the greatest danger area is the possibility for Kurdish/Arab conflict, followed by the risk of renewal of Sunni insurgency. The violent threat posed by JAM appears to have subsided and may even be further defused by the U.S. withdrawal. At the same time, the United States faces the sober reality that its ability to prevent large-scale conflict among the main political players has limits and will decline as the U.S. military presence does. Hence, second only to the challenge of keeping the major groups in the politi- cal process—and contributing to meeting that challenge—the most important U.S. role will be its support of the ISF, which, in turn, will pay dividends only if the ISF behave responsibly and in the interests of a unified Iraqi state rather than to advance the partisan agendas of the ruling Shi’a parties. Consequently, the next chapter examines U.S. responsibilities toward developing the capabilities and professionalism of the ISF. 

Instability- Iran

Iran sponsors destabilizing actions in Iraq

Voice Of America 07-28-2010 “Odierno On Iraq's Security And Iran” http://www1.voanews.com/policy/editorials/middle-east/Odierno-On-Iraqs-Security-And-Iran-99493029.html
General Odierno noted that while there are still instances of violence in Iraq, there "has been steady, deliberate progress," in both the political and security environments. But General Odierno did warn of threats to U.S. and Iraqi security forces emanating from extremists with ties to Iran: "It's very difficult to say they're directly connected to the Iranian government. But what we do know is that many of them live in Iran, many of them get trained in Iran, and many of them get weapons from Iran. And they get them from various sources, and it's difficult sometimes to track the exact chain of command; it's difficult to track the funding. But it's clearly being done inside of Iran."  General Odierno said he believed the Qods Force, a branch of Iran's Revolutionary Guard Corps, is involved in training and funding these militants: "So obviously there is some connection. Kata'ib Hezbollah specifically – we had significant threat warning from them about attacks on U.S. forces for varying reasons. I think they also, by the way, have conducted attacks against Iraqi security forces as well, and this is to create, I believe some type of instability and lack of confidence in the government of Iraq." 

Instability- Gov Stalemate

Iraqs governmental stalemate will spark increased tensions and violence

Reuters Jul 27, 2010 “Iraq parliament delayed, no end to stalemate in sight” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE66Q3LF20100727

Iraqi lawmakers called off a scheduled session of parliament on Tuesday as squabbling political factions said they needed more time to decide who will hold the nation's highest offices.  More than four-and-a-half months after a March election voters hoped would bring stable governance after years of war, Iraq appears no closer to a new government as U.S. troops prepare to bring a formal end to combat operations by August 31.  Shi'ite, Sunni and Kurdish political factions that have been negotiating for a new government since the inconclusive election remain stuck on a choice for prime minister and other top posts.  Haidar al-Ibadi, a senior member of Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki's State of Law coalition, said he feared the formation of a new government could take until after the Islamic holy month of Ramadan, which ends in mid-September this year.  "Extending this period can weaken the country and Iraq's enemies can take advantage of this for sure," al-Ibadi said. "They will also take advantage of the political disagreement by carrying out more terrorist actions."  Bombings and other attacks remain common occurrences in Iraq despite a significant drop in overall violence since the height of the sectarian slaughter in 2006-07. But insurgents appear to be trying to take advantage of a political vacuum as politicians try to sort out a new government.  In the latest major attack, bombers killed about 20 people and wounded dozens more in an attack on a Shi'ite pilgrimage near Kerbala on Monday.  Al-Ibadi said lawmakers had not set a new date for the postponed parliamentary session out of concern they would not reach an agreement by that date.  The scheduled session, which would have been just the second since the election, was postponed before it started.  Lawmakers and negotiators for the blocs have repeatedly said the top offices, prime minister, president and parliament speaker, are a package deal and cannot be decided separately.  The cross-sectarian Iraqiya alliance led by secularist former Prime Minister Iyad Allawi won 91 seats in the March election, two more than the State of Law block headed by the Shi'ite incumbent, Maliki.  Because no bloc scored a clear win, factions have been negotiating to bring together enough seats for a parliamentary majority. But they have been unable to agree on a prime minister, with both Maliki and Allawi laying claim to the post.  Lawmakers held the first session of parliament on June 14 but it lasted barely 20 minutes. The second session was scheduled for two weeks ago but was postponed.  At that time some lawmakers said the constitutional deadline for picking a new president had been violated. 

Instability- Transition fails Now

Current timetable doesn’t allow for proper government and security transition

Center for a new American Security  February 2010 (Thomas e. Ricks “The Burden: America’s Hard Choices in Post-Election Iraq”)

This timing is worrisome. The original American  withdrawal plan was drafted under the assumption  that the Iraqi elections would be held late in 2009  or early this year. Troop levels were to be held stable  as a new government was formed, because that will  be a vulnerable period, especially if the Sunnis feel  that the electoral process was unfair or if they were  not given a role in the new government commensurate with their success at the polls. Instead, as Iraqi political leaders struggle to form a new government,U.S. military leaders will be distracted by the myriad tasks of supervising major troop movements.  On top of that, the deeper the troop withdrawals  go, the more potentially destabilizing they will be,  because the first are due to be made in areas that  are considered more secure, or where Iraqi forces  are deemed more reliable or even handed. By June  however, troops may be leaving areas that are far  from quiet, where new tensions have emerged as a  result of the elections. Once again, the United States  would be rushing toward failure in Iraq, as it did  so often under the Bush Administration, trying to  pass responsibility to Iraqi officials and institutions  before they were ready for the task.    
Instability- Ethnic Party Miscalculations

Us withdrawal creates miscalculations between ethnic parties leading to a new cycle of violence

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
A critical analytic question, then, is how this potential security gap may affect the strategic calculations of the three main opposi- tion groups that possess the capability to use force on a large scale: Sunnis and SoI; Sadrists and JAM; Kurds and the Peshmerga. To the extent that U.S. forces have helped contain or deter threats from these factions, U.S. withdrawal could increase their opportunities to achieve their goals through force, especially if the ISF are not yet up to the task of containing them. Of groups that U.S. forces have provided reassurance, such as the Kurds and, of late, SoI, U.S. with- drawal could cause edginess and even recklessness. In theory, U.S. withdrawal could also reinforce caution and moderation on the part of the Kurds and SoI—but not if they feel threatened by the Shi’a-led GoI and the ISF. Because extremists will use force in any case, a secu- rity gap will have less effect on extremist violence. In sum, the danger of fighting among core actors—opposition groups 
and the GoI—could grow as U.S. forces are replaced by less capable and less reliable ISF, opening up a security gap. While still unlikely, this danger could be compounded by the dynamics of how these actors relate to one another in capabilities, conduct, and per- ceptions. Even as they cohabitate the political core—and the model’s core—enough distrust persists among Sunnis, Shi’as, and Kurds that miscalculation could produce a new cycle of violence, which extremists could both stimulate and exploit. 

Modeling shows any fraying of the governmental “core”

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
A simple model of Iraq’s politics and security can be used to portray the country’s conditions presently and for next, say, three to five years. In this model, depicted abstractly in Figure 2.1, a core is comprised of those actors that accept and participate in the political order and in government proper. These groups have, for now, chosen peaceful com- petition and cooperation to advance their interests. The core’s stability, thus Iraq’s future, depends on the choices of each actor with the capability of large-scale violence. Any one of them could throw the country into civil war. Beyond the boundary of the political order, violent extremist groups reject or are rejected by the actors who chose to work within that order. Borderline groups may move in or out of the core and may rely on a mix of political engagement and violence, or at least coercion. This structure is the constant factor in the model; the actors— their options, motivations, capabilities, and conduct—are the variables.

Instability- Ethnic Party Impact Extension

Any change in Iraq’s core groups violence would increase probality of a destabilization of all of Iraq

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
The security dangers diagnosed in the preceding sections could be aggravated by their interaction. Figure 2.7 indicates this. In it, some 17 dangers (described in those previous sections) are shown on both axes of the matrix, clustered according to group—Kurds, Sunnis, and Shi’as, as well as GoI. Causal relationships, from strongly positive influence to strongly negative influence, are color coded. Each danger listed on the left may make more or less likely (in varying degrees) each danger listed across the top. For example, increased Kurdish reliance on force could result in a more authoritarian GoI and assertive ISF. In turn, a more assertive, if not authoritarian, GoI and assertive ISF would increase the likelihood of renewed, broad-based, armed Sunni resistance. This example underscores the danger of a destructive dynamic in Iraq’s security and politics, especially among main groups. Thus, while no single core danger may be likely, if one occurs, the probability of others could grow. This matrix highlights several particularly important links: • The resumption of Sunni insurgency, e.g., by SoI, could lead the GoI to tighten its control, extend its authority, and use the ISF more aggressively, at least against Sunnis. • Sunni violence is likely to provoke Shi’a violence, both state and non-state. • A more authoritarian, possibly more unified (Shi’a-Sunni), GoI would cause Kurds to draw back from the Iraqi political order, pull forces and commanders out of the ISF, and pursue a stronger, more autonomous, and larger Kurdistan  Overall, this analysis underscores the centrality for Iraq’s security of whether, as U.S. forces withdraw and the balance of armed power in Iraq shifts toward the ISF, the Kurds and Sunnis pursue their interests and their opposition peacefully and whether the Shi’a-led GoI handles its power responsibly. In view of the interaction of dangers, if any of these three main actors turns to force, the core as a whole would be sig- nificantly more likely to splinter, and Iraq’s security and stability could collapse. This would damage most if not all of the U.S. interests listed in Chapter One.

Instability- Iranian Guerillas

Iranian backed Sunni fighters continue to destabilize Iraq 

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
Nevertheless, the SG threat to the Iraqi political order and to U.S. forces cannot be dismissed. According to some sources, 5,000 Shi’a fighters retreated to Iran after the Al Basrah offensive in spring 2008 to regroup and retrain, leaving open the possibility that they could return to Al Basrah and Maysan.16 Indeed, recent reports suggest a return of SG activity in the latter province.17 At the same time, Iran is capable of replenishing SG weaponry and rekindling SG attacks within Iraq whenever it chooses. While its incentive to do so may not seem strong during the withdrawal of U.S. forces, Iran’s behavior in Iraq is unpre- dictable and subject to exogenous influences—e.g., U.S.-Iran confrontation outside Iraq. In addition, the Sadrist bloc’s current commitment to engaging in the political process is precarious, and any renewal of militant JAM strongholds in south and central Iraq would undoubt- edly increase the possibility of SGs recommencing operations. To sum up, we expect that Sunni and Shi’a extremists beyond the fringe of Iraq’s political order will remain violent and will pose some threat to departing and remaining U.S. personnel.18 Terrorism in Iraq will persist but is unlikely to grow, destroy the new political order, induce any main factions to turn to violence, or spill beyond Iraq’s border. Of the two sources of extremist violence, AQI is currently the most dangerous because of its willingness to commit unrestrained terror, its potential to instigate wider armed Sunni opposition, and its dedication to Sunni-Shi’a civil war.
Military Presence Good- Prevents Escalation

Even if they win that US forces cause instability, their continued presence prevents escalation

Center for a new American Security  February 2010 (Thomas e. Ricks “The Burden: America’s Hard Choices in Post-Election Iraq”)

Such a relatively small, tailored force is not big enough  to wage a war, but it might be just enough to deter a  new one from breaking out. Keeping American troops  in Iraq may in fact just buy time. But, if by maintaining a presence, the United States can help Iraq avoid  sliding back into civil war, it should do so. Such a civil  war would be a three- or four-sided affair, with the  Shiites breaking into pro- and anti-Iranian factions,  and could easily metastasize into a regional war.  Neighboring powers such as Turkey and Iran already  are involved in Iraqi affairs, and Arab states would  be unlikely to stand by and watch a Shiite-dominated  regime in Baghdad slaughter and displace the Sunni  minority. A regional war in the middle of the world’s  largest oil patch could shake the global economy to its  foundations and would likely make the current recession look mild.

***Terrorism Advantage

1NC: Terrorism Turn (1/2)
Fast withdrawal creates an unstable environment that makes global terrorism inevitable
James Phillips, a research fellow for Middle Eastern affairs at the conservative Heritage Foundation, “When Should the U.S. Withdraw From Iraq?”, 2/25/08, Heritage Foundation, http://www.cfr.org/publication/15586/when_should_the_us_withdraw_from_iraq.html//avi)

The United States has paid a heavy price in Iraq, but it risks paying an even heavier price if it pulls the plug on a young democratic government besieged by Islamic radicals and the remnants of Saddam’s dictatorship. Such an act of surrender would be a strategic, geopolitical, humanitarian, and moral disaster. Proponents of an immediate troop withdrawal underestimate the costs and risks of abdicating our security responsibilities in Iraq. Such a policy would be a huge boon for al-Qaeda in Iraq (AQI), which has been severely weakened by the American surge and the defection of many of its Sunni allies. Bin Laden would trumpet a U.S. retreat as a tremendous victory. Al-Qaeda and its allies would benefit from an influx of new recruits, eager to share in that victory. Without U.S. troops, Iraq likely would become a failed state, which AQI and other groups would exploit to launch attacks against Iraq’s neighbors and perhaps the United States. Jordan, Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia would face the most immediate threat, but Turkey, Egypt, and Israel would also face growing threats from Iraq-based terrorists. The big winners would be Iran and Syria, the world’s two leading state sponsors of terrorism, which would seek to turn Iraq into a stronghold for their terrorist surrogates, as they have done in Lebanon. While Iraq is not Germany or Japan, neither is it Vietnam. It has much greater geopolitical importance due to its political weight in the Arab world and strategic location in the Persian Gulf, the center of gravity of world oil production. Instability in Iraq could easily spill over to disrupt oil exports from other gulf states, imposing significant long term economic costs on oil importers. Unlike Vietnam, Iraq would export suicide bombers, not boat people. Unlike the Vietnamese communists, al-Qaeda has global ambitions, not merely regional goals. The surge has been a military success and has paved the way for an Iraqi political surge. In the last month, Iraq’s parliament has passed four laws that advance national reconciliation: de-baathification reform, a limited amnesty for detainees, provincial powers, and a budget that gives Iraq’s diverse constituencies an equitable share of oil revenues. Now that Iraq’s government is making progress, it would be a tragic mistake to abandon it and risk creating a much greater humanitarian catastrophe and a failed state that would serve as a springboard for exporting Islamic revolution and terrorism.

1NC: Terrorism (2/2)
Our link to terrorism outweighs—Fast US withdrawal allows terrorists to safely establish a base in Iraq

Daniel L. Byman, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy and Kenneth M. Pollack, Director of Research , Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution, "Iraq's Long-Term Impact on Jihadist Terrorism", July 2008, http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2008/07_terrorism_byman.aspx//avi

This article argues that the problems facing Iraq could have tremendous consequences for the broader "war on terror," particularly if they return to or exceed levels seen at the height of the violence in 2006. Salafi militants, followers of an extreme interpretation of Islam who want to use violence to unite Muslims under religious rule, have been fighting in Iraq and may use the country as a base for operations and attacks elsewhere in the region. In addition, refugees from Iraq might spread terrorism, radicalize neighboring populations, and contribute to strife and instability throughout the region. While a U.S. troop withdrawal may inspire fewer young men to take up terrorism against the United States, it would also increase militants' operational freedom in Iraq itself, allowing terrorist groups to recruit, train, and plan with relative impunity. As a result, if the United States withdraws from Iraq without leaving behind a stable Iraqi government, it should still maintain a regional military presence and help bolster other regimes in the Middle East from the threat of terrorism from Iraq.

Keeping a timetable makes the US strategy too predictable to terrorists

Mike Giannone, Communications Officer at The University of Akron, "Setting a timetable for troop withdrawal from Iraq is a terrible mistake", 2010, http://www.helium.com/items/361497-setting-a-timetable-for-troop-withdrawal-from-iraq-is-a-terrible-mistake//avi

Setting a timetable for withdrawal from Iraq is the only prudent thing to do. However, that timetable needs to be flexible . . . and not-for-public-consumption. I hope our leaders have the foresight to recognize the need for withdrawal, as most Americans do. I hope, too, that most Americans would recognize the need play it close to the vest, to keep our plans and timetables hidden until the right time to make a play. One of the patriotic slogans from WWII was "Loose Lips Sink Ships." Today, with our media saturation, we tend to view many things from that time as naive and trite. While there may be some one-dimensional reasoning going on in nicely turned cliches, there is still some truth to them. By revealing our plans before the right time, those who compete against us, who wage campaigns to undermine our efforts, could adjust their own plans for greater impact for their cause. Perhaps a dwindling supply of weapons (suicide bombers) could be rationed up to the withdrawal date. Perhaps an assault could be planned for the very day that the last U.S. troop steps foot on an outbound transport. When it comes to war plans and tactics, keeping our enemies in the dark makes sense. And if that means not telling the American public everything that is planned, perhaps that is the right thing.

Withdraw --> Terrorism
Makes global terrorism inevitable

James Jay Carafano, Ph.D., is Senior Research Fellow for National Security and Homeland Security, and James Phillips is Research Fellow in Middle East­ern Studies in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation, "The Dangerous Consequences of Cutting and Running in Iraq", 10/5/06, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2006/10/The-Dangerous-Consequences-of-Cutting-and-Running-in-Iraq
Consequence #4: Al-Qaeda Triumphant. Osama bin Laden would trumpet an abrupt U.S. withdrawal as a victory for al-Qaeda and proof that America is a "paper tiger," just as he claimed after the U.S. with­drawal from Somalia in 1994. An unstable, failed state in Iraq would also provide al-Qaeda and other radical groups with a sanctuary for recruiting a new generation of suicide bombers and a strategically located staging area for deploying terrorists for attacks on Jordan, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and elsewhere around the world. The recently declassi­fied "key judgments" of the April 2006 National Intelligence Estimate, "Trends in Global Terrorism: Implications for the United States," pointed out that a perceived victory for jihadists in Iraq would boost their strength and ability to threaten Americans.

Al Quaeda Bad/ not just motivated by US

Al Quaeda down but not out, evolution of group means they still pose a threat

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
As of mid-2009, many experts consider AQI to be a spent force, unable to reconstitute under any circumstances. This may be overly optimistic: AQI has undergone an organizational evolution in the past few years, as the foreign fighters who formed much of the core leader- ship in the early years have fallen prey either to aggressive anti-terrorist campaigns or to Iraq fatigue, heading to new theaters of jihad in Yemen, Pakistan, Afghanistan, and North Africa. Moreover, the number of new arrivals from abroad to join AQI has fallen off significantly.10 For AQI, this has been a blow; yet, at the same time it has allowed Iraqi jihadis with local knowledge to rise to the fore. In the past year, AQI has actively tried to re-engage Sunni awakening-council members through financial incentives as well as appealing to their frustration at the GoI’s reluctance to incorporate them into the ISF.11 Where these inducements have not worked, AQI has continued to attack tribal lead- ers and SoI, though this has been counter-productive. In terms of the model, SoI could become susceptible to infil- tration or instigation by Sunni extremists, creating the potential for renewed widespread insurgency. If AQI is also successful in fomenting Shi’a militancy and anti-Sunni reprisals, the core could fragment, with grave consequences for Iraqi and U.S. interests. 

***Human Rights Advantage

Human Rights Turn

Fast withdrawal undermines US efforts—it turns human rights

Steven Groves is Bernard and Barbara Lomas Fellow in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation, "Advancing Freedom in Iraq", 7/30/07, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2007/07/Advancing-Freedom-in-Iraq//avi
A precipitous troop withdrawal would also be a disastrous setback in the war against terrorism. Such a retreat would weaken efforts to contain Iran and likely destabilize the Middle East well beyond Iraq's borders. It would undermine not only U.S. national interests, but also American ideals, such as freedom and democracy. The United States has a responsibility to leave an Iraq that is in better condition than it was in when Saddam's regime was toppled. Iraqis must be given a chance to build a stable, secure nation that respects its own citizens and does not threaten its neighbors. Only a free and democratic Iraq will become a long-term military ally and economic partner for the United States. USAID personnel and democracy-promotion NGOs are risking their lives to promote good gov­ernance, the rule of law, and human rights in offices and military bases located throughout Iraq. U.S. forces should be permitted to provide the security umbrella necessary for these efforts to succeed. Abandoning the Iraqis in their time of need would condemn them to a life of chaos and could spawn another Saddam-type authoritarian government- or worse.

***Democracy Advantage 

1NC: Democracy Frontline (1/4)
(  ). Invasion destroyed democratic preconditions – withdrawal now cannot legitimize democratic government

Beetham 09(David Beetham, consultant on democracy for UNESCO, 2009, 'The contradictions of democratization by force: the case of Iraq', Democratization, 16: 3, 443 — 454, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a911726900&fulltext=713240928)

Now both of these preconditions for democracy are typically fractured by the process of invasion, as Iraq exemplifies. In the first place, invasion brings the destruction and collapse of the existing state apparatus, which produces a vacuum at three levels simultaneously – security, administration and politics. Of course that means an end to oppression, and what we see immediately (and saw in Iraq) is an immediate flowering of civil society, in journals, newspapers, free associations, and so on. But we also see the flowering of a very uncivil society, because what comes with the destruction of an oppressive state is not only an end to state oppression, but the collapse of the state itself in its different modes. To be sure there has been a process of state reconstruction under way in all these three modes in Iraq, but it has been deeply compromised by its identification with the occupying powers, and through its colonization by the different communal groupings within the country. This in turn is not accidental, because invasion brings with it, secondly, a radical shift in the balance of forces between the communities making up the country. It is a common feature of all of the western military interventions over the past decade – in Africa, the former Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, and now Iraq – that they have brought with them a radical shift in the balance of forces between the main local communities – sometimes intentionally, sometimes unintentionally, but all bringing a legacy of resentment on the part of those losing out. Such resentments make the process of democratization especially precarious. In sum, both state and nationhood as preconditions for electoral democracy are fractured, or further fractured, by the process of invasion.19 The fact that the Maliki government has had the confidence to renegotiate a timetable and terms for a US withdrawal that the Bush administration did not want, does not affect the precariousness of the conditions that will be left behind by the withdrawing troops.20 The most likely outcome in the short to medium term thereafter is, if not civil war, then a strong-man regime of the Mubarak type, deeply corrupt but with theocratic overtones: in short, another example of ‘elections without democracy’ as it has been aptly termed.21 In conclusion, while Iraq may display specific features that have intensified the problems of democratization, the basic problem lies in the contradictions of a democratizing project militarily imposed by an outside power, which Iraq has had the misfortune to demonstrate in an archetypical fashion.  
1NC: Democracy Frontline (2/4)
(  ). Iraqi and Middle Eastern democracy empirically proven to fail: government will revert

Moon 09(Bruce E. Moon, professor of International Relations at Lehigh University, Spring 2009, “Long Time Coming: Prospects for Democracy in Iraq”, International Security - Volume 33, Number 4, pp. 115-148, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v033/33.4.moon.html)

Only time will tell whether Iraq can democratize, but the historical analysis provided in this article reveals that just seven out of thirty comparable cases have achieved democracy even temporarily, and odds are that some of them will not last without at least one further relapse. More remain coherent autocracies, with no discernible move whatever toward democratization, even decades after extreme autocracies ended. This estimated likelihood of around five out of thirty is, by far, the most optimistic that can be squared with evidence from comparable cases. A consideration of the structural conditions derived from existing theory not only leaves intact the cautionary reminder of the broader historical record, but suggests that the prior experience of others may offer an overly optimistic estimate of Iraq’s prospects. The successful democratizers were marked by structural conditions that strongly presaged democratization, whereas Iraq is notable for structures that are extremely unfavorable for democracy. Remarkably, the conclusion that Iraq is among the handful of states least likely to democratize—perhaps 1 chance in 1,725—does not even require any reference to those conditions that most commentators regard as Iraq’s biggest challenges— the insurgency, ethnic rivalry, and external interference. It is difficult to see how conditions on the ground in Iraq today would boost its prospects relative to success stories such as Albania and Portugal. The most optimistic observer will find scant evidence in the historical record that a democratic transition is imminent in Iraq. About half a century seems to be the average among nations that have made it, however tentatively. But more time than that has elapsed among many that have not. Even the successes require two or more decades beyond the initial appearance to become consolidated. The burden of proof surely must shift to those who foresee democracy in the near future, and the burden they face is to show that Iraq is [End Page 147] better situated than most—that Iraq is more like Portugal, the only nation to transit quickly, than Saudi Arabia, which shows no signs of doing so. The chances of democracy appearing under current structural conditions in Iraq appear extremely remote. The past experience of Middle Eastern countries suggests that when democracy finally comes to Iraq, few Iraqis alive today will be there to greet it. The experience of the Soviet Union suggests that by the time democracy reaches parts of Mesopotamia, it will no longer be Iraq. Odds do not appear much better for Afghanistan, Iran, North Korea, or Syria.

(  ). No spillover, starting Middle East democratization in Iraq fails (insert Wittes card if possible)

Cook 09(Steven A. Cook, Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2009, “The Big Chill: Democracy Promotion in the Arab Middle East”, The Middle East Journal vol. 63 no. 2, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/the_middle_east_journal/v063/63.2.cook.html)

There is one other flaw in what is otherwise an interesting volume. Wittes argues that it is simply inconceivable for the United States to promote democracy beginning, as the Bush Administration did, with the weak states or entities of the region, notably Iraq, the Palestinian Authority, and Lebanon. Fair enough. These states have little margin for error when dealing with failing social contracts, youth bulges, economic under-development, and in the case of the Palestinians and Iraqis, occupation. Rather, Wittes argues that Washington should focus its attention on the strong states of the region. It is never entirely clear what she means by “strong,” given that equally compelling cases could be made that Egypt and Saudi Arabia — the states Wittes references in the strong category — are weak. Wittes’ own argument, after all, posits that a variety of emerging and converging socioeconomic and political challenges will destabilize these countries unless treated with a healthy dose of democracy promotion. Presumably if Egypt and Saudi Arabia are strong — that is they have the ability to penetrate society (though not thoroughly) and ensure political control, these political systems will likely be able to manage socio-economic problems more effectively than Iraq, the Palestinian Authority, or Lebanon. It thus stands to reason that the defenders of the Saudi and Egyptian regimes, confident that their strong states can weather a given crisis through a combination of cooptation and repression, will have the capacity to resist US entreaties for reform, especially if, as Wittes recommends, Washington focuses its efforts on core freedoms and rights. 

1NC: Democracy Frontline (3/4)

(  ). US withdrawal allows the regime to consolidate power: destroys democracy and turns case

Gompert et al. 10(David C. Gompert, Terrence K. Kelly, Jessica Watkins, researchers for RAND Corp., 2010, “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA514593&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

Once again, as U.S. forces leave, the GoI and the ISF themselves could damage U.S. interests in a secure and stable Iraq, such as by government abuse of power or a military coup. GoI and ISF leaders could be emboldened by the departure of U.S. forces and their own growing strength to dominate Iraq and use state power for partisan purposes. If they do so, there could be violent reactions by the Sunnis and Kurds and perhaps by other Shi’a parties. This danger has two variants. Creeping Authoritarianism. The ruling Shi’a party or parties could harden and expand their governing powers, exceed constitutional limits on state authority, and use the armed and intelligence instruments at their disposal to intimidate or crush opposition within the political order—in effect, controlling the core. While extremist violence or the existence of militias may be used as a pretext, the regime’s chief targets, in this line of analysis, would be its main political, sectarian, and ethnic rivals. Al-Maliki is already trying to extend his power through the placement of reliable allies in the security forces, the creation of parallel security organs and direct lines of authority through executive decree rather than legislation, and the creation of tribal-support councils (TSCs) across the country.39 

(  ). Democracies don’t prevent war, they still fight, and the relationship between democracy and peace is not causal

Mueller 07(John Mueller, professor of political science at Ohio State University, 6-15-2007, “Faulty Correlation, Foolish Consistency, Fatal Consequence: Democracy, Peace, and Theory in the Middle East”  p. 5-6, http://psweb.sbs.ohio-state.edu/faculty/jmueller/KENT2.PDF)

A necessary, logical connection between democracy and war aversion, accordingly, is far from clear. Thus, it is often asserted that democracies are peaceful because they apply their domestic penchant for peaceful compromise (something, obviously, that broke down in the United States in 1861) to the international arena or because the structure of democracy requires decision-makers to obtain domestic approval.10 But authoritarian regimes must also necessarily develop skills at compromise in order to survive, and they all have domestic constituencies that must be serviced such as the church, the landed gentry, potential urban rioters, the nomenklatura, the aristocracy, party members, the military, prominent business interests, the police or secret police, lenders of money to the exchequer, potential rivals for the throne, the sullen peasantry.11 Since World War I, the democracies in the developed world have been in the lead in rejecting war as a methodology. Some proponents of the democracy-peace connection suggest that this is because the democratic norm of non-violent conflict resolution has been externalized to the international arena. However, developed democracies have not necessarily adopted a pacifist approach, particularly after a version of that approach failed so spectacularly to prevent World War II from being forced upon them. In addition, they were willing actively to subvert or to threaten and sometimes apply military force when threats appeared to loom during the Cold War contest. At times this approach was used even against regimes that had some democratic credentials such as in Iran in 1953, Guatemala in 1954, Chile in 1973, and perhaps Nicaragua in the 1980s (Rosato 2003, 590-91). And, they have also sometimes used military force in their intermittent efforts to police the post-Cold War world (Mueller 2004, chs. 7, 8). It is true that they have warred little or not at all against each other--and, since there were few democracies outside the developed world until the last quarter of the twentieth century, it is this statistical regularity that most prominently informs the supposed connection between democracy and peace. However, the developed democracies hardly needed democracy to decide that war among them was a bad idea.12 In addition, they also adopted a live-and-let-live approach toward a huge number of dictatorships and other non-democracies that did not seem threatening during the Cold War--in fact, they often aided and embraced such regimes if they seemed to be on the right side in the conflict with Communism. Moreover, the supposed penchant for peaceful compromise of democracies has not always served them well when confronted with civil war situations, particularly ones involving secessionist demands. The process broke down into civil warfare in democratic Switzerland in 1847 and savagely so in the United States in 1861. Democracies have also fought a considerable number of wars to retain colonial possessions--six by France alone since World War II--and these, as James Fearon and David Laitin suggest, can in many respects be considered essentially to be civil wars (2003, 76). To be sure, democracies have often managed to deal with colonial problems peacefully, mostly by letting the colonies go. But authoritarian governments have also done so: the Soviet Union, for example, withdrew from his empire in Eastern Europe and then dissolved itself, all almost entirely without violence. Thus, 
1NC: Democracy Frontline (4/4)

while democracy and war aversion have often been promoted by the same advocates, the relationship does not seem to be a causal one. And when the two trends are substantially out of step today, democracies will fight one another. Thus, it is not at all clear that telling the elected hawks in the Jordanian parliament that Israel is a democracy will dampen their hostility in the slightest. And various warlike sentiments could be found in the elected parliaments in the former Yugoslavia in the early 1990s or in India and then-democratic Pakistan when these two countries engaged in armed conflict in 1999. If Argentina had been a democracy in 1982 when it seized the Falkland Islands (a very popular undertaking), it is unlikely that British opposition to the venture would have been much less severe. "The important consideration," observes Miriam Fendius Elman after surveying the literature on the subject, does not seem to be "whether a country is democratic or not, but whether its ruling coalition is committed to peaceful methods of conflict resolution." As she further points out, the countries of Latin America and most of Africa have engaged in very few international wars even without the benefit of being democratic (for a century before its 1982 adventure, Argentina, for example, fought none at all) (1997, 484, 496). (Interestingly, although there has also been scarcely any warfare between Latin American states for over 100 years or among Arab ones or European ones for more that 50--in all cases whether democratic or not--this impressive phenomenon has inspired remarkably few calls for worldwide Arab colonialism or for the systematic transplant of remaining warlike states to Latin America or Europe.) 

1NC: Democracy Turn (1/2)
Withdrawal makes democracy promotion impossible

Steven Groves is Bernard and Barbara Lomas Fellow in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation, "Advancing Freedom in Iraq", 7/30/07, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2007/07/Advancing-Freedom-in-Iraq//avi
The common thread of these predictions is that a U.S. troop withdrawal would lead to chaos through­out Iraq and that democracy, human rights, the rule of law, and individual freedoms would be among the first casualties. A complete breakdown of the Iraqi government would lead to anarchy and place Iraqi citizens in survival mode in which the safety and survival of their families would be more impor­tant than the advancement of democratic ideals. Increasingly, Members of Congress are calling for the United States to withdraw from Iraq.[15] Con­gress has already passed legislation, which the Pres­ident vetoed, that would have "redeployed" U.S. armed forces out of Iraq and restricted the use of U.S. troops to extremely limited circumstances, such as killing or capturing members of al-Qaeda and training Iraqi security forces.[16] Although this legislation stated that U.S. forces were permitted to provide protection for "American diplomatic facili­ties and American citizens" (such as the U.S. embassy and diplomatic personnel), it designated no specific facilities or citizens for protection. Nei­ther did it provide any specific protection for USAID, NGOs such as the NDI and their Iraqi employees, or the Provincial Reconstruction Teams operating in Iraq. The ongoing effort of the U.S. government and NGOs to support the growth of Iraqi democracy would be an underappreciated victim of the anar­chy that would follow a U.S. military withdrawal. Democracy-Promotion NGOs. NGO efforts to promote democracy would very likely come to an abrupt end in the chaos that would follow a U.S. withdrawal. NGOs operating in Iraq already face considerable challenges due to the volatile security environment. Indeed, violence and gangsterism already have caused some prominent NGOs to close their operations in Iraq. For example, the Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere (CARE) terminated its operations in Iraq after Mar­garet Hassan, a naturalized Iraqi citizen working for CARE, was kidnapped and murdered in Octo­ber 2004.[17] Democracy-promotion NGOs have also been affected by the violence. A fatal ambush on an NDI convoy in January 2007 obligated the NDI to close its resource centers in Basrah, Hillah, Tikrit, and Kirkuk and confine its operations to the relative safety of the Green Zone, Irbil (northern Iraq), and Amman, Jordan.[18] The Irbil operation, which serves Iraqis living there and those who travel from Mosul and Kirkuk, will also become untenable if there is a significant U.S. military withdrawal. A major downturn in the security environment may make travel in the region too dangerous for the NDI to sustain its Irbil presence. NDI operations in the Green Zone are already suffering as a result of safety concerns caused by the shift of security responsibilities from the U.S. military to Iraqi forces.[19] Although the U.S. military does not provide physical security or force protection for NDI facili­ties, its presence provides a significant psychologi­cal assurance to NDI employees and the Iraqis who interact with the NDI. With the U.S. presence ensuring that Iraq will not slip into total anarchy, Iraqis are more likely to participate in programs that promote democracy and community governance. The mere presence of NGOs provides a morale boost to the Iraqi people. For example, the closure of the NDI's Tikrit office prompted a great commu­nity outpouring. The NDI received hundreds of let­ters from the citizens of Tikrit imploring it not to close the office. The NGO operations also show the Iraqi people that other people in the world care about their well-being and hope that their situation will improve.[20] A significant drawdown of U.S. forces would also likely degrade security on the roads linking Iraq's airports to the major city centers where the democ­racy-promotion NGOs operate. For example, if the roads to the airports were not safe to travel, NDI employees would find maintaining operations in the Green Zone and Irbil to be difficult if not impos­sible. Travel between the NDI's office in Amman, Jordan, and other offices in Iraq would also be seri­ously compromised.
1NC: Democracy Turn (2/2)

Iraqi and Middle Eastern democracy empirically proven to be unlikely

Moon 09(Bruce E. Moon, professor of International Relations at Lehigh University, Spring 2009, “Long Time Coming: Prospects for Democracy in Iraq”, International Security - Volume 33, Number 4, pp. 115-148, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v033/33.4.moon.html)

Only time will tell whether Iraq can democratize, but the historical analysis provided in this article reveals that just seven out of thirty comparable cases have achieved democracy even temporarily, and odds are that some of them will not last without at least one further relapse. More remain coherent autocracies, with no discernible move whatever toward democratization, even decades after extreme autocracies ended. This estimated likelihood of around five out of thirty is, by far, the most optimistic that can be squared with evidence from comparable cases. A consideration of the structural conditions derived from existing theory not only leaves intact the cautionary reminder of the broader historical record, but suggests that the prior experience of others may offer an overly optimistic estimate of Iraq’s prospects. The successful democratizers were marked by structural conditions that strongly presaged democratization, whereas Iraq is notable for structures that are extremely unfavorable for democracy. Remarkably, the conclusion that Iraq is among the handful of states least likely to democratize—perhaps 1 chance in 1,725—does not even require any reference to those conditions that most commentators regard as Iraq’s biggest challenges— the insurgency, ethnic rivalry, and external interference. It is difficult to see how conditions on the ground in Iraq today would boost its prospects relative to success stories such as Albania and Portugal. The most optimistic observer will find scant evidence in the historical record that a democratic transition is imminent in Iraq. About half a century seems to be the average among nations that have made it, however tentatively. But more time than that has elapsed among many that have not. Even the successes require two or more decades beyond the initial appearance to become consolidated. The burden of proof surely must shift to those who foresee democracy in the near future, and the burden they face is to show that Iraq is [End Page 147] better situated than most—that Iraq is more like Portugal, the only nation to transit quickly, than Saudi Arabia, which shows no signs of doing so. The chances of democracy appearing under current structural conditions in Iraq appear extremely remote. The past experience of Middle Eastern countries suggests that when democracy finally comes to Iraq, few Iraqis alive today will be there to greet it. The experience of the Soviet Union suggests that by the time democracy reaches parts of Mesopotamia, it will no longer be Iraq. Odds do not appear much better for Afghanistan, Iran, North Korea, or Syria.

Timeframe: Democratization Slow

Democratization is inherently slow: their impact will not happen in the foreseeable future.

Moon 09(Bruce E. Moon, professor of International Relations at Lehigh University, Spring 2009, “Long Time Coming: Prospects for Democracy in Iraq”, International Security - Volume 33, Number 4, pp. 115-148, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v033/33.4.moon.html)

Structural explanations, whether in the modernization or dependency traditions, contend that democratization unfolds slowly because it requires complex, multifaceted evolution in the political, social, and economic realms. This approach invariably identifies relatively enduring national qualities as requisites of democracy: income level and economic structure, class structure and inequality, education, colonial legacy, dependency, geographic region, religion, and ethnic divisions.12 Actor-oriented explanations that attribute greater importance to elite behavior see democratic possibilities in a broader range of circumstances, but they are scarcely more optimistic concerning the time frame required.13 They generally portray democratic transitions as staged processes that begin with a democratic opening (i.e., the breakdown of an authoritarian regime), then register a democratic breakthrough, and conclude with democratic consolidation.14 Although the first two of these stages can usually be identified as discrete events triggered by identifiable agents, democratic consolidation—“the process by which a newly established democratic regime becomes sufficiently durable [End Page 119] that a return to nondemocratic rule is no longer likely”—is inherently a longerterm proposition.15 From the standpoint of either of these schools of thought, it is easy to see why rapid democratization is rare.16 Democratic consolidation must take time because the conditions necessary for it are themselves the outcomes of protracted processes.17 

Historical Analysis Best

Predictions of democratization based in historical analysis are best (prefer our evidence) 
Moon 09(Bruce E. Moon, professor of International Relations at Lehigh University, Spring 2009, “Long Time Coming: Prospects for Democracy in Iraq”, International Security - Volume 33, Number 4, pp. 115-148, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v033/33.4.moon.html)

Previous theory advances a wealth of factors that affect democratic prospects, and any of them could be used to identify nations comparable to Iraq. Because my principal interest lies in forecasting rather than theory testing, however, the main analysis relies on a conclusion that is undisputed in the empirical literature: the best prediction of a nation’s level of democracy is its past level.9 This finding of a strong serial correlation is validated by the analysis below, but I begin by elucidating why, despite theoretical differences, most accounts agree that democratization is a necessarily slow process characterized by “hysteresis,” a physics term that means, literally, to be late.10 It describes systems that react slowly and at a lag to the forces applied to them, so that they depend on past history as well as current forces.11 [End Page 118] 

Democracy Promotion Bad

Democracy promotion fails in the Middle East: doesn’t provide benefits or peace

Mueller 07(John Mueller, professor of political science at Ohio State University, 6-15-2007, “Faulty Correlation, Foolish Consistency, Fatal Consequence: Democracy, Peace, and Theory in the Middle East” p.1, http://psweb.sbs.ohio-state.edu/faculty/jmueller/KENT2.PDF)

Democracy, a messy gimmick for aggregating preferences, has proven not only to be at least somewhat superior to alternative methods, but also a remarkably simple form of government that can rather easily be established, or imposed, whenever elites take a mind to so and remain uninhibited by thugs with guns. However, it has been cultured by philosophers and divines into something of a mystique in which it is maintained that democracy not only aggregates preferences, but creates them. In addition, the rise of democracy has corresponded with the growing acceptance of another, essentially unrelated, idea, war aversion, and this faulty correlation has been seized upon to be causal. Putting theory into practice, American statesmen have sought to impose democracy on the Middle East partly operating under the foolish, if theoretically consistent, belief that this will cause peace and preferences favorable to American (and Israeli) foreign policy to blossom in the area. The consequences have been fatal. 

A2: Democracy = Peace

Democracies don’t prevent war, they still fight, and the relationship between democracy and peace is not causal

Mueller 07(John Mueller, professor of political science at Ohio State University, 6-15-2007, “Faulty Correlation, Foolish Consistency, Fatal Consequence: Democracy, Peace, and Theory in the Middle East”  p. 5-6, http://psweb.sbs.ohio-state.edu/faculty/jmueller/KENT2.PDF)

A necessary, logical connection between democracy and war aversion, accordingly, is far from clear. Thus, it is often asserted that democracies are peaceful because they apply their domestic penchant for peaceful compromise (something, obviously, that broke down in the United States in 1861) to the international arena or because the structure of democracy requires decision-makers to obtain domestic approval.10 But authoritarian regimes must also necessarily develop skills at compromise in order to survive, and they all have domestic constituencies that must be serviced such as the church, the landed gentry, potential urban rioters, the nomenklatura, the aristocracy, party members, the military, prominent business interests, the police or secret police, lenders of money to the exchequer, potential rivals for the throne, the sullen peasantry.11 Since World War I, the democracies in the developed world have been in the lead in rejecting war as a methodology. Some proponents of the democracy-peace connection suggest that this is because the democratic norm of non-violent conflict resolution has been externalized to the international arena. However, developed democracies have not necessarily adopted a pacifist approach, particularly after a version of that approach failed so spectacularly to prevent World War II from being forced upon them. In addition, they were willing actively to subvert or to threaten and sometimes apply military force when threats appeared to loom during the Cold War contest. At times this approach was used even against regimes that had some democratic credentials such as in Iran in 1953, Guatemala in 1954, Chile in 1973, and perhaps Nicaragua in the 1980s (Rosato 2003, 590-91). And, they have also sometimes used military force in their intermittent efforts to police the post-Cold War world (Mueller 2004, chs. 7, 8). It is true that they have warred little or not at all against each other--and, since there were few democracies outside the developed world until the last quarter of the twentieth century, it is this statistical regularity that most prominently informs the supposed connection between democracy and peace. However, the developed democracies hardly needed democracy to decide that war among them was a bad idea.12 In addition, they also adopted a live-and-let-live approach toward a huge number of dictatorships and other non-democracies that did not seem threatening during the Cold War--in fact, they often aided and embraced such regimes if they seemed to be on the right side in the conflict with Communism. Moreover, the supposed penchant for peaceful compromise of democracies has not always served them well when confronted with civil war situations, particularly ones involving secessionist demands. The process broke down into civil warfare in democratic Switzerland in 1847 and savagely so in the United States in 1861. Democracies have also fought a considerable number of wars to retain colonial possessions--six by France alone since World War II--and these, as James Fearon and David Laitin suggest, can in many respects be considered essentially to be civil wars (2003, 76). To be sure, democracies have often managed to deal with colonial problems peacefully, mostly by letting the colonies go. But authoritarian governments have also done so: the Soviet Union, for example, withdrew from his empire in Eastern Europe and then dissolved itself, all almost entirely without violence. Thus, while democracy and war aversion have often been promoted by the same advocates, the relationship does not seem to be a causal one. And when the two trends are substantially out of step today, democracies will fight one another. Thus, it is not at all clear that telling the elected hawks in the Jordanian parliament that Israel is a democracy will dampen their hostility in the slightest. And various warlike sentiments could be found in the elected parliaments in the former Yugoslavia in the early 1990s or in India and then-democratic Pakistan when these two countries engaged in armed conflict in 1999. If Argentina had been a democracy in 1982 when it seized the Falkland Islands (a very popular undertaking), it is unlikely that British opposition to the venture would have been much less severe. "The important consideration," observes Miriam Fendius Elman after surveying the literature on the subject, does not seem to be "whether a country is democratic or not, but whether its ruling coalition is committed to peaceful methods of conflict resolution." As she further points out, the countries of Latin America and most of Africa have engaged in very few international wars even without the benefit of being democratic (for a century before its 1982 adventure, Argentina, for example, fought none at all) (1997, 484, 496). (Interestingly, although there has also been scarcely any warfare between Latin American states for over 100 years or among Arab ones or European ones for more that 50--in all cases whether democratic or not--this impressive phenomenon has inspired remarkably few calls for worldwide Arab colonialism or for the systematic transplant of remaining warlike states to Latin America or Europe.) 

Democracy Promotion => Colonialism

Democracy promotion is merely the application of hegemonic ambitions (use if we turn heg?)

Mueller 07(John Mueller, professor of political science at Ohio State University, 6-15-2007, “Faulty Correlation, Foolish Consistency, Fatal Consequence: Democracy, Peace, and Theory in the Middle East” p. 8, http://psweb.sbs.ohio-state.edu/faculty/jmueller/KENT2.PDF)

Even Russett, a prominent democratic-peace analyst, eventually, if rather reluctantly, concedes the possibility (2005, 398-400; see also Peceny and Pickering 2006). However, Bush and some of his supporters--particularly those in the neo-Conservative camp--foolishly, if consistently, extrapolated to develop an even more extravagant mystique. Not only would the invasion crisply bring viable democracy to Iraq, but success there would have a domino effect: democracy would eventually spread from its Baghdad bastion to envelop the Middle East. This would not only bring (it needs hardly to be said) blissful peace in its wake (because, as we know, democracies never fight each other), but the new democracies would also adopt all sorts of other policies as well including, in particular, love of, or at least much diminished hostility toward, the United States and Israel (because, as we know, the democratic process itself has a way of making people think nice thoughts). Vice President Dick Cheney attests, reports Woodward, to Bush's "abiding faith that if people were given freedom and democracy, that would begin a transformation process in Iraq that in years ahead would change the Middle East" (Woodward 2004, 428). Moreover, since force can establish democracy and since democracies rather automatically embrace peaceful and generally nice thoughts, after Iraq was forced to enter the democratic (and hence peaceful and nice-thinking) camp, military force would be deftly applied as necessary to speed up the domino-toppling process wherever necessary in the area. Such extravagant, even romantic, visions fill war-advocating neo-Conservative fulminations. In their book, The War Over Iraq, Lawrence Kaplan and William Kristol apply due reverence to the sanctified correlation--"democracies rarely, if ever, wage war against one another"--and then extrapolate fancifully to conclude that "The more democratic the world becomes, the more likely it is to be congenial to America" (2003, 104-5). And war architect Paul Wolfowitz also seems to have believed that the war would become an essential stage on the march toward freedom and democracy (Woodward 2004, 428). In a 2004 article proposing what he calls "democratic realism," Charles Krauthammer urges taking "the risky but imperative course of trying to reorder the Arab world," with a "targeted, focused" effort that would (however) be "limited" to "that Islamic crescent stretching from North Africa to Afghanistan" (2004 23, 17). And in a speech in late 2006, he continued to champion what he calls "the only plausible answer," an ambitious undertaking that involves "changing the culture of that area, no matter how slow and how difficult the process. It starts in Iraq and Lebanon, and must be allowed to proceed." Any other policy, he has divined, "would ultimately bring ruin not only on the U.S. but on the very idea of freedom." And Kaplan and Kristol stress that "The mission begins in Baghdad, but does not end there....War in Iraq represents but the first installment...Duly armed, the United States can act to secure its safety and to advance the cause of liberty--in Baghdad and beyond" (2003, 124-25). 

Iraq Democracy => Anti-US Regime

A democratic Iraq will elect leaders hostile to the United States

Mueller 07(John Mueller, professor of political science at Ohio State University, 6-15-2007, “Faulty Correlation, Foolish Consistency, Fatal Consequence: Democracy, Peace, and Theory in the Middle East” p. 10-11, http://psweb.sbs.ohio-state.edu/faculty/jmueller/KENT2.PDF)

The cynicism (or realism) about democracy expressed by Podhoretz has proved to be sound, of course. As peace-builders in Bosnia have repeatedly discovered, elections lead to the rise of people who can best engage and manipulate the political process to attract voters, and the winners are not necessarily the ones preferred by intervening foreign well-wishers. Thus if the people detest Israel and the United States and let that passion influence their vote, they will elect politicians who voice--indeed, stoke--hatred for Israel and the United States. Such hatreds have been very much enhanced by the American and British invasion of Iraq and by Israel's military actions against Palestinians during an internal rebellion between 2000 and 2005 and later against Lebanon in 2006. As Gregory Gause (2006) has pointed out, nearly two-thirds of those elected to the Iraq parliament in late 2005 explicitly advocated a stronger role for Islam in politics, Muslim Brotherhood candidates did very well in Egyptian elections at the same time and would have done even better had it not been for great electoral restrictions imposed by the government, and the militantly anti-Israel group, Hamas, triumphed in elections in Palestine in January 2006. This is not to argue, however, that efforts to force democracy on Iraq have necessarily failed. Using the minimal--but realistic--definitions of democracy proposed at the outset of this paper, Iraq is acting very much like a standard democracy, albeit one with an exceptionally high crime and violence rate. Politicians are squabbling continuously, interest groups are seeking to loot the public treasury as best they can, people are rather freely expressing themselves even where this may entail the airing of ethnic and racial hatreds (those who use violence to do so are not democratic, however), and politicians are seeking to manipulate the system to advantage their supporters.16 If the violence eventually comes under control, it is entirely possible that the country will remain democratic--though the demand for security may lead to a takeover by a strongman welcomed by the desperate population. However, even if democracy does survive in Iraq, it is to be expected that those in charge will remain loyal to the wishes of their constituencies and that may well mean, as Podhoretz suggests, intensified hostility to Israel and ungrateful animosity toward Iraq's naive, clumsy, and destructive democratic liberators. 

Withdrawal Can’t Solve for Democracy

Invasion destroyed democratic preconditions – withdrawal now cannot legitimize democratic government

Beetham 09(David Beetham, consultant on democracy for UNESCO, 2009, 'The contradictions of democratization by force: the case of Iraq', Democratization, 16: 3, 443 — 454, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a911726900&fulltext=713240928)

Now both of these preconditions for democracy are typically fractured by the process of invasion, as Iraq exemplifies. In the first place, invasion brings the destruction and collapse of the existing state apparatus, which produces a vacuum at three levels simultaneously – security, administration and politics. Of course that means an end to oppression, and what we see immediately (and saw in Iraq) is an immediate flowering of civil society, in journals, newspapers, free associations, and so on. But we also see the flowering of a very uncivil society, because what comes with the destruction of an oppressive state is not only an end to state oppression, but the collapse of the state itself in its different modes. To be sure there has been a process of state reconstruction under way in all these three modes in Iraq, but it has been deeply compromised by its identification with the occupying powers, and through its colonization by the different communal groupings within the country. This in turn is not accidental, because invasion brings with it, secondly, a radical shift in the balance of forces between the communities making up the country. It is a common feature of all of the western military interventions over the past decade – in Africa, the former Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, and now Iraq – that they have brought with them a radical shift in the balance of forces between the main local communities – sometimes intentionally, sometimes unintentionally, but all bringing a legacy of resentment on the part of those losing out. Such resentments make the process of democratization especially precarious. In sum, both state and nationhood as preconditions for electoral democracy are fractured, or further fractured, by the process of invasion.19 The fact that the Maliki government has had the confidence to renegotiate a timetable and terms for a US withdrawal that the Bush administration did not want, does not affect the precariousness of the conditions that will be left behind by the withdrawing troops.20 The most likely outcome in the short to medium term thereafter is, if not civil war, then a strong-man regime of the Mubarak type, deeply corrupt but with theocratic overtones: in short, another example of ‘elections without democracy’ as it has been aptly termed.21 In conclusion, while Iraq may display specific features that have intensified the problems of democratization, the basic problem lies in the contradictions of a democratizing project militarily imposed by an outside power, which Iraq has had the misfortune to demonstrate in an archetypical fashion. 

No Spillover/Iraq Fails

Democratization in the Middle East cannot start in Iraq 

Cook 09(Steven A. Cook, Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2009, “The Big Chill: Democracy Promotion in the Arab Middle East”, The Middle East Journal vol. 63 no. 2, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/the_middle_east_journal/v063/63.2.cook.html)

There is one other flaw in what is otherwise an interesting volume. Wittes argues that it is simply inconceivable for the United States to promote democracy beginning, as the Bush Administration did, with the weak states or entities of the region, notably Iraq, the Palestinian Authority, and Lebanon. Fair enough. These states have little margin for error when dealing with failing social contracts, youth bulges, economic under-development, and in the case of the Palestinians and Iraqis, occupation. Rather, Wittes argues that Washington should focus its attention on the strong states of the region. It is never entirely clear what she means by “strong,” given that equally compelling cases could be made that Egypt and Saudi Arabia — the states Wittes references in the strong category — are weak. Wittes’ own argument, after all, posits that a variety of emerging and converging socioeconomic and political challenges will destabilize these countries unless treated with a healthy dose of democracy promotion. Presumably if Egypt and Saudi Arabia are strong — that is they have the ability to penetrate society (though not thoroughly) and ensure political control, these political systems will likely be able to manage socio-economic problems more effectively than Iraq, the Palestinian Authority, or Lebanon. It thus stands to reason that the defenders of the Saudi and Egyptian regimes, confident that their strong states can weather a given crisis through a combination of cooptation and repression, will have the capacity to resist US entreaties for reform, especially if, as Wittes recommends, Washington focuses its efforts on core freedoms and rights. 

***Overstretch Advantage

1NC: Overstretch Frontline (1/2)
Defense cuts are inevitable

Kevin D. Williamson is deputy managing editor of National Review., "How Not To Cut Military Spending", 6/30/10, National Review, http://www.nationalreview.com/exchequer/230617/how-not-cut-military-spending//avi
The report of Rep. Barney Frank’s Sustainable Defense Task Force, issued in June, is a strange document. Titled “Debt, Deficits, and Defense: A Way Forward,” its first word is “conservatives,” which suggests that Mr. Frank’s intended audience is not Barack Obama, Nancy Pelosi, and Harry Reid, the people who actually control our debt, deficits, and defense. It begins with a quotation from Kori Schake of the Hoover Institution, whom the reports’ authors are careful to identify as a McCain-Palin foreign-policy adviser: “Conservatives need to hearken back to our Eisenhower heritage,” Schake writes, “and develop a defense leadership that understands military power is fundamentally premised on the solvency of the American government and the vibrancy of the U.S. economy.” This is followed by a second quotation, from John Podesta of the Center for American Progress, which of course is of no interest. What we discover in this report is not a budgetary document, but a pacifists’ manifesto: significant policy changes masquerading as deficit-hawking and penny-pinching. Buried in the report’s vasty depths is an eight-paragraph disquisition on the “Logic of Restraint,” the ideological framework undergirding the report’s book-balancing exercise. In other words, the conclusions precede the premises. In its opening shot, the report identifies 19 broad categories of potential savings, and its authors suggest that nearly $1 trillion can be sweated out of military spending over the coming decade. There are only four categories in which the savings add up to more than $100 billion, and examining those gives one a taste of the ideological particularism and wishful thinking at work here. The first of them is diminishing the U.S. nuclear arsenal for a savings of $113.5 billion. The second is reversing the growth in the Army and Marine Corps budgets that accompanied the Iraq and Afghanistan wars, saving $147 billion. The third is reducing the Navy’s fleet to 230 ships, saving $126.6 billion. And the final chunk comes in the nice round figure of $100 billion, to be realized by having Congress “require commensurate savings in command, support, and infrastructure,” which is to say — magic! Smaller line items do away with the Osprey helicopter program, two Air Force fighter wings, and 50,000 troops stationed in Europe and Asia. The policy preferences expressed in this report, and the slightly cavalier approach to the subject, come as no surprise: The authors of the report include no leading minds from the armed forces or the Pentagon, but multiple representatives from the Project on Defense Alternatives, an envoy from Peace Action, and like-minded colleagues from the Center for American Progress, the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, the New America Foundation, etc. (There are two Cato Institute scholars on the panel as well, along with Prof. Prasannan Parthasarathi of Boston College, an expert on the British empire and the author of a highly regarded history of cotton textiles.) The Pentagon’s budget is as bloated as any typical federal agency’s, and its operations as poorly administered. There is ample room for cuts in its budget. But there is not at present occasion for these cuts, which presuppose a major change in the military posture of the United States. As crucial as spending reform is — even the chairman of the Joint Chiefs calls the federal debt our top long-term national-security threat — we should not conduct a major rethinking of our national-defense policy under the cover of budget-balancing. That is a debate that deserves to be had on its own terms. And it is a debate that deserves to be conducted honestly. Unhappily, the authors of this report engage in the usual Washington budgetary shenanigans, calculating that military spending is responsible for two-thirds of the growth in annual discretionary spending since 2001. The key is that word “discretionary,” which functions as a way to wall off Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid from budgetary scrutiny. Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution suggests that all spending is discretionary; certainly, all spending should be treated that way. It is inevitable that if one sets aside the largest items on the federal budget — the so-called entitlements — then the relative size of military spending will be exaggerated. In truth, defense spending represents about 20 percent of the budget; in the 2010 budget, the Department of Health and Human Services will spend $200 billion more than the Department of Defense, its budget 28 percent larger. As a share of GDP, we spend about twice as much on entitlements as we do on national defense. To exclude those facts from discussion of national defense as a fiscal issue is to present a distorted picture of federal spending.

1NC: Overstretch Frontline (2/2)
History proves military overstretch is inevitable
Scaliger 6/25 (Charles, Published Journalist, 6/25/2010, The New American, Illusions of Empire,   http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/history/world/3838-illusions-and-empire)

If there’s one thing certain about empire building, it is that such projects cannot be sustained. Like the British, we seek to persuade ourselves — or, more accurately, globalist elites seek to persuade us — that empire building can be profitable, that the indefinite occupation of countries like Iraq will pay for itself many times over in oil revenues, and that militarism will open doors for enhanced commerce. Now, of course, we are finding out in the Middle East and Afghanistan, just as the British did in India, that only a few will benefit at a cost to many. Who can possibly tout up the cost of America’s enormous new “Residency” in Baghdad, the largest embassy complex ever built, transparently designed to serve as the headquarters for our newly minted Middle Eastern protectorates? The contractors building the embassy, enriched by U.S. taxpayer dollars, doubtless have few complaints. So likewise the security companies, the weapons manufacturers, and, yes, the oil industry. For ordinary Americans and Iraqis — the former burdened by spiraling oil prices and a deepening economic crisis made worse by a trillion-dollar war, the latter groaning under the yoke of terrorism, civil war, and an ever-deteriorating standard of living — the war in the Middle East is a bitter pill indeed. So also is proving to be the occupation of Afghanistan, which soon will equal the duration of the Soviet Union’s adventure in that unhappy land. Where will it all end? If the verdict of history is any guide, America, like Britain, may well continue to squander her strength and blood waging “savage wars of peace” across the globe until her resources are exhausted. Over the past two decades, America has garrisoned most of the former Yugoslavia, the Middle East, and Central Asia; we have yet to withdraw voluntarily from any of those places. As with Britain, our empire has become bound up with our sense of prestige; too many of us are invested in the status quo, such that withdrawal — from Iraq and Afghanistan, especially — is seen by too many as a betrayal rather than a corrective. In a word, it is not at all certain that America will ever relinquish empire until she is compelled to do so, by the brutal laws of economics, human behavior, and history — “the gods of the copybook headings,” Rudyard Kipling called them — which brook no defiance in the long run. On the other hand, what might it take to steer America away from the destructive, debilitating, potentially suicidal path of empire? A return to constitutional government would be a tremendous start. Merely reasserting the congressional prerogative to declare war would greatly curtail American wars of pure aggression, like the invasion and occupation of Iraq. Illegal wars and consequent occupations, like those of Yugoslavia and the Korean Peninsula, would be nullified and occupying forces brought home. The Koreans, the Japanese, the Europeans, Turkey, the republics of Central Asia — all these would become responsible for their own defense. Of course, any proposal to withdraw from our many so-called “obligations” overseas will provoke howls of protest from the commentariat, as we have seen with the 2008 Ron Paul presidential campaign. Yet ultimately we will have no choice in the matter. American military hegemony will only last for a brief moment, indeed, is already threatened by imperial overstretch combined with economic malaise. We will not be the world’s only superpower forever. Unfortunately, we have never been a particularly peaceful people. We are quick to rise to anger against enemies real and perceived, and put our trust in military force to have our way with the nations of the world. This makes us vulnerable to those who would use war as an excuse to enlarge the powers of government at home and abroad.
Heg sustainable: Econ doesn’t matter

US hegemony is sustainable—at worst economic decline only slows growth

David H. Levey, former Managing Director of Moody's Sovereign Ratings Service, and Stuart S. Brown is Professor of Economics and International Relations in the Moynihan Institute of Global Affairs at Syracuse University's Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs, "The Overstretch Myth", April 2005, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60615/david-h-levey-and-stuart-s-brown/the-overstretch-myth
Despite the persistence and pervasiveness of this doomsday prophecy, U.S. hegemony is in reality solidly grounded: it rests on an economy that is continually extending its lead in the innovation and application of new technology, ensuring its continued appeal for foreign central banks and private investors. The dollar's role as the global monetary standard is not threatened, and the risk to U.S. financial stability posed by large foreign liabilities has been exaggerated. To be sure, the economy will at some point have to adjust to a decline in the dollar and a rise in interest rates. But these trends will at worst slow the growth of U.S. consumers' standard of living, not undermine the United States' role as global pacesetter. If anything, the world's appetite for U.S. assets bolsters U.S. predominance rather than undermines it.
AT Overstretch: Budget cuts now

Defense Budget is sustainable—Congress will cut 1 trillion dollars from it

William Matthews, writer at Defense News, "Bipartisan Panel Offers Ways To Cut U.S. Spending", 6/11/10, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4667417//avi
How about retiring 57 ships from the U.S. Navy? And cutting 200,000 troops from the U.S. military? And ending costly programs like the V-22 Osprey, the Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle, even the new refueling tanker? Reps. Ron Paul, left, R-Texas, and Barney Frank, D-Mass., were organizers of the Sustainable Defense Task Force, which has unveiled a plan to cut $1.1 trillion in defense spending over the next decade. (GETTY IMAGES FILE PHOTO) How about curtailing the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter? Those are just a few of the recommendations offered by a task force that was asked by several members of Congress to come up with ways to cut defense spending - without diminishing national security. The Sustainable Defense Task Force unveiled its plan to cut $1.1 trillion in military spending over the next decade. Defense spending, which will reach $567 billion in 2011, is expected to top $7.4 trillion during the decade, according to the Congressional Budget Office. That does not include spending on the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, which will boost 2011 defense spending to $726 billion. Defense spending cuts will be essential as the United States struggles to bring its $13 trillion debt and $1.4 trillion annual deficit under control, members of the task force said June 11. But reducing the Navy to 230 ships - 100 fewer than it wants - or reversing recent increases in ground troops, or eliminating air wings would represent a major - and many would say unlikely about-face for the U.S. military. The task force, which includes representatives from a dozen think tanks and government watchdog organizations, was organized by liberal Rep. Barney Frank, D-Mass., and libertarian Rep. Ron Paul, R-Texas, and other members of Congress - a handful in all. "We're not talking about undercutting the troops in the field" or reducing the United States' ability to fight terrorism, Frank said. "No one favors cutting back on national security." But national security requires a healthy U.S. economy, he said, and the economy is in trouble, in part because of excessive military spending. Frank, who is chairman of the House Financial Services Committee, called for cutting by one-third the number of U.S. troops in Europe and Asia. That would reduce the number stationed in those regions to 35,000 in Europe and 65,000 in Asia and save $80 billion over 10 years. "I do not know what we are protecting Europe from - or why they can't defend themselves," Frank said. The task force recommends reducing the U.S. nuclear triad to a land-based and submarine-based nuclear dyad with 1,000 nuclear weapons. The newly signed START treaty would reduce the U.S. and Russian nuclear arsenals to 1,550 weapons each. The U.S. should also cut spending on missile defense - now a $10 billion annual expense - to about $3.3 billion until development work is done and missile interceptors are proven to work, the task force said. Eliminating five Army brigade combat teams and four Marine Corps infantry battalions - about 30,000 troops in all - would save $147 billion over the decade, the task force calculates. Troop Pullouts Those cuts would be possible as U.S. troops pull out of Iraq and Afghanistan and there is a growing consensus that the United States is unlikely to get involved in another large, drawn-out ground war in the foreseeable future, said Carl Conetta, co-director of the Project on Defense Alternatives and a member of the task force. Other proposals include retiring two aircraft carriers and their air wings and retiring two Air Force fighter wings. Because UAVs are doing such a good job in Afghanistan and Pakistan, fewer manned fighters are needed, said Lawrence Korb, a former Pentagon official and now senior defense analyst at the Center for American Progress. During nine years of war, U.S. defense spending has doubled. But recently, as the U.S. economy has faltered, there appears to be growing acceptance that defense cuts are necessary, Frank said.

Heg -> Overstretch

Heg makes overstretch inevitable and prevents regional powers from resolving issues first

Leon T. Hadar is a research fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy, international trade, the Middle East, and South and East Asia. July 8, 2010. (“Welcome to the Post-Unipolar World: Great for the U.S. and for the Rest” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11967)

It is not surprising those representatives of economic and bureaucratic interests in Washington, and some of America's client states that draw benefits from American interventionist policy, operate under the axiom that the U.S. should always be prepared to "do something" to "resolve" this or that conflict, here, there, and everywhere. That kind of never-ending American interventionism only discourages regional powers, counting on Washington to come to their aid, from actually taking steps to resolve those conflicts that end-up drawing-in other regional and global players, ensuring that America will never leave Japan and Korea (to help contain China), Iraq (to deter Iran), Afghanistan (to deal with Pakistan). And that is exactly what the pro-interventionists in Washington want when they suggested that America is the "indispensable power."  In any case, the notion that American hegemony is a precondition for global peace and security and that Washington needs therefore to extend its military commitments in Europe, the Middle East, Caucus, East Asia and elsewhere is not very practical — America does not have the resources in order to play that ambitious role — and is not very helpful, considering the most recent U.S. experience in the Middle East. The U.S. should not retreat from the world. But by embracing a policy of "constructive disengagement" from some parts of the world, America could help itself and the rest of the world.

Overstretch- Troops would redeploy/ recategorise

Troops wouldn’t be decommissioned, just transferred to “Embassy protection” or Afghanistan

Bill Van Auken politician and activist for the Socialist Equality Party 7 July 2010 (“Biden’s Baghdad mission: Securing “long term strategic” US interests” http://axisoflogic.com/artman/publish/Article_60540.shtml)

There is ample physical evidence that the US is not about to end its military presence in Iraq. This includes the sprawling US embassy in Baghdad. With its $700 million price tag and 104 acres of grounds, it is ten times bigger than any other US embassy in the world.  Meanwhile, the military is consolidating its forces in four massive US bases—Joint Base Balad in the north, Camp Adder in the south, Al Asad Air Base in the west and the Victory Base Complex adjacent to the Baghdad airport. The Pentagon spent $496 million on base construction in Iraq in 2009—after the agreement to withdraw US troops was signed. This was the largest amount allocated for this purpose since the war began. Another $323 million has been allocated for base construction this year.  Substantial numbers of US troops have been ordered out of Iraq, with most of them and their equipment being transferred to the escalating war in Afghanistan. The reality, however, is that Washington is preparing to maintain a permanent, colonial-style occupation of the oil-rich Arab country. 

***Soft Power Advantage
1NC: Soft Power Frontline (1/3)
Withdrawal from Iraq causes Asia to perceive a weakened US commitment to its allies. 
Michael J. Green,  the Japan Chair at CSIS and an associate professor of international relations at Georgetown University, 2008, 'The Iraq War and Asia: Assessing the Legacy', The Washington Quarterly, 31:

2, 181 — 200, http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/713327_731508578_918257846.pdf, CY
The ultimate legacy of the Iraq war on Asia will therefore depend on whether the United States has the will to see through its commitment to bring stability in Iraq. A failure of US. leadership in Iraq will reverberate in Asia more than in any region other than the Middle East itself. Should the United States abandon Iraq, friends and foes alike in Asia will draw conclusions about the willpower and commitment of the United States in their own region, where potentially dangerous power competition and rivalry linger just beneath the placid exterior of growing trade and economic interdependence. The importance of Asia should not be used as an excuse for precipitous withdrawal from Iraq, but neither should the preoccupation with Iraq lead to a search for quick solutions and easy headlines with respect to the strategic challenges in Asia. It is possible and indeed critical to prevail in Iraq while increasing strategic attention to Asia.
Torture prevents the US from recovering its soft power in the Middle East

Zain Pasha Meinig Family Cornell National Scholar (as well as Vice President of Operations), a Cornell Irwin and Joan Jacobs Scholar and was inducted to  Pi Sigma Alpha Political Science Honor Society as a junior. He founded the electronic publication division at the Cornell chapter of The Triple Helix Inc, and after having success with electronic publication at Cornell was hired as the Executive Editor-in-Chief of E-publishing for The Triple Helix Inc. May 4, 2010 (“Torturing America: Securing the American Interest” The Cornell International Affairs Review, vol. III, no. 2, Spring 2010)

First, using torture undermines international U.S. credibility because U.S. insistence on international adherence to human rights norms and simultaneous use of illegal torture practices casts the U.S. as a hypocrite in the eyes of the international community. Dr. Joseph S. Nye, Jr. and Richard L. Armitage agree when they argue “[America] cannot denounce torture and waterboarding in other countries and condone it home.”21 To be sure, a report released by China in 2008 used U.S. secret prisons and illegal U.S. torture practices to accuse the U.S. of hypocrisy in condemning China’s human rights record.22 Moreover, in 2006 Vladimir Putin accused the U.S. of hypocrisy in criticizing Russia’s human rights record with veiled references to illegal U.S. interrogation methods and use of force.23 Indeed, in maintaining a hypocritical policy of torture the U.S. not only undermines international human rights norms, but also subsequently harms its national interest when those norms become necessary for preserving U.S. national interests (e.g. when American soldiers are captured by other nations).24

Moreover, many nations use U.S. use of torture to justify their own policies. For example, when questioned by the UN in 2007 about its widespread and illegal torture practices, Sri Lanka defended itself by citing U.S. torture at Abu Ghraib, Guantanamo Bay and CIA “black sites.”25 Additionally, President Hosni Mubarak defended Egypt’s use of military tribunals for trying suspected terrorists by claiming that U.S. suspension of international human rights laws and use of military tribunals in cases of suspected terrorism vindicated Egypt of all criticism by international human rights groups.26 Indeed, then UN special rapporteur on torture Manfred Nowak agrees that U.S. use of torture has increased the global prominence of torture, as many nations view the U.S. as a model, or at the very least a justification, for their own policies.27 Similarly, Oxford University’s Henry Shue argues that use of torture by a superpower like the U.S. in particular sets an irresistible precedent for weaker nations who may not have alternative counterintelligence resources (i.e. if torture is universally outlawed weaker nations are forced not to use it, but if world leaders break torture laws weaker nations find it irresistible not to follow suit).28

1NC: Soft Power Frontline (2/3)

Soft power doesn’t solve – many examples.

Charles Krauthammer, Pulitzer-Prize winning syndicated columnist, 2008, National Review, July 11, Lexis Academic, CY

This in foreign policy establishment circles is called "hard power." In the Bush years, hard power is terribly out of fashion, seen as a mere obsession of cowboys and neocons. Both in Europe and America, the sophisticates worship at the altar of "soft power" -- the use of diplomatic and moral resources to achieve one's ends. Europe luxuriates in soft power, nowhere more than in l'affaire Betancourt in which Europe's repeated gestures of solidarity hovered somewhere between the fatuous and the destructive. Europe had been pressing the Colombian government to negotiate for the hostages. Venezuela's Hugo Chavez offered to mediate. Of course, we know from documents captured in a daring Colombian army raid into Ecuador in March -- your standard hard-power operation duly denounced by that perfect repository of soft power, the Organization of American States -- that Chavez had been secretly funding and pulling the strings of the FARC. These negotiations would have been Chavez's opportunity to gain recognition and legitimacy for his terrorist client. Colombia's President Alvaro Uribe, a conservative and close ally of President Bush, went instead for the hard stuff. He has for years. As a result, he has brought to its knees the longest-running and once-strongest guerrilla force on the continent by means of "an intense military campaign (that) weakened the FARC, killing seasoned commanders and prompting 1,500 fighters and urban operatives to desert" (Washington Post). In the end, it was that campaign -- and its agent, the Colombian military -- that freed Betancourt. She was, however, only one of the high-minded West's many causes. Solemn condemnations have been issued from every forum of soft-power fecklessness -- the EU, the U.N., the G-8 foreign ministers -- demanding that Robert Mugabe of Zimbabwe stop butchering his opponents and step down. Before that, the cause du jour was Burma, where a vicious dictatorship allowed thousands of cyclone victims to die by denying them independently delivered foreign aid, lest it weaken the junta's grip on power. And then there is Darfur, a perennial for which myriad diplomats and foreign-policy experts have devoted uncountable hours at the finest five-star hotels to deplore the genocide and urgently urge relief. What is done to free these people? Nothing. Everyone knows it will take the hardest of hard power to remove the oppressors in Zimbabwe, Burma, Sudan, and other godforsaken places where the bad guys have the guns and use them. Indeed, as the Zimbabwean opposition leader suggested (before quickly retracting) from his hideout in the Dutch embassy -- Europe specializes in providing haven for those fleeing the evil that Europe does nothing about -- the only solution is foreign intervention.

1NC: Soft Power Frontline (3/3)

Soft power doesn’t solve resentment – still risks backlash.

Joffe, publisher-editor of the German weekly Die Zeit and associate of the Olin Institute for Strategic Studies at Harvard University, 2006 (Josef, New York Times, May 14, http://www.nytimes.com/2006/05/14/magazine/14wwln_lede.html_r=2&pagewanted=print&oref=slogin), CY

In recent years, a number of American thinkers, led by Joseph S. Nye Jr. of Harvard, have argued that the United States should rely more on what he calls its "soft power" — the contagious appeal of its ideas, its culture and its way of life — and so rely less on the "hard power" of its stealth bombers and aircraft carriers. There is one problem with this argument: soft power does not necessarily increase the world's love for America. It is still power, and it can still make enemies. America's soft power isn't just pop and schlock; its cultural clout is both high and low. It is grunge and Google, Madonna and MoMA, Hollywood and Harvard. If two-thirds of the movie marquees carry an American title in Europe (even in France), dominance is even greater when it comes to translated books. The figure for Germany in 2003 was 419 versus 3,732; that is, for every German book translated into English, nine English-language books were translated into German. It used to be the other way around. A hundred years ago, Humboldt University in Berlin was the model for the rest of the world. Tokyo, Johns Hopkins, Stanford and the University of Chicago were founded in conscious imitation of the German university and its novel fusion of teaching and research. Today Europe's universities have lost their luster, and as they talk reform, they talk American. Indeed, America is one huge global "demonstration effect," as the sociologists call it. The Soviet Union's cultural presence in Prague, Budapest and Warsaw vanished into thin air the moment the last Russian soldier departed. American culture, however, needs no gun to travel. There may be little or no relationship between America's ubiquity and its actual influence. Hundreds of millions of people around the world wear, listen, eat, drink, watch and dance American, but they do not identify these accouterments of their daily lives with America. A Yankees cap is the epitome of things American, but it hardly signifies knowledge of, let alone affection for, the team from New York or America as such.  The same is true for American films, foods or songs. Of the 250 top-grossing movies around the world, only four are foreign-made: "The Full Monty" (U.K.), "Life Is Beautiful" (Italy) and "Spirited Away" and "Howl's Moving Castle" (Japan); the rest are American, including a number of co-productions. But these American products shape images, not sympathies, and there is little, if any, relationship between artifact and affection. If the relationship is not neutral, it is one of repulsion rather than attraction — the dark side of the "soft power" coin. The European student movement of the late 1960's took its cue from the Berkeley free-speech movement of 1964, the inspiration for all post-1964 Western student revolts. But it quickly turned anti-American; America was reviled while it was copied. Now shift forward to the Cannes Film Festival of 2004, where hundreds of protesters denounced America's intervention in Iraq until the police dispersed them. The makers of the movie "Shrek 2" had placed large bags of green Shrek ears along the Croisette, the main drag along the beach. As the demonstrators scattered, many of them put on free Shrek ears. "They were attracted," noted an observer in this magazine, "by the ears' goofiness and sheer recognizability." And so the enormous pull of American imagery went hand in hand with the country's, or at least its government's, condemnation. Between Vietnam and Iraq, America's cultural presence has expanded into ubiquity, and so has the resentment of America's soft power. In some cases, like the French one, these feelings harden into governmental policy. And so the French have passed the Toubon law, which prohibits on pain of penalty the use of English words — make that D.J. into a disque-tourneur. In 1993, the French coaxed the European Union into adding a "cultural exception" clause to its commercial treaties exempting cultural products, high or low, from normal free-trade rules. Other European nations impose informal quotas on American TV fare.  

Soft power turn extensions
Perception of victory in Iraq is important to US soft power.

Michael J. Green,  the Japan Chair at CSIS and an associate professor of international relations at Georgetown University, 2008, 'The Iraq War and Asia: Assessing the Legacy', The Washington Quarterly, 31:

2, 181 — 200, http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/713327_731508578_918257846.pdf, CY

Yet, not all opinion in the Southeast Asian press was as unabashedly antiAmerican. The Jakarta Post wrote on April 11, 2003, that “the war may be deplorable, but for what it is worth, the US.-led invasion of Iraq has ended the reign of one of the most ruthless and brutal leaders the world has ever known.”29 The eminently pragmatic Singaporeans read in the Straits Times on March 26, 2003, that “determining the correct policy for Singapore depends very much on being able to accurately read the most probable conclusion to the war in Iraq .... [V]ictory has a thousand fathers: defeat is an orphan.”

Any perception of weakness further erodes soft power

Robert Singh, School of Politics and Sociology, Birkbeck College, University of London, 2008, “The Exceptional Empire: Why the United States Will Not Decline — Again”, International Politics, http://www.palgrave-journals.com/ip/journal/v45/n5/full/ip200825a.html, CY

In looking to the future, while it would have been difficult to have designed an American president more likely to antagonize international opinion than George W. Bush, what much of the world will seek from his successor is unlikely to be the ‘un-Bush’. Previously, in Vietnam's aftermath, America's democratic and non-democratic allies alike took little comfort in a weak and vacillating Washington under Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter. What they sought instead was reassurance that America would remain strong, engaged and committed to defending their security and material prosperity. An America that was, and is, engaged and capable of acting decisively in support of global public goods is typically the end sought by US allies and feared by American enemies. Iraq undoubtedly makes the issuance of such reassurance by Washington, and placing genuine faith in such reassurance from allies, more difficult in the short term. But those allies will nonetheless seek, and the White House almost certainly will issue, a credible restatement of American purpose in a perilously dangerous world. Until the distant day when a substitute for US security and economic guarantees is found, dozens of nations on every continent will continue to look to Washington for leadership.

Soft Power- Turn

Soft power empirically fails at influencing our enemies, it only provides more points for criticism

Abe Greenwald Assistant Editor of Commentary July/August 2010 “The Soft-Power Fallacy” http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/the-soft-power-fallacy-15466
All this is to say that during the presidency of Bill Clinton, Nye’s “intangible forms of power” proved to hold little sway in matters of statecraft, while modes of traditional power remained as critical as ever in coercing other nations and affirming America’s role as chief protector of the global order.  If the Clinton years posed a challenge for the efficacy of soft power, the post-9/11 age has exposed Nye’s explication of the theory as something akin to academic eccentricity. In his book, Nye mentioned “current issues of transnational interdependence” requiring “collective action and international cooperation.” Among these were “ecological changes (acid rain and global warming), health epidemics such as AIDS, illicit trade in drugs, and terrorism.” Surely a paradigm that places terrorism last on a list of national threats starting with acid rain is due for revision.   For what stronger negation of the soft-power thesis could one imagine than a strike against America largely inspired by what Nye considered a great “soft power resource”: namely, “American values of democracy and human rights”? Yet Ayman al-Zawahiri, al-Qaeda’s second-in-command, had in fact weighed in unequivocally on the matter of Western democracy: “Whoever claims to be a ‘democratic-Muslim,’ or a Muslim who calls for democracy, is like one who says about himself ‘I am a Jewish Muslim,’ or ‘I am a Christian Muslim’—the one worse than the other. He is an apostate infidel.”  With a detestable kind of clarity, Zawahiri’s pronouncement revealed the hollowness at the heart of the soft-power theory. Soft power is a fine policy complement in dealing with parties that approve of American ideals and American dominion. But applied to those that do not, soft power’s attributes become their opposites. For enemies of the United States, the export of American culture is a provocation, not an invitation; self-conscious “example-setting” in areas like nonproliferation is an indication of weakness, not leadership; deference to international bodies is a path to exercising a veto over American action, not a means of forging multilateral cooperation. 

Soft power turn - Iran

Soft power risks nuclear conflict with Pakistan and Iran

Donald Lambro, Chief political correspondent of The Washington Times, Monday, May 11, 2009, The Washington Times, “’Smart Power’ stumped: Obama approach isn’t making the grade”, CY

Yet these and other mounting threats abroad "illustrate the weakness of the Obama foreign policy," wrote Michael Rubin, a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, in the Weekly Standard.  What the administration does not seem to grasp is that the battle against the Taliban in Pakistan and the nuclear threats posed by Iran are not going to be solved through soft power or good-faith engagement.  "The Taliban - or, for that matter, the Iranian leadership - are motivated not by earthly desires but by a religious ideology, one that brands any government unwilling to bow to their demands as illegitimate and Satanic," Mr. Rubin wrote.  Eagerness to compromise with the Taliban - as the Pakistani government sought to do when it turned over the Swat Valley to them in the hopes of a brokered peace - or attempting to buy off Iran or North Korea again only whets their demands for more concessions. And buys them time.  In the end, that always results in more dangerous consequences.

Obama’s soft power leads to concessions to Iran and proliferation

BBC, BBC Monitoring Trans Caucasus Unit, April 24, 2009, “Iranian academician urges caution over US participation in nuclear talks”, Lexis, CY
Commenting on America's change of mind on engaging in nuclear talks with Iran, a university lecturer has said that America was trying with the nuclear dossier, Palestine and Afghanistan to first "enter with soft power, and then relying on soft power, use hard power at later stages", ISNA reported.

Mehdi Mottaharnia said the Obama administration was a "neo-Democrat" government and said "the neo-Democrats rely on intelligent power, which means a redefinition of the Democrats' approach in the political arena. Basically the Americans have concluded on the basis of intelligent power that while their rivals do not have a corresponding weight in power, they use provocation against their rival and win energy from this, and use the reaction of their rival, which is America. So, the neo-Democrats believe they must not insist on suspension or preconditions in Iran's nuclear issue."

He referred to Iran's conduct in new conditions that "in the face of the intelligent power of America, which is a much more serious layer than the layers of power used by America in previous periods of history, one has to act with sense and caution. Thus diplomatic subtleties must be used and a radical discourse and hasty conduct must be avoided. 

While Obama is an opportunity for the world, he may also become a threat worse than the neo-conservatives in the world."

The international affairs analyst said Iran could use [America's] entry into talks to "increase the level of concessions it can obtain, while considering the rival's capability to accept these concessions. The lack of a precise perspective can turn winning concessions into a dangerous game. Iran's nuclear dossier must be looked at from a broad perspective, because the nuclear issue is part of the puzzle of issues between Iran and America."

Soft power turn – North Korea

Soft power emboldens North Korea.

Jeffrey T. Kuhner, president of the Edmund Burke Institute, a Washington think tank., June 6, 2009, Washington Times, “Another Korean War?”, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/jun/06/another-korean-war/), CY

North Korea threatens to engulf the Korean Peninsula in an all-out war. Pyongyang's recent test of a nuclear bomb poses a serious threat to international security and regional stability. Dictator Kim Jong-il continues to thumb his nose at global leaders, especially President Obama. The ailing strongman has denuded Mr. Obama on the world stage, revealing his soft-power strategy to be ineffective and reckless. Washington's emphasis on diplomacy was supposed to facilitate rogue states into increased cooperation. Instead, it has only emboldened the likes of North Korea (and Iran) to press ahead with their nuclear-weapons programs. Mr. Obama's "open hand" has been met with Mr. Kim's iron fist - one that has smashed Uncle Sam in the face. 
Soft power turn - terrorism

Obama’s soft policies encourage terrorism

CNN.com, “ Matalin: Obama’s ’soft power’ makes us weak,” May 22 2009, http://amfix.blogs.cnn.com/2009/05/22/matalin-obamas-soft-power-makes-us-weak/, CY

President Obama wants to close the detention center at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. He made that point clear yesterday during his speech at the National Archives.

“So the record’s clear — rather than keeping us safer, the prison at Guantanamo has weakened American national security. It is a rallying cry for our enemies. It sets back the willingness of our allies to work with us in fighting an enemy that operates in scores of countries.”

A short time after President Obama concluded his speech, former Vice President Dick Cheney addressed the American Enterprise Institute on national security and he offered some blistering rebuttals. He called the release of the Bush-era memos a reckless distraction and belittled Obama’s decision to close Guantanamo “with little deliberation and no plan.”

CNN Contributor Mary Matalin was an aide to the former vice president. She spoke to John Roberts on CNN’s “American Morning” Friday.

John Roberts: The former vice president has said several times that the Obama administration’s policies are making America less safe. Where’s the evidence for that?

Mary Matalin: Common sense and history… It’s one thing to say all of the things Obama said on the campaign trail but within hours of being the actual commander in chief, he was suggesting the previous seven years marked by no attacks were policies that were ineffective, were immoral, were illegal. That broadcast to our enemies a weakness. Weakness invites provocation. Secondly, as he was clear in his speech yesterday, he wants to return to a 9/10 law enforcement policy rather than a prevention policy.

Three, the threshold and key tool for fighting this enemy is gathering intelligence. And he’s clearly demoralized and undermined those intelligence gatherers. Four, Gitmo, releasing the hardest of the hardened terrorists into some system, whatever system that might be, either would divulge classified material… if they put them in the prison population, they can hatch plots as was the case in New York. So I could go on and on. But some of these policies, by virtue of the former vice president speaking out, were stopped as in the release of the detainee photos.

Obama’s soft power policies invite provocation 

CNN.com, “ Matalin: Obama’s ’soft power’ makes us weak,” May 22 2009, http://amfix.blogs.cnn.com/2009/05/22/matalin-obamas-soft-power-makes-us-weak/, CY

Matalin: Well there’s no evidence of that either. In fact there’s evidence to the contrary. This so-called “soft power” has resulted in Iran being more verbose, launching a missile this week. North Korea’s pulled out of any negotiating posture. Soft power isn’t working. There’s no evidence for that. And there’s plenty of evidence to the contrary that weakness invites provocation. During the ’90s, when we did not respond to six attacks in six years, the ranks of al Qaeda swelled by some 20,000. That was the recruitment tool. Weakness and successful attacks is the recruitment tool.

Soft power resilient - China
China is perceived as the real threat – as long as the US helps to balance Asia, allies will continue to support the US.
Michael J. Green,  the Japan Chair at CSIS and an associate professor of international relations at Georgetown University, 2008, 'The Iraq War and Asia: Assessing the Legacy', The Washington Quarterly, 31:

2, 181 — 200, http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/713327_731508578_918257846.pdf, CY

On the other hand, U.S. alliances after Iraq are stronger and more interoperable in part because of coalition operations. This new strength and interoperability enhances deterrence and dissuasion in Asia. In addition, the Iraq war ironically may have given the Bush administration a freer hand in domestic U.S. politics to manage the complex relationship with China. China’s trade deficit with the United States rose to more than $200 billion in 2006, a position that had led to severe trade friction with Japan wlien the United States ran a high trade deficit with it during the 1988 and 1992 presidential elections. Yet, China did not register in the 2004 election because Democratic nominee Senator John Kerry (Mass.) was so focused on the increasingly unpopular war in Iraq. Finally, China’s growing and often negative influence on everything from Darfur to South Korean industrial competitiveness to Italian shoe exports have ensured that traditional U.S. allies in Asia and Europe have chosen to continue aligning closely with the United States rather than choose multipolarity in spite of Iraq. Indeed, the same polls that tracked the U.S. difficulties in the world around the time of the Iraq war found that China’s image globally began slipping significantly beginning in 20052 Although Chirac’s vision of multipolarity may have seemed possible to Beijing in 2003, the European Union’s subsequent decision to postpone lifting its Tiatiannien Square-era amis embargo on China sent a strong signal that the Iraq war had not fundamentally altered the Western democracies’ commitment to sustaining the neoliberal order. Nor had the war created new space internationally for outsiders to embrace what is called the “Beijing consensus,” opposing interference in the internal affairs of other states. The pro-American stances of President Nicholas Sarkozy of France, Chancellor Angela Merkel of Germany, Lee, Fukuda, and Rudd stand as evidence that the next administration in Washington will enter office with stronger aggregate partnerships to help shape China’s emerging role. None are signing on to a policy of containment of China, but Washington is not asking for that. If anything, the next administration is likely to continue the strategy of encouraging Beijing to be a “responsible stakeholder” in the international system, while working to maintain a balance of power in the region and internationally. Thc Iraq war has influenced these facts at the margins, but not the fundamentals
AT: Soft power > Hard power
Hard power in Iraq is key to soft power.
Bruce D. Jones, Director of the Center on International Cooperation at New York University and Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution, Carlos Pascual, United States Ambassador to Mexico, and Stephen John Stedman,  formerly the research director of the United Nations High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change from 2003-2004, and assistant secretary general and special advisor to the secretary general of the United Nations, in 2005., 2009 Power & responsibility: building international order in an era of transnational threats, Brookings Institution Press, pg. 293, CY

IRAQ. Most nations want nothing to do with U.S. policy in Iraq, seeing it as an American quagmire. Yet the entire Middle East and much of the world would live with the consequences of a meltdown in Iraq that would spark a wider Sunni-Shiite struggle, entrench Iraq as a failed state and recruiting ground for terrorism, exacerbate the displacement of 4.5 million people, and further destabilize energy markets. U.S. and international concerns converge on the issue of regional stability, and here there is room for cooperation. 

Hard power key

History proves – there is no impact to soft power – hard power is key. 

Robert Singh, School of Politics and Sociology, Birkbeck College, University of London, 2008, “The Exceptional Empire: Why the United States Will Not Decline — Again”, International Politics, http://www.palgrave-journals.com/ip/journal/v45/n5/full/ip200825a.html, CY

Moreover, the ‘squandered soft power’ thesis suffers from ignoring factors that realist scholars have traditionally been acutely concerned with, namely, the material interests of the relevant state actors. Was the US of 1948 really more globally attractive than that of 2008 Did West Europeans, South Koreans and Japanese mass publics really side with the US during the Cold War because it provided an especially ‘attractive’ economic or social model Most of them decisively rejected the American economic model of raw capitalism in favour of social welfare and state dirigisme, steadily embraced secularism over religiosity, found America's approach to firearms and criminal justice unfathomable, and rejected entirely its state-sanctioned racial segregation. The brute self-interest of these states in a clear, reliable and enduring US security guarantee and market was at the core of their support for Washington — support that was never unconditional even in the case of such stalwart allies as Japan and the UK.

Soft power resilient
US power is resilient.

Robert Singh, School of Politics and Sociology, Birkbeck College, University of London, 2008, “The Exceptional Empire: Why the United States Will Not Decline — Again”, International Politics, http://www.palgrave-journals.com/ip/journal/v45/n5/full/ip200825a.html, CY

The US continues to defy history and theory. America's global predominance in hard and soft power remains fundamentally intact. That does not translate into omnipotence. Important limits exist to US power. Nor, as we have seen since 2001, does predominance promise an error-free foreign policy. But, as one leading historian of empire recently argued, American power ‘on almost any criterion…now transcends the limits of empire that we have observed in force since the early fifteenth century’ (Darwin, 2008, 485). No other major power is currently in range of competing with the US for global influence, nor is any likely to become so for a generation. Each — whether strategic competitor or partner — faces powerful internal weaknesses and external threats at least as significant as those facing the US. Moreover, for all their apparent differences and partisan rivalries, mainstream Democrats and Republicans are committed to strategies — however distinct in tone, emphases and symbolism — to preserve and enhance US primacy. As such, whatever new or old clothes the next emperor dons after January 20, 2009, he will continue to preside over the indispensable nation and an exceptional ‘empire of liberty’. And just as the academic debate about American decline is again on the rise, it may as rapidly recede once more.

Soft power alt cause - commodities 
US soft power is not supplied by the government. 

Robert Singh, School of Politics and Sociology, Birkbeck College, University of London, 2008, “The Exceptional Empire: Why the United States Will Not Decline — Again”, International Politics, http://www.palgrave-journals.com/ip/journal/v45/n5/full/ip200825a.html, CY

Like many theoretical constructs in social science, ‘soft power’ has its appeal and adherents. But it is not unproblematic. Realists typically have had little time for such ephemeral notions as the popularity of nations as being especially consequential in international relations. In addition, there exists a paucity of empirical evidence that substantiates the premises and prescriptions of soft power. Soft power is not a commodity that governments can actively deploy in pursuit of discrete foreign policy goals, unlike hard military or economic resources. Moreover, to the extent that America is attractive, most of this soft resource is supplied not by the state but the private sector — Hollywood, television and the music industry to universities, research institutes and businesses. The influence of government on whether, where and how these resources are deployed is limited, uneven and indirect (probably for the good).

Soft power alt cause – Guantanamo

Guantanamo Bay, Abu Ghraib are reasons that US soft power has declined. 

Michael J. Kelly, Professor of Law at Creighton University, 2008, “Responses to the Ten Questions Part I - Ten Questions“, William Mitchell Law Review, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/wmitch35&div=73&g_sent=1&collection=journals#1685, CY

The chief lesson from Gitmo is that U.S. detention’ and treatment of people in what is considered a “legal black hole” is not worth the disastrous negative consequences to America’s image in the world.  Because of Gitmo, torture at Abu Ghraib prison, the illegal invasion of Iraq, and other errors in judgment committed by the Bush administration, America is no longer regarded as a leader in human rights and an adherent to the rule of law. As such, the United States is literally unable to wage a winning campaign for hearts and minds in the battlefields on which it is currently deployed.

Alt cause: the US has no soft power because of Guantanamo Bay and immigration laws.

Yoichi Kato, Asahi Shimbun Senior Staff Writer, 2008, “Return from 9/11 PTSD to Global Leader”, The Washington Quarterly, 31: 4, 165 — 173, CY
For decades, the United States has charnicd and attracted the rest of the world with its rare combination of freedom, openness, and prosperity. These fundamental characteristics of the American way of life have long been the source of U.S. soft power, but since the September 11 attacks, they have substantially weakened. The United States is no longer as free of a country as it used to be, as a number of regulations and policies have been put in place to restrict freedoms in the name of national security. As such, the United States can no longer champion human rights, with its credibility severely undermined by the controversial treatment of detainees at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo Bay, nor can American society proclaim its erstwhile openness. Immigration controls have been made ever stricter, security checks have been stepped up across the nation, and people remain fearful of the next terrorist attack. For foreigners, it is not as fun and comfortable to live in the United States as it once was. It seems the free, open, and just America has gone, as has its exceptional soft power and the unique global leadership role that power guaranteed.

Torture Alt Cause

Torture harms us ability to solve the war on terror

Zain Pasha Meinig Family Cornell National Scholar (as well as Vice President of Operations), a Cornell Irwin and Joan Jacobs Scholar and was inducted to  Pi Sigma Alpha Political Science Honor Society as a junior. He founded the electronic publication division at the Cornell chapter of The Triple Helix Inc, and after having success with electronic publication at Cornell was hired as the Executive Editor-in-Chief of E-publishing for The Triple Helix Inc. May 4, 2010 (“Torturing America: Securing the American Interest” The Cornell International Affairs Review, vol. III, no. 2, Spring 2010)

Finally, U.S. use of torture undermines U.S. soft power leadership because it diminishes international opinion about the U.S.29 To be sure, a January 2007 World Public Opinion Poll of 26,000 people across 25 countries revealed that 67% of respondents disapproved of the way in which the U.S. treated Guantanamo Bay detainees and 49% of respondents (the largest plurality) felt the U.S. had an overall negative impact on the world.30 The implications of this are significant. For one thing, the U.S. relies on its soft power to gain the support of nations like Germany and Malaysia in the fight against terrorism. If public sentiment about the U.S. among the citizens of key U.S. allies is sufficiently negative, the U.S. may not be able to cooperate with those allies to confront a national security threat. For example, the U.S. may not be able to get permission to bomb an al-Qaeda terrorist cell in Malaysia, or it may not receive German political and military support in starting a campaign against terrorist groups. Moreover, soft power losses become self-perpetuating, as negative international opinion of the U.S. elicits isolationist responses from U.S. citizens that subsequently embolden U.S. enemies like al-Qaeda. Finally, winning the War on Terror necessitates moderate Muslim leadership in the Islamic world. For this, U.S. soft power diplomacy is crucial as it creates linkages between the U.S. and moderate Muslims that can subvert the influence of Muslim extremists.31 Indeed, without the support of our allies and those living in the Middle East, the U.S. will have a hard time winning the War on Terrorism.32

AT: Torture k2 prevent terror

Other methods solve better even in the most pressing situations

Zain Pasha Meinig Family Cornell National Scholar (as well as Vice President of Operations), a Cornell Irwin and Joan Jacobs Scholar and was inducted to  Pi Sigma Alpha Political Science Honor Society as a junior. He founded the electronic publication division at the Cornell chapter of The Triple Helix Inc, and after having success with electronic publication at Cornell was hired as the Executive Editor-in-Chief of E-publishing for The Triple Helix Inc. May 4, 2010 (“Torturing America: Securing the American Interest” The Cornell International Affairs Review, vol. III, no. 2, Spring 2010)

Moreover, torture offers little actual utility for preserving U.S. national security even in the case of a “ticking time bomb.” Indeed, the premises upon which the “ticking time bomb” justification is situated make the scenario very unlikely to occur in reality, which effectively makes it an argument for why torture should never be used. Furthermore, the vague time-horizon implied by the term “imminent” in the case of the “ticking time bomb” makes it a slippery slope that results in the use of torture against virtually anyone. Additionally, interrogators can never know with certainty that a detainee will provide actionable or accurate intelligence. To be sure, the cases of Abu Zubaydah and Ibn al-Shaykh al-Libi demonstrate that torture oftentimes yields redundant and even false information, which makes it useless as a counterintelligence tool even in “ticking time bomb” scenarios.  Finally, even if there are some benefits to using torture (e.g. if a cooperative terrorist with exact details of how to disarm a “ticking time bomb” were apprehended), alternative methods like the FBI’s “rapport-building” have been empirically proven to be more effective at garnering intelligence. All of this is to say that torture is not in the U.S. national interest, as not only has torture been counterproductive for the U.S. in the War on Terrorism and not provided any mitigating benefits, there are alternatives that have been empirically proven to be more effective than torture at preserving U.S. national security.

Soft power no link – Anti US Sentiment
Anti Americanism does not cause a loss of soft power – here’s empirical evidence.
Robert Singh, School of Politics and Sociology, Birkbeck College, University of London, 2008, “The Exceptional Empire: Why the United States Will Not Decline — Again”, International Politics, http://www.palgrave-journals.com/ip/journal/v45/n5/full/ip200825a.html, CY

Might it nonetheless be consequential for America if its soft power was in freefall If governments refused cooperation with the US in the face of public antipathy towards America, this would indeed be a serious development. Undoubtedly, those governments — France, Germany, Russia — that opposed a second resolution at the UN over Iraq in 2002–2003, and other members of the UN Security Council such as Mexico and Chile, were responding partly to their citizens' vocal anti-war stance. But, as we know, several governments — the UK, Spain, Italy, Poland — steadfastly ignored similar anti-war public sentiment to support the US. Although some of these nations ultimately lost their Prime Ministers in part (indirectly) due to Iraq, elections after 2003 saw the return of markedly pro-US leaders in Berlin, Paris, Ottawa and Canberra, including the most overtly pro-American president in French history in Nicolas Sarkozy in 2007 and Silvio Berlusconi's return to the Italian premiership in April 2008. Precisely how anti-Americanism affects national elections and policies seems more akin to art than science at present.

No impact to soft power

No impact to soft power.

Robert Singh, School of Politics and Sociology, Birkbeck College, University of London, 2008, “The Exceptional Empire: Why the United States Will Not Decline — Again”, International Politics, http://www.palgrave-journals.com/ip/journal/v45/n5/full/ip200825a.html, CY

Like many theoretical constructs in social science, ‘soft power’ has its appeal and adherents. But it is not unproblematic. Realists typically have had little time for such ephemeral notions as the popularity of nations as being especially consequential in international relations. In addition, there exists a paucity of empirical evidence that substantiates the premises and prescriptions of soft power. Soft power is not a commodity that governments can actively deploy in pursuit of discrete foreign policy goals, unlike hard military or economic resources. Moreover, to the extent that America is attractive, most of this soft resource is supplied not by the state but the private sector — Hollywood, television and the music industry to universities, research institutes and businesses. The influence of government on whether, where and how these resources are deployed is limited, uneven and indirect (probably for the good).

Soft power isn’t the internal link to heg. 

Henri Astier, journalist, “Obama: ‘Soft power’ and Hard Reality,” BBC, November 24 2008, news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/7743267.stm, CY

Foreign policy scholars, however, are less sure about what the new president's stellar image can achieve - and some believe his foreign fans could be in for a disappointment.

Joseph Nye, the Harvard academic who coined the term "soft power", agrees that Mr Obama has it in spades, but says it will not automatically lead to foreign policy triumphs.

"The fact that you have an African-American son of an immigrant become president shows that the American democracy still works," he told the BBC News website.

"Now if we wind up failing to co-operate on climate change or getting into a war which is unpopular, Obama's personal symbolism isn't going to overcome that."

Soft power, Mr Nye believes, provides an "enabling environment". Actual policies, he says, will determine whether US influence has been durably restored.

Soft power no impact- conflicts
Soft power doesn’t solve conflicts
Joseph Nye, Professor at Harvard University, 2007,  Leashing the Dogs of War, ed. Crocker, p.396, CY
Soft power can play an important role in managing conflicts, but one must not oversell it.  For one thing, as mentioned earlier, soft power is often difficult for governments to use directly.  Much of it is produced and controlled by civil society outside the control of government.  To some extent, national soft power in the form of values is almost an  inadvertent by-product of domestic political life, and American popular cultural exports are controlled more by Hollywood than by Washington.  Even in countries with more central political control than in the United States, the importance of credibility limits the extent to which governments can manipulate their soft power in an information age.  Moreover, as mentioned, setting an example does not provide power unless others choose to follow it.  Sometimes examples are ignored; and sometimes, when cultural values differ dramatically, examples can be counterproductive.  Thus soft power is not simply another “tool” to be added to the peacekeeper’s “tool kit” like an additional battalion of troops.  But attraction to the values for which peacekeepers stand can facilitate their tasks.

Soft power no impact
The world no longer needs American leadership

Sherle R. Schwenninger, Direction of the New America Foundation's Fellow Program, The Nation, "Undebated Challenges," from the November 19, 2007 issue, www.thenation.com/doc/20071119/schwenninger, CY
 
As important, the Democrats seem to assume that the world so wants and needs American leadership that it is there for the taking. But as Anatol Lieven suggests, the overarching question facing American foreign policy is not how to restore leadership but how to adjust to an increasingly multipolar world that may be less open to any one power's primacy. Russia, China, India, South Korea, a host of South American countries and even the pro-American powers belonging to the European Union have all grown accustomed to a world in which the United States has been preoccupied with Iraq and in which they have had more freedom to shape the politics and economies of their regions. Much of the world has done just fine without active American leadership during this time and thus may not be as receptive to a reassertion of US leadership, as most of the Democratic candidates seem to suggest.  Indeed, the leading Democratic candidates have failed to grasp one of the central lessons of the Bush era: the world does not need strong US leadership so much as it needs constructive US participation as a great power. On global climate change, on AIDS in Africa, on engaging North Korea, to mention just a few issues, other powers and new coalitions of transnational NGOs and intergovernmental agencies--as well as long-established ones such as the United Nations--got there just as quickly as and in some cases before the United States, and they now have an ownership stake in these issues and well-developed views about how they should be solved. They would welcome the United States to the fold, but they would not cede all leadership to Washington.

Soft Power no Solve
No impact to loss of soft power- history proves

Robert Singh, School of Politics and Sociology, Birkbeck College, University of London, 2008, “The Exceptional Empire: Why the United States Will Not Decline — Again”, International Politics, http://www.palgrave-journals.com/ip/journal/v45/n5/full/ip200825a.html, CY

Moreover, in historical terms, the literature on anti-Americanisms makes plain that long before the US had a global role to play, the nation and its people were already objects of contempt, ridicule and bafflement, especially in Europe (Singh, 2005). Anti-Americanism predated encounters with the American ‘Other’. During periods of international tension in which relatively weak interlocutors confront a powerful US, it is unsurprising that animus is often vented towards Washington. As one Newsweek poll recorded the sorry figures underpinning America's ‘tarnished global image’:A plurality or majority in five of the six countries polled agreed that a strong American military presence around the world increases the chance of war. The fear of American military power was greatest in Mexico. Only one country, Brazil, ‘approved’ — and by a bare 31 to 29 percent margin — of US government policy. There was ‘heightene[d]scepticism about American power and intentions — And there was too much cultural influence’ (Joffe, 2006, 70). And this long before Bush occupied the White House, in 1983.
Soft power- Doesn’t Solve Iran Prolif

Soft power failed to influence Iranian proliferation

Abe Greenwald Assistant Editor of Commentary July/August 2010 “The Soft-Power Fallacy” http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/the-soft-power-fallacy-15466
That kind of privileged diplomacy, taking place among the like-minded, continues to yield results. Soft power is and always has been an organic aspect of America’s relationships with regimes that already “desire the same sort of world.” Washington may quibble over the details of energy or trade policy with other democracies, but a mutually beneficial deal can usually be reached because all parties have gone into negotiations with some type of mutually beneficial outcome in mind. For example, in March, India and the United States secured an agreement whereby the U.S. will commit to selling nuclear material to India and India will commit to firewalling its civil and military reactors under international supervision. Such bilateral comity comes as a result of India’s wanting to be a freer, more prosperous, and pluralistic democracy. America’s use of soft power, in this context, is a given.  Alternately, the limits of soft power can be seen in the Obama administration’s dealings with regimes that reject the American model. The most immediate examples are Iran and Russia. Consider the Obama administration’s attempt to employ soft power and strike a uranium enrichment deal with Iran. On March 19, 2009, during the Iranian celebration of the Persian New Year, President Obama released a much-viewed video message directed at Iran and specifically its leadership. He transparently laid out, for Tehran, his vision of diplomatic rebirth:       So in this season of new beginnings I would like to speak clearly to Iran’s leaders. We have serious differences that have grown over time. My administration is now committed to diplomacy that addresses the full range of issues before us, and to pursuing constructive ties among the United States, Iran and the international community. This process will not be advanced by threats. We seek instead engagement that is honest and grounded in mutual respect.  This opening soft-power gesture was soon followed by summitry. Despite the telling absence of an American embassy in Tehran, an ambitious diplomatic effort to halt Iran’s nuclear-weapons development was soon underway. Having set aside any threats, Obama nevertheless proposed a year-end deadline for Iran to show its willingness to resolve the nuclear issue via engagement. “The important thing is to make sure there is a clear timetable, at which point we say these talks don’t seem to be making any clear progress,” the president said. American officials began shuttling to overseas meetings with Iranian representatives. But the Iranian leadership shot down this proposal, along with all others.  As for the threat-free cutoff date, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad told an audience last December in the Iranian city of Shiraz, “The West can give Iran as many deadlines as they want, we don’t care.” The reliance on soft power as sufficient grounds for summitry translates into a downgrading of traditional diplomatic tools, such as credible threat and dependable alliances.
Soft Power- Fails (Iran movement)

Soft power theory ignores democratic movements in countries in order to curry favors with hostile leaders

Abe Greenwald Assistant Editor of Commentary July/August 2010 “The Soft-Power Fallacy” http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/the-soft-power-fallacy-15466
Contrary to President Obama’s hopes, since his inauguration Iran has undertaken a massive expansion of its nuclear program. Coupling revelations about new enrichment facilities with declarations of God’s will or renewed threats to destroy Israel, Iran’s behavior is as far from what could be called diplomatic as could be imagined.  Iran is impervious to American soft power because the Iranian regime is built on a defining opposition to America’s ideals and aims. The Khomeinist revolution is predicated on a doctrinal hatred of America. For either Ahmadinejad or Grand Ayatollah Ali Khamenei to “want what [America] wants” would constitute a refounding of the Islamic republic.  Yet in its effort to soft-power Tehran into a deal, the Obama administration missed an opportunity with Iranians who desire that very thing: Iran’s democratic protesters. On June 12, 2009, an election, widely believed to have been rigged, returned Ahmadinejad to the presidency. For weeks, thousands of Iranian protesters took to the streets. The regime responded to the Green movement, as the protesters came to be called, with mass arrests, abuse, torture, imprisonment, and murder. Protesters’ demands for democracy were coupled with explicit entreaties to Washington. “Are you with us or with the regime?” they asked President Obama.  The White House was slow to condemn the human-rights abuses in any meaningful way, opting instead to “bear witness,” in Obama’s words, lest American condemnation be used as a “political football” inside Iran. The characterization is telling. American condemnation is not, after all, an insensate “football” dependent on its handlers for meaning. American opinion is shaped by American ideals and carries a trademarked moral dimension. It was no oversight that Iran’s democrats did not call directly on China’s President Hu Jintao or Saudi Arabia’s King Abdullah to condemn Ahmadinejad. To the extent that American soft power works, it does so because of the democratic character of sympathetic parties such as Iran’s Green movement. The administration bartered that away for a chance to persuade a dictatorial, theocratic regime that America is now less faithful to upholding American principles. The Green movement has since been all but silenced by Ahmadinejad.

Soft power- Doesn’t influence Russia

Soft power can’t influence Russia

Abe Greenwald Assistant Editor of Commentary July/August 2010 “The Soft-Power Fallacy” http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/the-soft-power-fallacy-15466
A similarly failed soft-power approach toward Russia has led the administration to checkmate itself and burn more democratic allies. It is well known that George W. Bush allowed his personal and sympathetic misreading of then Russian President Vladimir Putin to cloud America’s dealings with Moscow. But as decent as he might have thought the former KGB man to be, Bush never catered to Putin’s wish that the U.S. scrap planned missile-defense assets in Poland and the Czech Republic. On September 17, President Obama did just that.  This was part of the administration’s Russia “reset” policy, a milestone in the soft-power approach. In March 2009, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton presented a toy “reset” button (incorrectly translated) to Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov. The two held up the prop in a series of publicity photographs and Secretary Clinton, Vice President Joseph Biden, and President Obama all went on to speak passionately about the need to work with Moscow on areas of mutual interest.  But despite the soft-power circus and Washington’s missile-defense concession, Moscow is now no closer to joining a “biting” sanctions regime against Iran. Meanwhile, America’s relationship with steadfast allies had been shredded. The fallout in the Czech Republic, for example, was extensive. The deputy head of Poland’s National Security Bureau said that his nation’s “strategic alliance with Washington” was “de facto” lost. Czech lawmaker Jan Vidim sounded the most ominous note, saying, “If the administration approaches us in the future with any request, I would be strongly against it.”  The doctrine of soft power finds its greatest refutation in the person of Vladimir Putin, Russia’s strongman. He is a hard-power nationalist who is increasing Russia’s regional influence in the very way Nye had described as being of diminishing importance—through military expansion and geographic exploitation. In the summer of 2008, Russian troops undertook an illegal occupation of Georgia, and Moscow just secured a deal guaranteeing Russian control of Ukraine’s Crimean Naval Base for the next 30 years. If Russia’s President Dmitri Medvedev is more pliant and positively disposed toward the West than Putin is, the world has seen scant evidence of it. Moscow, although to a less dramatic degree than Tehran, does not want “the same sort of world” the U.S. does. American soft power reaches the shores of the Black Sea in a craft that could be dubbed the USS Acquiescence. The Kremlin embodies a centuries-old national psychology that places Russian “greatness” over the untested reality of democratic reform. Moscow will not abandon what it perceives as its “traditional sphere of influence” in order to engender better relations with the West.

 ***Relations Advantage

1NC Iran Frontline (1/2)

(  ). Iraq is a point of cooperation for the US and Iran already - Iraq not key to relations

Brumberg and Berzins 09(DANIEL BRUMBERG and ERIKS BERZINS, from the United States Institute of Peace and United Nations Association of the USA respectively, May 2009, “US-Iran Engagement – Toward a Grand Agenda”, p. 4, http://www.ncci-library.org/jspui/bitstream/123456789/100/1/USIP%20-%20US-Iranian%20Engagement%20-%20Toward%20a%20Grand%20Agenda%20%282009%29.pdf)

The challenge for the US and its Western allies is to forge a middle range strategy that does not hinge on an ambitious—and politically contentious—quest for a “grand bargain,” but one that is not reduced to a myriad of disjointed tactical exercises that emphasize process over strategy. Instead, Washington should focus on engaging Iran in a simultaneous series of regional and functional negotiations that, while not linked formally to any wider outcome, would highlight areas of common US-Iranian interest, thus creating a confidence building dynamic that might advance negotiations over the nuclear issue. The objective should be a strategically informed, if process-oriented, “Grand Agenda.” Participants provided examples of areas of common interests. In Iraq, both the US and Iran have a strong stake in Iraq’s political, territorial, economic and constitutional integrity. Neither country wants to see Iraq sink back into civil war, and for this reason, Tehran and Washington have an interest in promoting stable power-sharing arrangements, particularly between Shi‘ites and Sunnis. Indeed, given Iran’s close working relationship with Iraqi Shi‘ite parties such as the Supreme Council for the Islamic Revolution in Iraq (SCIRI), it is hard to imagine any process of domestic political reform on the one side, or regional integration of Iran on the other, that does not involve some level of cooperation between Iran and the US. 

(  ). US-Iran tensions caused by long-standing grievances and perceptions, troop withdrawal can’t solve

Sadat and Hughes 10(Mir H. Sadat and James P. Hughes, professor in the School of Intelligence studies at the National Defense Intelligence College and special tactics officer in the USAF, respectively, Spring 2010, “U.S.-Iran Engagement through Afghanistan”, Middle East Policy, Vol. XVII, no. 1, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/123321424/PDFSTART)

Although U.S. President Barack Obama has made diplomatic engagement with Iran a foreign-policy priority,3 at least 30 years of conflict have complicated U.S.Iran relations. The United States is viewed by the Iranian government as a hostile interventionist state attempting to topple the Iranian republic, indicated by the U.S. role in the 1953 coup d’état of the legal Iranian government, vehement rejection of the Islamic Revolution, disregard for Saddam Hussein’s use of chemical weapons during the Iran-Iraq War, the shooting down of an Iranian passenger plane, imposing economic sanctions, freezing of Iranian financial assets, resistance to Iranian nuclear progress for clean energy, and threats to invade or attack Iran.4 Iran’s pursuit of nuclear technology, its obstruction of the Middle East peace process, its involvement in the Beirut attacks of the 1980s and the 1996 Khobar Towers (Saudi Arabia) bombing of an American troop residence, and providing lethal aid to violent non-state actors in Lebanon, Iraq, the Palestinian territories and Afghanistan are viewed by the United States as obstacles to rapprochement. In both the short and perhaps even long terms, full progress is unlikely on all these issues due to historical resentment and distrust.

(  ). Plan for 2011 withdrawal has already been perceived, reaffirmation has no effect on US-Iran relations.

1NC: Iran Frontline (2/2)

(  ). Withdrawal hurts relations – gives Iran leeway to pursue their own agenda in Iraq.

Phares 09(Walid Phares, professor of global terrorism and Middle Eastern affairs, 3-18-2009, “Iraq Withdrawal Plan: Will Iran and Syria Go Along?”, http://www.worldpress.org/Mideast/3320.cfm#down)

A more complex prediction is about Iran's plans for post-American withdrawal. Many in Washington are excited to report that realism will prevail in Tehran as soon as the Obama administration sits down with the mullahs and engages in "talks," which might even involve "listening." In short, the group recently coined as the "Iran Lobby in the U.S." is arguing that withdrawal plans will get no opposition from Iran. Everything will go smoothly and Iraq will be able to control its eastern border, pro-Iranian groups notwithstanding. I believe otherwise. Iran's leadership will sit down, talk and sometimes listen — but it will at the same time continue its actions on the ground until it fulfills its own mission. And that is to penetrate, influence and seize 60 percent of Iraq from Baghdad to Basra as American forces withdraw, and certainly after the pull-out. They will use all the power elements at their disposal — special groups, the Mahdi Army, assassinations, and government infiltrators. Thus the success of the Obama plan will hinge on the United States' ability to deter Iran, and its ally Syria, from surging against Iraq's democracy while America is organizing its departure. 

(  ). Their internal link is completely invalid, the Barzegar evidence refers to Iran-Iraq relations, not US-Iran relations. 

Iraq Gov in power struggle

Iraq is the key issue with Iran, the struggle over government proves

Marwan Al Kabalan, member of the Centre for Strategic Studies and Research at Damascus University in Syria. July 23, 2010
(“US and Iran are competing in Iraq” http://gulfnews.com/opinions/columnists/us-and-iran-are-competing-in-iraq-1.658023)

As the US prepares to withdraw the bulk of its combat forces from Iraq by the end of next month, concerns over the lack of progress in the formation of a new government grow.  The four-month stalemate is interpreted as being a result of the standoff between the US and Iran, the two key foreign powers in Iraq. Each hopes to redraw the political map of the country in a way that suits its own interests.  Most analysts tend to believe now that Iraq, and not nuclear weapons, is the key bone of contention between the two countries. Iran is eager to see the US withdraw from Iraq so that a formidable obstacle to it establishing military dominance in the Gulf is removed.  Another Iranian objective is to prevent the emergence of a pro-US government in Baghdad that would eventually resist its regional ambitions. Washington, on the other hand, wants to withdraw from Iraq because it faces growing challenges in Afghanistan — but without handing Iraq to Iran on a silver platter.  The US, therefore, seeks to find a way to counterbalance Iran by establishing a client government in Baghdad. The nuclear issue in this case is seen simply as an element of a broader geopolitical struggle between the two powers in the region. 

Sadr harms US/GOI relations

Sadr 4 votes away from being in ruling coalition in Iraq and would tank relations
Mohamad Bazzi adjunct senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations July 22nd 2010 “Iran wins a round in Iraq: Moqtada al Sadr's rise could stoke sectarian tensions, help Tehran” http://www.nydailynews.com/opinions/2010/07/22/2010-07-22_iran_wins_a_round_in_iraq_moqtada_alsadrs_rise_could_stoke_sectarian_tensions_he.html
As the Iranian regime suppressed internal dissent over the tainted reelection of President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, it also worked to maintain its influence over Iraq's Shiite factions. By surviving an internal challenge, the so-called Green Revolution, the Iranian regime has become stronger and more emboldened to engage in adventurism abroad.  Sadr, who is most popular among young, impoverished Shiites, has helped Iran extend its influence over Iraq. He is positioning himself as the kingmaker who may well determine the political fates of Allawi and the current prime minister, Nouri al-Maliki, who is fighting to keep his job. Sadr's meeting with Allawi took place in Damascus and was arranged by Syrian President Bashar Assad, another ally of Iran.  Since 2007, Sadr has lived in self-imposed exile in the Iranian holy city of Qom. After the recent parliamentary elections, he began receiving emissaries from Iraqi political factions seeking his support. He has since gravitated toward a new Shiite political alliance that is now four seats shy of a majority in the parliament - and the power to select a prime minister and form a cabinet.  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.  Already, militants loyal to Al Qaeda are seeking to exploit the political maelstrom to yet again destabilize Iraq. On Sunday, more than 50 people were killed in attacks near Baghdad, including a double suicide bombing that targeted former Sunni insurgents who had switched sides to fight alongside U.S. forces.  As the political stalemate drags on, the U.S. military continues to draw down its forces to meet President Obama's promise to reduce troop levels to 50,000 by the end of August. Secretary of State Clinton recently asked Iraqi leaders to assume a "sense of urgency" in forming a new government, but U.S. officials have little sway over Iraqi groups that are now more concerned about currying favor with Iran.  Sadr's influence has grown because no single faction was able to dominate the new parliament. Allawi's Iraqiya list won the largest share with 91 seats, followed by Maliki's State of Law coalition with 89, and the Shiite-led Iraqi National Alliance (INA) with 70 seats. (Sadr's movement won 39 seats, the largest share within the INA.) In early June, Maliki formalized his postelection merger with the INA, giving the two groups 159 seats in the 325-seat legislature.  With Iran's backing, this new alliance has claimed the right to form a government despite the fact that it was created after the election and is therefore in blatant disregard of the wishes of Iraqi voters. By joining the Shiite alliance, Maliki is trying to outmaneuver Allawi, whose secular coalition attracted strong support among Iraq's Sunni minority. Such backdoor tactics threaten to once again unleash the sectarian warfare that recently shattered Iraq.  So far, Sadr and his followers are reluctant to support Maliki's reappointment as prime minister. They blame Maliki for launching a 2008 crackdown by the Iraqi Army that devastated Sadr's militia. In reaching out to Allawi, Sadr was sending a message to Maliki: that he needs to make concessions or else risk breaking up the new Shiite coalition.  "I have a red line against the Americans," Sadr said in Damascus. That does not bode well for the United States. Whatever deal Sadr eventually strikes, he is sure to demand a large role for his followers in the new government.  That will make it more difficult for Washington to maintain a strong relationship with the Iraqi government after the withdrawal of U.S. troops.

Iran Influence Now

All parties consulting Iran now

Kenneth Katzman Specialist in Middle Eastern Affairs April 15, 2010 (“Iran-Iraq Relations” Congressional Research Service http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/142761.pdf)

With a conventional military and weapons of mass destruction (WMD) threat from Saddam Hussein’s regime removed, Iran seeks to ensure that Iraq can never again become a threat to Iran, either with or without U.S. forces present in Iraq. Some believe that Iran’s intentions go well beyond achieving Iraq’s “neutrality”— that Iran wants to try to harness Iraq to Iran’s broader regional policy goals and to help Iran defend against international criticism of Iran’s nuclear program. Others believe Iran sees Iraq as providing lucrative investment opportunities and a growing market for Iranian products and contracts. Still others believe that Iran wants only stability in Iraq so that Iran’s leaders can concentrate on addressing the unrest in Iran that followed that country’s June 12, 2009, presidential election. This domestic unrest has given Iran another reason to exercise influence in Iraq—to try to suppress Iranian dissidents located over the border inside Iraq. Iran has sought to achieve its goals in Iraq through several strategies: supporting pro-Iranian factions and armed militias; attempting to influence Iraqi political leaders and faction leaders; and building economic ties throughout Iraq that might accrue goodwill to Iran. It is Iran’s support for armed Shiite factions that most concerns U.S. officials. That Iranian activity hindered—and continues to pose a threat to—U.S. efforts to stabilize Iraq, and has heightened the U.S. threat perception of Iran generally. Many of Iraq’s current leaders were in exile in Iran or materially supported by Iran during Saddam’s rule, and see Iran as a mentor and an influential actor in Iraq. Even those who have longstanding ties to Iran have asserted themselves as nationalist defenders of Iraqi interests, but Iraq appears to be a clearly subordinate partner in the relationship. Perhaps resenting this relationship, many Iraqi citizens have appeared to reject parties and factions who accept preponderant Iranian influence in Iraq. This sentiment has caused Iran to suffer key setbacks in Iraq. The most pro-Iranian factions generally fared poorly in the January 31, 2009, provincial elections and again in the March 7, 2010, national elections for the National Assembly that will choose the next government. A political bloc that is decidedly against Iranian influence and which is supported by Iraq’s Sunni Arabs won the most seats in the March 7 election, although this bloc might not necessarily have enough support among other blocs to be able to assemble a government. Still, virtually all political blocs are consulting with Iran to try to gain its support for their inclusion in or dominance of any new government.

AT: Iran influence

Structural factors in Iraq mean Iran’s influence is fading

Kenneth Katzman Specialist in Middle Eastern Affairs April 15, 2010 (“Iran-Iraq Relations” Congressional Research Service http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/142761.pdf)

Iran’s influence in Iraq remains substantial but it has waned from a high point in 2005-2008. Some experts have long predicted that Iran’s influence would fade as Iraq asserts its nationhood, as the security situation has improved, and as Arab-Persian differences reemerge. Many experts point out that Iraqi Shiites generally stayed loyal to the Iraqi regime during the 1980-1988 Iran- Iraq war. Najaf, relatively secure and prosperous, might eventually meet pre-war expectations that it would again exceed Iran’s Qom as the heart of the Shiite theological world. As noted, some of these trends are starting to appear, but it is unlikely that anything close to the enmity that existed when Saddam Hussein was in power will return.

***Solvency

1NC Solvency (1/1)

And modification of the SOFA are not allowed under the agreement, leading to its premature termination

Sofa 2008 (“Agreement Between the United States of America and the Republic of Iraq On the Withdrawal of United States Forces from Iraq and the Organization of Their Activities during Their Temporary Presence in Iraq”)
Article 30 The Period for which the Agreement is Effective 1. This Agreement shall be effective for a period of three years, unless terminated sooner by either Party pursuant to paragraph 3 of this Article. 2. This Agreement shall be amended only with the official agreement of the Parties in writing and in accordance with the constitutional procedures in effect in both countries. 3. This Agreement shall terminate one year after a Party provides written notification to the other Party to that effect. 4. This Agreement shall enter into force on January 1, 2009, following an exchange of diplomatic notes confirming that the actions by the Parties necessary to bring the Agreement into force in accordance with each Party’s respective constitutional procedures have been completed.

Troops will just be renamed

ELISABETH BUMILLER American author and journalist who is currently a national affairs correspondent for the New York Times December 21, 2008
(“Redefining the Role of the U.S. Military in Iraq” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/22/washington/22combat.html?_r=1&hp)

It is one of the most troublesome questions right now at the Pentagon, and it has started a semantic dance: What is the definition of a combat soldier? More important, when will all American combat troops withdraw from the major cities of Iraq? The short answers are that combat troops, defined by the military as those whose primary mission is to engage the enemy with lethal force, will have to be out of Iraqi cities by June 30, 2009, the deadline under a recently approved status-of-forces agreement between the United States and Iraq.  The long answers open up some complicated, sleight-of-hand responses to military and political problems facing President-elect Barack Obama.  Even though the agreement with the Iraqi government calls for all American combat troops to be out of the cities by the end of June, military planners are now quietly acknowledging that many will stay behind as renamed “trainers” and “advisers” in what are effectively combat roles. In other words, they will still be engaged in combat, just called something else.  “Trainers sometimes do get shot at, and they do sometimes have to shoot back,” said John A. Nagl, a retired lieutenant colonel who is one of the authors of the Army’s new counterinsurgency field manual.  The issue is a difficult one for Mr. Obama, whose campaign pledge to “end the war” ignited his supporters and helped catapult him into the White House. But as Mr. Obama has begun meeting with his new military advisers — the top two, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates and Adm. Mike Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, are holdovers from the Bush administration — it has become clear that his definition of ending the war means leaving behind many thousands of American troops.

Sofa- Article 6

Sofa 2008

(“Agreement Between the United States of America and the Republic of Iraq On the Withdrawal of United States Forces from Iraq and the Organization of Their Activities during Their Temporary Presence in Iraq”)

Article 6 Use of Agreed Facilities and Areas 1. With full respect for the sovereignty of Iraq, and as part of exchanging views between the Parties pursuant to this Agreement, Iraq grants access and use of agreed facilities and areas to the United States Forces, United States contractors, United States contractor employees, and other individuals or entities as agreed upon by the Parties.  2. In accordance with this Agreement, Iraq authorizes the United States Forces to exercise within the agreed facilities and areas all rights and powers that may be necessary to establish, use, maintain, and secure such agreed facilities and areas. The Parties shall coordinate and cooperate regarding exercising these rights and powers in the agreed facilities and areas of joint use.  3. The United States Forces shall assume control of entry to agreed facilities and areas that have been provided for its exclusive use. The Parties shall coordinate the control of entry into agreed facilities and areas for joint use and in accordance with mechanisms set forth by the JMOCC. The Parties shall coordinate guard duties in areas adjacent to agreed facilities and areas through the JMOCC.
Sofa- Loopholes allow detainment

Multiple loopholes allow continued detainment

Sofa 2008 (“Agreement Between the United States of America and the Republic of Iraq On the Withdrawal of United States Forces from Iraq and the Organization of Their Activities during Their Temporary Presence in Iraq”)
Article 22 Detention 1. No detention or arrest may be carried out by the United States Forces (except with respect to detention or arrest of members of the United States Forces and of the civilian component) except through an Iraqi decision issued in accordance with Iraqi law and pursuant to Article 4. 2. In the event the United States Forces detain or arrest persons as authorized by this Agreement or Iraqi law, such persons must be handed over to competent Iraqi authorities within 24 hours from the time of their detention or arrest. 3. The Iraqi authorities may request assistance from the United States Forces in detaining or arresting wanted individuals. 4. Upon entry into force of this Agreement, the United States Forces shall provide to the Government of Iraq available information on all detainees who are being held by them. Competent Iraqi authorities shall issue arrest warrants for persons who are wanted by them. The United States Forces shall act in full and effective coordination with the Government of Iraq to turn over custody of such wanted detainees to Iraqi authorities pursuant to a valid Iraqi arrest warrant and shall release all the remaining detainees in a safe and orderly manner, unless otherwise requested by the Government of Iraq and in accordance with Article 4 of this Agreement. 5. The United States Forces may not search houses or other real estate properties except by order of an Iraqi judicial warrant and in full coordination with the Government of Iraq, except in the case of actual combat operations conducted pursuant to Article 4.

Sofa- Iraq gets to pick when US leaves green zone

Iraq gov gets to determine length we stay in green zone

Sofa 2008 (“Agreement Between the United States of America and the Republic of Iraq On the Withdrawal of United States Forces from Iraq and the Organization of Their Activities during Their Temporary Presence in Iraq”)
Article 28 The Green Zone Upon entry into force of this Agreement the Government of Iraq shall have full responsibility for the Green Zone. The Government of Iraq may request from the United States Forces limited and temporary support for the Iraqi authorities in the mission of security for the Green Zone. Upon such request, relevant Iraqi authorities shall work jointly with the United States Forces authorities on security for the Green Zone during the period determined by the Government of Iraq.

Article 30- Modifications

Article 30 allows the Sofa to be amended by mutual consultation and will be terminated once either party says so

Sofa 2008 (“Agreement Between the United States of America and the Republic of Iraq On the Withdrawal of United States Forces from Iraq and the Organization of Their Activities during Their Temporary Presence in Iraq”)
Article 30 The Period for which the Agreement is Effective 1. This Agreement shall be effective for a period of three years, unless terminated sooner by either Party pursuant to paragraph 3 of this Article. 2. This Agreement shall be amended only with the official agreement of the Parties in writing and in accordance with the constitutional procedures in effect in both countries. 3. This Agreement shall terminate one year after a Party provides written notification to the other Party to that effect. 4. This Agreement shall enter into force on January 1, 2009, following an exchange of diplomatic notes confirming that the actions by the Parties necessary to bring the Agreement into force in accordance with each Party’s respective constitutional procedures have been completed.

Sofa= non democratic/ Keeps Troops immune to Iraqi law

Sofa was passed using deception in order to allow US troops to remain immune to Iraqi law

Reuters Nov 26, 2008

(“Key parts of US-Iraq pact could be lost in translation” http://www.omantribune.com/index.php?page=news&id=37963&heading=Middle%20East)

Key sections of a legal accord to allow US troops to remain in Iraq for another three years may be lost in translation, US officials said, hours before Iraqi MPs voted Wednesday on whether to endorse it.  The parts of the status of forces agreement (SOFA) in question concern Iraqi legal jurisdiction over United States soldiers who commit crimes off base and off duty, the requirement for US troops to obtain Iraqi permission for all military operations and a ban on the US staging attacks on other countries from Iraq.  Status of forces agreement, ready to be voted on in the 275-member Iraqi parliament Wednesday, took a year of painstaking negotiations to get to this stage.  Once approved, it will be the legal framework to replace the UN mandate on the United States military presence in Iraq that runs out on December 31.  But three officials in Washington said the administration of US President George W. Bush has withheld the official English translation of the agreement to suppress a public dispute with the Iraqis until after the parliamentary vote.  The officials, speaking on condition of anonymity, said the official English language text of the agreement was designated as “sensitive but unclassified.”  “There are a number of areas in here where they have agreement on the same wording but different understandings about what the words mean,” said one US official.  The White House National Security Council said it had held up the translation’s release until the Iraqi parliament votes.  “We plan to release it soon,” said spokesman Gordon Johndroe. “We are waiting for the Iraqi political process to move further down the road.”

Troops will be Recategorized

Troops will just be renamed

ELISABETH BUMILLER American author and journalist who is currently a national affairs correspondent for the New York Times December 21, 2008
(“Redefining the Role of the U.S. Military in Iraq” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/22/washington/22combat.html?_r=1&hp)

It is one of the most troublesome questions right now at the Pentagon, and it has started a semantic dance: What is the definition of a combat soldier? More important, when will all American combat troops withdraw from the major cities of Iraq? The short answers are that combat troops, defined by the military as those whose primary mission is to engage the enemy with lethal force, will have to be out of Iraqi cities by June 30, 2009, the deadline under a recently approved status-of-forces agreement between the United States and Iraq.  The long answers open up some complicated, sleight-of-hand responses to military and political problems facing President-elect Barack Obama.  Even though the agreement with the Iraqi government calls for all American combat troops to be out of the cities by the end of June, military planners are now quietly acknowledging that many will stay behind as renamed “trainers” and “advisers” in what are effectively combat roles. In other words, they will still be engaged in combat, just called something else.  “Trainers sometimes do get shot at, and they do sometimes have to shoot back,” said John A. Nagl, a retired lieutenant colonel who is one of the authors of the Army’s new counterinsurgency field manual.  The issue is a difficult one for Mr. Obama, whose campaign pledge to “end the war” ignited his supporters and helped catapult him into the White House. But as Mr. Obama has begun meeting with his new military advisers — the top two, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates and Adm. Mike Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, are holdovers from the Bush administration — it has become clear that his definition of ending the war means leaving behind many thousands of American troops.

Repurposing will happen

ELISABETH BUMILLER American author and journalist who is currently a national affairs correspondent for the New York Times December 21, 2008
(“Redefining the Role of the U.S. Military in Iraq” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/22/washington/22combat.html?_r=1&hp)

For his part, General Odierno made clear that the Iraqis still needed help — and that the United States would hardly disappear. “What I would say is, we’ll still maintain our very close partnership with the Iraqi security forces throughout Iraq, even after the summer,” he told reporters.  Military officials say they can accomplish that by “repurposing” whatever combat troops remain. Officially, a combat soldier is anyone trained in what are called combat-coded military occupation specialties — among them infantry, artillery and Special Forces — to engage the enemy. But combat troops can be given different missions. From the military’s point of view, a combat soldier is not so much what he is called but what he does. 

State department will replace military

State dep fills in

Rowan Scarborough national security writer who has written books on Donald Rumsfeld and the CIA, including the New York Times bestseller Rumsfeld's War. July 25, 2010 (“Safety burden shifts to State Department after Iraq war” Washington Times http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jul/25/safety-burden-shifts-to-state-after-iraq-war/) 

"What does seem certain, however, is that State must greatly expand its contracting to prepare for the U.S. military's exit from Iraq," the report said.  Mr. Irwin said State estimates that it will be forced to nearly triple the 2,700 security contractors in Iraq to fill in for the military.  In a swipe at the Obama administration, the report concluded, "There is not enough evidence of a thorough, timely, disciplined planning approach to the coming transition."  Iraq has seen a sharp reduction in violence since 2007, when a surge of U.S. troops turned the tide of battle against al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI), and against Sunni and Shiite insurgents. But, as the Pentagon's latest assessment report spells out, al Qaeda will attack as often as possible with suicide bombers.  "Even though insurgent and militant activities in Iraq continue to decline, the environment remains dangerous," the report says. "Several Sunni nationalist groups … remain in armed resistance and continue to conduct attacks against U.S. and Iraqi forces. … AQI is currently focusing its rhetoric and its attacks against the [Iraqi government] and Shia in an effort to discredit the [Iraqi government] and incite sectarian violence as U.S. forces draw down."  Army Gen. Raymond T. Odierno, the top U.S. commander in Iraq, said Wednesday that the ongoing political squabbles in Baghdad over a new government will not affect plans for troops to leave by the end of 2011.    

Sofa = no change

Lee Hamilton-The vice chairman of the 9/11 Commission, currently serves on the President's Homeland Security Advisory Council, having previously served in the United States House of Representatives for thirty-four years. July 26, 2010 (“Remember Iraq? You should” http://www.indystar.com/article/20100726/OPINION12/7260304/1002/OPINION/Remember-Iraq-You-should)

By the end of August only 50,000 U.S. troops will remain in Iraq, down from a peak of 165,000 during the surge. The SOFA stipulates that all U.S. troops will be out of Iraq by the end of 2011.  However, any suggestion that our involvement, military or otherwise, in Iraq is coming to an end is mistaken.  Former U.S. Ambassador to Iraq Ryan Crocker recently issued a stern warning to wishful thinkers: "More than seven years after the launch of Operation Iraqi Freedom, Iraq is still at the very beginning of this chapter in its long history. . . . Iraq is not yesterday's war."  While U.S. troops will cease combat operations and adopt an exclusively advisory and training role in September, in reality, American soldiers will continue to fight the insurgency. The military's top spokesman in Iraq was quite candid on this point, telling The New York Times: "In practical terms, nothing will change."

State department replacement forces want military equipment

Rowan Scarborough national security writer who has written books on Donald Rumsfeld and the CIA, including the New York Times bestseller Rumsfeld's War. July 25, 2010 (“Safety burden shifts to State Department after Iraq war” Washington Times http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jul/25/safety-burden-shifts-to-state-after-iraq-war/) 

The Obama administration has not settled on a plan to protect and supply thousands of State Department diplomats and employees left behind in Iraq once all but a relatively few U.S. troops leave the county in a little more than a year.  In what would be the first time a large contingent of American government workers will remain in an active war zone without U.S. military protection, the State Department is urgently demanding that the Pentagon provide equipment at no cost.  The State Department also wants the Army to let it tap into the huge, billion-dollar logistics system that fed and supplied more than 100,000 combat troops at one time. So far, the Pentagon has not given the State Department an answer.

Sofa allows Gov to request longer troops presence

Sofa allows Iraqi gov to ask for US troops to remain 

Lee Hamilton-The vice chairman of the 9/11 Commission, currently serves on the President's Homeland Security Advisory Council, having previously served in the United States House of Representatives for thirty-four years. July 26, 2010 (“Remember Iraq? You should” http://www.indystar.com/article/20100726/OPINION12/7260304/1002/OPINION/Remember-Iraq-You-should)

It is important that their successors establish a strong working relationship -- as Petraeus and Crocker did during the surge -- to ensure a unity of effort. Quickly building trust with Iraqi leaders will be essential, no easy task with so many unknowns in the elections' aftermath. Some speculate that a newly formed Iraqi government could request an extension on the U.S. military presence beyond 2011.  Iraq has a long way to go on its path to stability and democracy. Our preliminary military withdrawal should not be interpreted as disengagement. If Iraq's leaders seek reconciliation and stability, America can support their efforts. We cannot do it for them. The U.S. must continue to focus attention and resources on Iraq. 

***PMCs

PMCs Good- Force Multiplier

PMCs remove the problems of overstretch by providing a significant force multiplier

Rand Corp is a nonprofit research organization 2010 (“Hired Guns  Views About Armed Contractors in   Operation Iraqi Freedom” Sarah K. Cotton, Ulrich Petersohn, Molly Dunigan, Q Burkhart, Megan Zander-Cotugno, Edward O'Connell, Michael Webber)
As we have noted throughout this report, contractors have become an institutionalized addition to U.S. military forces over the past few decades due to their supposedly beneﬁcial eﬀects on the force. Indeed, Army Field Manual (FM) 3-100.21 considers  contractors to provide a valuable means of augmenting capabilities and to generate a  force multiplier eﬀect (Department of the Army, 1999). Greater support from contractors permits the Army to deploy fewer combat service support personnel and allows the  operational commander greater leeway in designing a force. Experiences from the Balkans provide a vivid example: Increasing levels of contractor support and smaller numbers of military logistical support personnel were able to successfully produce more  “tooth” and less “tail” (Palmer, 1999). When both logistical support contractors and  private security contractors substituted for military support units, more combat units  could be deployed:  In Bosnia . . . the Army replaced soldiers at the gate and base perimeter with contracted security guards. In Kosovo, the Army replaced its ﬁreﬁghters with contracted ﬁreﬁghters as the number of troops authorized to be in Kosovo decreased.  By using contractors, the military maximizes its combat forces in an area (GAO,  2003, p. 8).  Before Iraq, most force multiplier experiences entailed replacing combat troops  with unarmed contractors in a generally stable environment. According to one view,  private security contractors produce the very same eﬀect when they perform security  tasks in the unstable setting of Operation Iraqi Freedom. Leon Sharon, a representative  of Falcon Security, explains:  All of the work that’s being conducted here in Iraq by private security companies  would have to be conducted by somebody, and that somebody is U.S. military   personnel. . . . If you had 500 soldiers here, that’s 500 less soldiers that you have on  the battleﬁeld (Fainaru, 2007b, p. A01). In a similar vein, General David Petraeus emphasized private security contractors’  contribution to the U.S. mission in Iraq when testifying before Congress:  [ T ]ens of thousands of contract security forces and ministerial security forces . . .  do in fact guard facilities and secure institutions and so forth that our forces, coalition or Iraqi forces, would otherwise have to guard and secure (Committee on  Armed Services, 2007, p. 17).  This school of thought holds that when private security contractors provide bodyguards and nonmilitary site and convoy security, they relieve soldiers from having  to perform these duties. In this way, employing private security contractors generates advantages similar to using unarmed contractors as substitutes for regular troops  (Garcia-Perez, 1999; Schreier and Caparini, 2005). 

PMCs Good- Officials Prove

PMCs are net better for the military, our evidence sites officials who have interacted with them in combat zones 

Rand Corp is a nonprofit research organization 2010 (“Hired Guns  Views About Armed Contractors in   Operation Iraqi Freedom” Sarah K. Cotton, Ulrich Petersohn, Molly Dunigan, Q Burkhart, Megan Zander-Cotugno, Edward O'Connell, Michael Webber)
Personnel within both the military and the State Department tended to consider private  security contractors as a force multiplier rather than an additional strain on military  troops, although such a feeling was much more pronounced among those respondents  who had direct experience with armed contractors. Nonetheless, even when consider-  ing only those respondents without experience interacting with contractors, a much  larger number of both military and DoS respondents felt that it was true that armed  contractors constituted force multipliers than those who felt that such a statement was  false. Within both the military and diplomatic groups of respondents, those without  direct experience interacting with contractors were more likely to answer that they had  “no opinion” on this issue than they were to say that it was “typically false” that armed  contractors were force multipliers for the U.S. military.

PMCs Good- Force Multiplier

PMCs remove the problems of overstretch by providing a significant force multiplier

Rand Corp is a nonprofit research organization 2010 (“Hired Guns  Views About Armed Contractors in   Operation Iraqi Freedom” Sarah K. Cotton, Ulrich Petersohn, Molly Dunigan, Q Burkhart, Megan Zander-Cotugno, Edward O'Connell, Michael Webber)
As we have noted throughout this report, contractors have become an institutionalized addition to U.S. military forces over the past few decades due to their supposedly beneﬁcial eﬀects on the force. Indeed, Army Field Manual (FM) 3-100.21 considers  contractors to provide a valuable means of augmenting capabilities and to generate a  force multiplier eﬀect (Department of the Army, 1999). Greater support from contractors permits the Army to deploy fewer combat service support personnel and allows the  operational commander greater leeway in designing a force. Experiences from the Balkans provide a vivid example: Increasing levels of contractor support and smaller numbers of military logistical support personnel were able to successfully produce more  “tooth” and less “tail” (Palmer, 1999). When both logistical support contractors and  private security contractors substituted for military support units, more combat units  could be deployed:  In Bosnia . . . the Army replaced soldiers at the gate and base perimeter with contracted security guards. In Kosovo, the Army replaced its ﬁreﬁghters with contracted ﬁreﬁghters as the number of troops authorized to be in Kosovo decreased.  By using contractors, the military maximizes its combat forces in an area (GAO,  2003, p. 8).  Before Iraq, most force multiplier experiences entailed replacing combat troops  with unarmed contractors in a generally stable environment. According to one view,  private security contractors produce the very same eﬀect when they perform security  tasks in the unstable setting of Operation Iraqi Freedom. Leon Sharon, a representative  of Falcon Security, explains:  All of the work that’s being conducted here in Iraq by private security companies  would have to be conducted by somebody, and that somebody is U.S. military   personnel. . . . If you had 500 soldiers here, that’s 500 less soldiers that you have on  the battleﬁeld (Fainaru, 2007b, p. A01). In a similar vein, General David Petraeus emphasized private security contractors’  contribution to the U.S. mission in Iraq when testifying before Congress:  [ T ]ens of thousands of contract security forces and ministerial security forces . . .  do in fact guard facilities and secure institutions and so forth that our forces, coalition or Iraqi forces, would otherwise have to guard and secure (Committee on  Armed Services, 2007, p. 17).  This school of thought holds that when private security contractors provide bodyguards and nonmilitary site and convoy security, they relieve soldiers from having  to perform these duties. In this way, employing private security contractors generates advantages similar to using unarmed contractors as substitutes for regular troops  (Garcia-Perez, 1999; Schreier and Caparini, 2005). 

 ***Oil Turn

1NC: Oil Turn (1/1)
Structural factors in Iraq mean Iran’s influence is fading

Kenneth Katzman Specialist in Middle Eastern Affairs April 15, 2010 (“Iran-Iraq Relations” Congressional Research Service http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/142761.pdf)

Iran’s influence in Iraq remains substantial but it has waned from a high point in 2005-2008. Some experts have long predicted that Iran’s influence would fade as Iraq asserts its nationhood, as the security situation has improved, and as Arab-Persian differences reemerge. Many experts point out that Iraqi Shiites generally stayed loyal to the Iraqi regime during the 1980-1988 Iran- Iraq war. Najaf, relatively secure and prosperous, might eventually meet pre-war expectations that it would again exceed Iran’s Qom as the heart of the Shiite theological world. As noted, some of these trends are starting to appear, but it is unlikely that anything close to the enmity that existed when Saddam Hussein was in power will return.

US withdrawal removes the largest barrier to Iranian regional hegmony 

Marwan Al Kabalan, member of the Centre for Strategic Studies and Research at Damascus University in Syria. July 23, 2010
(“US and Iran are competing in Iraq” http://gulfnews.com/opinions/columnists/us-and-iran-are-competing-in-iraq-1.658023)

As the US prepares to withdraw the bulk of its combat forces from Iraq by the end of next month, concerns over the lack of progress in the formation of a new government grow.  The four-month stalemate is interpreted as being a result of the standoff between the US and Iran, the two key foreign powers in Iraq. Each hopes to redraw the political map of the country in a way that suits its own interests.  Most analysts tend to believe now that Iraq, and not nuclear weapons, is the key bone of contention between the two countries. Iran is eager to see the US withdraw from

 Iraq so that a formidable obstacle to it establishing military dominance in the Gulf is removed.  Another Iranian objective is to prevent the emergence of a pro-US government in Baghdad that would eventually resist its regional ambitions. Washington, on the other hand, wants to withdraw from Iraq because it faces growing challenges in Afghanistan — but without handing Iraq to Iran on a silver platter.  The US, therefore, seeks to find a way to counterbalance Iran by establishing a client government in Baghdad. The nuclear issue in this case is seen simply as an element of a broader geopolitical struggle between the two powers in the region. 

Iran will use its influence to mess with our OIL driving up prices

James LEIGH Asst. Professor Cultural Geography School of Business University of Nicosia and Predrag VUKOVIĆ 2010 Research Assistant at the University of Nicosia (“POTENTIAL IRANIAN HEGEMONY IN OIL PRODUCING ISLAMIC COUNTRIES – IMPLICATIONS FOR OIL GEOPOLITICS” http://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/pdf/IP_2010_1_J_Leigh.pdf)

Iranian Islamism’s influence may also extend to other Islamic Arab states, for example, across North Africa. This potential Iranian international Islamist power bloc, as a bulwark against the West, may greatly influence OPEC oil policy, and steer its decision making, and so exacerbate these oil producers’ relations with the Western Christian world. Oil could become much more expensive for the west and even difficult to obtain, and particularly so if oil scarcity becomes an increasing and reoccurring problem in the looming world. Growing Shia power and influence coincides with the spread of Islamism at all levels of society in many Arab states. Not only in Iran is there a Shia government but as Juan Cole says, “The Shia now also have an Arab champion. This is a new thing. Baghdad has emerged as a centre of Arab Shiite power”.24 David Hirst comments further, “For the first time in centuries, Shias are about to come into their own as the rulers – or at least the politically dominant community – in a key Arab country, Iraq.”25

XT: Oil Turn

Iraq’s Oil industry is recovering from attacks and is now trying to get contracts to develop its oilfields--Now is key

Reuters, "Blast halts Iraq-Turkey oil pipeline flow", 4/22/10, http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/news/world/21-bomb-damaged-iraq-turkey-oil-pipeline-officials-sk-06//avi
Iraq’s oil infrastructure has come under attack frequently since 2003, hampering Iraqi efforts to boost lacklustre oil production and exports above pre-invasion levels. The attacks have eased considerably, however, as the sectarian bloodshed receded, in particular in the Shi'ite south where most of Iraq’s crude is produced. Iraq is now on the verge of a major expansion of its oil industry after signing 10 deals with international oil firms to develop some of its biggest oilfields, and boost its capacity to Saudi levels of 12 million bpd from 2.5 million bpd now. – Reuters

Foreign contracts are key to the Iraqi oil industry—any risk of conflict causes firm to back out
Naomi Klein, writer ath the Guardian, "Big Oil's Iraq deals are the greatest stick-up in history", 7/4/08, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/jul/04/oil.oilandgascompanies
So what makes such lousy deals possible in Iraq, which has already suffered so much? Paradoxically, it is Iraq's suffering - its never-ending crisis - that is the rationale for an arrangement that threatens to drain Iraq's treasury of its main revenue source. The logic goes like this: Iraq's oil industry needs foreign expertise because years of punishing sanctions starved it of new technology, while the invasion and continuing violence degraded it further. And Iraq needs to start producing more oil urgently. Why? Also because of the war. The country is shattered and the billions handed out in no-bid contracts to western firms have failed to rebuild it. And that's where the new contracts come in: they will raise more money, but Iraq has become such a treacherous place that the oil majors must be induced to take the risk of investing. Thus the invasion of Iraq neatly creates the argument for its subsequent pillage.

A strong Iraqi oil industry solves stability

Michael T Klare is the Professor of Peace and World Security Studies at Hampshire College and the author, most recently, of Blood and Oil: The Dangers and Consequences of America's Growing Dependence on Imported Petroleum and Resource Wars, The New Landscape of Global Conflict., "The failed mission to capture Iraqi oil", Asia Times, 9/22/05, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/GI22Ak01.html//avi
"When there is regime change in Iraq, you could add 3 to 5 million barrels [per day] of production to world supply," he told the Wall Street Journal in September 2002. Hence, "Successful prosecution of the war would be good for the economy." In one of the most striking comments of this sort, then deputy secretary of defense Paul Wolfowitz told a congressional panel, "The oil revenue of [Iraq] could bring between $50 billion and $100 billion over the course of the next two or three years. We're dealing with a country that could really finance its own reconstruction, and relatively soon." 

XT: Oil Turn

Iraqi oil security is increasing now—troop presence is key
Rafid Fadhil Ali is a freelance journalist based in Iraq who specializes in Iraqi insurgent groups, Iraq beefs up pipeline security, 3/18/09, Jamestown Foundation, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/KC18Ak01.html
The consolidation of the Iraqi security forces was not the only reason behind the drop in attacks on the Iraqi oil industry. In his interview with Jamestown, Oil Ministry spokesman Assim Jihad identified four key factors behind the security improvement: • The growing social awareness among the population of the importance of the country's natural resources; the propaganda of the insurgents has not been as successful as it once was; and exhortations to attack the pipelines because they pump oil to Israel no longer have much effect. • The role of the tribally-based and US-armed Sahwa in improving regional security. • The American surge strategy and improved coordination between the American military and Iraqi provincial forces and authorities. • The increase in the size and capability of the Iraqi security forces.


Fast Withdrawal kills Oil

Fast withdrawal undermines security of the Iraqi oil industry—it drives up global oil prices

James Jay Carafano, Ph.D., is Senior Research Fellow for National Security and Homeland Security, and James Phillips is Research Fellow in Middle East­ern Studies in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation, "The Dangerous Consequences of Cutting and Running in Iraq", 10/5/06, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2006/10/The-Dangerous-Consequences-of-Cutting-and-Running-in-Iraq
The premature withdrawal of American troops from Iraq would have disastrous consequences for Iraq, for the Middle East, and for American foreign policy and would lead to a full-scale humanitarian disaster. Congress should reject outright calls for America to cut and run and in​stead should insist that the Bush Administration finish the job of training Iraqi security forces that are capable of supporting the gov​ernment, dealing with sectarian violence, and providing for the safety of the civilian population. Failure as an Option. There are at least five likely consequences that would flow from abruptly abandoning the people of Iraq. Such a shortsighted U.S. policy would be a severe blow to the Iraqi security situation, Iraqi oil exports, U.S. allies in the region, the global war against terrorism, and the future of all Iraqis. Consequence #1: An Army Up for Grabs. A sudden U.S. withdrawal would raise the risks of full-fledged civil war and disintegration of the army into hostile factions. The defection of soldiers to various militias, taking with them their heavy equipment, would bolster the militias' firepower and capacity to seize and hold terrain. The result would be a bloody and protracted civil war such as the conflict in Bosnia following the breakup of Yugoslavia in the 1990s. Consequence #2: Energy Uncertainty. Growing anarchy in Iraq and the possible breakup of the country into autonomous regions would severely affect Iraq's oil exports. In 2005, Iraq produced about 1.9 million barrels per day (MBD) of oil and exported about 1.4 MBD. By June 2006, Iraqi oil production had risen to 2.5 MBD, and the govern­ment hopes to increase produc­tion to 2.7 MBD by the end of the year. A U.S. withdrawal would undermine the security of oil pipelines and other facilities and increase the vulnerability of Iraqi oil production to sabotage. The resulting drop in Iraqi oil exports would increase the upward pressure on world oil prices in an already tight oil market. Energy uncer­tainty would be increased further if Iraq splintered and Iran gained domination over a Shia-dominated rump state in the oil-rich south.

AT: Iraq security solves Oil

Despite progress Iraq won’t have the capability to defend its oil until 2012
Rafid Fadhil Ali is a freelance journalist based in Iraq who specializes in Iraqi insurgent groups, Iraq beefs up pipeline security, 3/18/09, Jamestown Foundation, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/KC18Ak01.html
With the recent reduction in political violence, the Iraqi government is looking to make greater use of the nation's formidable oil wealth, a frequent target of Iraq's varied insurgent groups. Iraq and the coalition have set out a new strategy aimed at protecting the oil industry, including the 7,500-kilometer network of pipelines that cross all over the country. A force of 17,000 military personnel supported by helicopters and advanced communications equipment is responsible for securing the oil sector. General Hameed Abdullah, commander of the force, said that by 2012 his men will be able to handle the security of Iraq's oil infrastructure and stop the existing smuggling and sabotage. 
Oil --> Stability
Securing Iraqi oil solves stability and reduces the cost of maintaining US presence
Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., is Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies in the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation, "Restarting the Flow: Restoring Iraqi Oil Production", 10/1/03, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2003/10/Restarting-the-Flow-Restoring-Iraqi-Oil-Production//avi
The Iraqi people desperately need to have their oil flowing again to the global market. Restarting the flow of Iraqi oil would be a win-win proposition, as not only the Iraqis, but also consumers around the world would benefit from bringing the Iraqi oil supply back on line. The main impediment to increasing Iraqi oil production at this point is lack of security--terrorist sabotage and looting. The recent attacks on pipelines and power stations are disrupting the flow of Iraqi oil and are clearly aimed at further impoverishing the Iraqis and even further disrupting their lives. Since the end of major hostilities, saboteurs have bombed Iraqi pipelines more than eight times, causing $7 million per day in lost revenue.1 The culprits, including the remnants of Saddam Hussein's Ba'ath party and Islamic radicals, are following the old Leninist adage, "the worse, the better." They are betting on an upsurge in resistance to the U.S. presence in Iraq if they can severely disrupt the country's gasoline, electricity, and cooking gas supply. Saddam loyalists, local Islamist militants, and foreign jihadis who come to Iraq to fight the "infidels" believe that by escalating Iraq's suffering they can drive the Americans back across the ocean. It is also true that the lack of security, the scarcity of gasoline and other fuels, and the intermittent supply of electricity are impeding the post-war reconstruction. Today, Iraq is producing less than half as much oil as it pumped before the war. Saving Iraqi Oil Production The attacks on the oil infrastructure are part of a premeditated campaign by the remnants of Saddam's regime and radical Islamist mujahideen organizations to stop the flow of Iraqi oil, harm the people of Iraq, and disrupt global oil markets. A secret memo dated January 23, 2003, reportedly issued by Saddam's security services, found in Iraq after the war, and published in the London-based Saudi daily Al-Hayat, directs pro-regime elements to destroy power generating stations and the water supply.2 It is likely that Saddam supporters and other terrorists are applying the same tactics to the oil industry. Iraq is pumping 900,000 barrels per day--considerably less than the pre-war production level of 2.2 million-2.4 million barrels per day. The target of achieving pre-war production by the end of 2003 is in jeopardy, with further increases also in question. While Halliburton subsidiary Kellog, Brown and Root (KBR) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers are rehabilitating the Iraqi oil infrastructure, their mandate does not include providing pipeline security.3 The Iraqi oil ministry has begun paying tribal leaders in the south to keep saboteurs and thieves away from the pipelines.4 However, in at least one case, Sheikh Hatem Al Obeidi, an influential tribal leader who was on the government payroll to prevent attacks, instead abetted sabotage and was arrested by U.S. troops.5 Without security, neither the U.S. nor the Iraqis can repair the damage caused to Iraq's oil industry by the war or rehabilitate Iraq's infrastructure, which had fallen into a state of grave disrepair under Saddam.6 Meanwhile, the continued attacks are hurting both the Iraqi and Western economies. The West is still suffering from relatively high oil prices, as the economic recovery remains tenuous, and the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries has cut production by 900,000 barrels a day.7 As a result of the drop in Iraqi oil production and the Iraqi fiscal shortfall, U.S. taxpayers will need to subsidize 50 percent of the $6 billion Iraqi budget for fiscal year (FY) 2004. On September 7, President Bush announced that he would request $87 billion for assistance to Iraq and Afghanistan for FY 2004, with the lion's share going to Iraq.8 A boost in oil production would remedy the Iraqi economic crisis, give the Iraqi people hope, and decrease levels of needed U.S. assistance funding.

Oil --> Stability

Iraqi oil is key to Iraqi stability and the global economy—it outweighs and turns their impacts

Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., is Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies in the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation, "Restarting the Flow: Restoring Iraqi Oil Production", 10/1/03, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2003/10/Restarting-the-Flow-Restoring-Iraqi-Oil-Production//avi
Without adequate security, Iraqi oil will not reach global markets. Rebuilding the Iraqi oil sector through Western investment will not work as long as terrorists and looters are able to target technical personnel, pipelines, power lines, and other assets necessary for restarting oil production. By liberating Iraq, the U.S. undertook an immense responsibility. Without Iraqi oil, the U.S. taxpayer will have to foot the bill for the occupation and reconstruction of Iraq. U.S. consumers will pay higher prices at the pump, and the U.S. and global economies will endure an indirect tax by paying higher energy prices. The alternative to restoring Iraqi oil production--misery for the Iraqi people and victory for the terrorists--is not an option.

Continued Military presence in Iraq is key to their oil industry—withdrawal makes it vulnerable to collapse

Muzi, Chinese News, "Iraq hits milestones on U.S. troop deaths and oil", 6/1/08, http://www.1chinastar.com/news/ll/english/10070658.shtml?cc=45239&ccr=24878//avi
"We've still got a distance to go but I think lower casualty rates are a reflection of some real progress," Gates told reporters in Singapore. "The key will be to continue to sustain the progress we have seen." American generals have stressed that the security gains are both fragile and reversible. That was shown in March, when an Iraqi government offensive against Shi'ite militias in southern Basra sparked a surge in violence in the capital and other cities, catching U.S. and Iraqi officials off guard. The U.S. military said 19 soldiers died in May, the lowest monthly death toll in a five-year-old war that has so far claimed the lives of more than 4,000 American soldiers. Oil Minister Hussein al-Shahristani told Reuters in an interview that the improved security had helped Iraq, which has the world's third-largest oil reserves, raise oil production to a post-war high of 2.5 million barrels per day in May. Iraq's oil industry, hit by decades of sanctions, war and neglect, was a vulnerable target for saboteurs after the U.S. invasion. Attacks on pipelines quickly destroyed any hopes of using Iraq's vast oil reserves to fund its reconstruction. The military says violence in Iraq is now at a four-year low following crackdowns by U.S. and Iraqi forces on Shi'ite militias in southern Basra and Baghdad and on al Qaeda in the northern city of Mosul, its last major urban stronghold. 

Low oil prices-> Security forces upgrade slower

Low oil prices means security forces can’t upgrade as quickly

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
High oil prices for part of 2008 influenced Iraq to first propose a 2009 budget of approximately $80 billion, based on an assumed oil price of $106 per barrel (see Figure 2.8). But the dramatic fall in the price of oil in the second half of the year (which continued in the first quarter of 2009) forced the government and the Council of Repre- sentatives to make sharp cuts in the budget, which totaled less than $60 billion at final passage. Although the effect of the budget cuts will not be felt immediately, given the GoI’s inability to spend all of its budget in the year in which it is approved, funding constraints will slow investment for reconstruction and funding for security forces until oil prices recover. Meanwhile, increasing production to maintain revenues is not feasible in the short term. Though oil production has increased to pre- war levels, many problems remain regarding infrastructure and secu- rity. It is estimated that billions of dollars are still needed to increase production to the 3.5 million barrels per day (bpd) that the Iraqi gov-  ernment wants by 2013.49 Oil-infrastructure security has improved but remains vulnerable to sabotage. Perhaps most ominous, the pipeline to Iraq’s southern oil terminals has been in place for approximately double its designed lifetime, and, though a contract has been signed to replace it, estimates indicate that the project will take two to three years to complete.50 Should this pipeline rupture, Iraq would lose most of its state funds and could be liable for ecological damage throughout the northern Persian Gulf. 

Iraq Econ bad- Kurd conflict

Economic problems in Iraq now prevent Kurdish Arab conflict

RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization 2010 “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA514593
If there is a silver lining in the bleak Iraqi economic and revenue picture, it is that the GoI will be forced to set priorities in ISF capabili- ties, possibly causing it to stretch out the purchase of modern equip- ment (e.g., strike aircraft) that could be viewed as threatening by the Kurds and thus be destabilizing in the near term. While every nation has the right to maintain the forces needed to counter external threats, acquisition of such capabilities as long-range artillery, missiles, and high-performance aircraft beyond that needed to deter external threat could aggravate domestic tensions and, hence, risks. In sum, increased economic hardship in Iraq could increase the danger of violence, especially if inequities are aggravated and the strug- gle for resources—money and oil—intensifies. At the same time, eco nomic constraints could reduce the likelihood of what the Kurds could regard as more-threatening Arab-run forces and policies.

Mideast= lotsa oil

Lotsa oil is in the Mid East

James LEIGH Asst. Professor Cultural Geography School of Business University of Nicosia and Predrag VUKOVIĆ 2010 Research Assistant at the University of Nicosia (“POTENTIAL IRANIAN HEGEMONY IN OIL PRODUCING ISLAMIC COUNTRIES – IMPLICATIONS FOR OIL GEOPOLITICS” http://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/pdf/IP_2010_1_J_Leigh.pdf)

Congruent with what we could expect with the world reaching Peak Oil, global production of conventional crude oil since 2005 has been on a plateau with slight decline in 2006 and 2007, and the slight increase in 2008 hardly even lifted off the plateau. Within this world petroleum plateau OPEC (Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries) is holding rather steady around 45% of world production since 2005. The following table details these statistics: However, around 75% of the world’s oil reserves are in OPEC countries and most of OPEC’s oil reserves are in states around the Persian Gulf.3 More specifically we need to consider the facts of the following table, that the overwhelming majority of the world’s conventional oil reserves are amassed in the Persian Gulf OPEC nations – with only the five nations of Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and the UAE (United Arab Emirates) holding 58% of world oil reserves. In total, nine nations of the Persian Gulf region possess a hefty 61% of world oil reserves. And these nine nations are in close proximity, many bordering each other in the Gulf region.

Iran becoming regional power

Iran is becoming regional power with control in the majority of the Middle East

James LEIGH Asst. Professor Cultural Geography School of Business University of Nicosia and Predrag VUKOVIĆ 2010 Research Assistant at the University of Nicosia (“POTENTIAL IRANIAN HEGEMONY IN OIL PRODUCING ISLAMIC COUNTRIES – IMPLICATIONS FOR OIL GEOPOLITICS” http://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/pdf/IP_2010_1_J_Leigh.pdf)

“Iran is in the process of emerging as a regional player.”20 Further, Iran is potentially the regional power of both militant Sunni and Shia. There is growing influence of Iran as a regional power with strong involvement and influence over politics in several Islamic nations: in Lebanon (through Shia Hezbollah), Syria (with its generally pliable government), Iraq (where it supports and influences the Shia in the south), Palestine (over Sunni Hamas which it supports and influences) and eventually in Egypt (where it supports the Sunni Moslem Brotherhood which may soon control the Egyptian government in future elections). And so just as Hezbollah functions an adjunct of Iranian foreign policy,21 so do these other peoples in the region.22 There has also been concern that Iran could ignite active discontent in the Islamic nations even further afield, outside the Gulf and Middle East, across North Africa. Of course closer to home in the Gulf, including Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and the UAE there is concern that Iran could induce political change and dissidence, through the Shia populations and Sunni sympathizers, which would heavily influence matters in favour of Iran. 

Iran Oiligopoly Bad/ Shia in Iraq cause

Iran will use its influence to mess with our OIL

James LEIGH Asst. Professor Cultural Geography School of Business University of Nicosia and Predrag VUKOVIĆ 2010 Research Assistant at the University of Nicosia (“POTENTIAL IRANIAN HEGEMONY IN OIL PRODUCING ISLAMIC COUNTRIES – IMPLICATIONS FOR OIL GEOPOLITICS” http://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/pdf/IP_2010_1_J_Leigh.pdf)

Iranian Islamism’s influence may also extend to other Islamic Arab states, for example, across North Africa. This potential Iranian international Islamist power bloc, as a bulwark against the West, may greatly influence OPEC oil policy, and steer its decision making, and so exacerbate these oil producers’ relations with the Western Christian world. Oil could become much more expensive for the west and even difficult to obtain, and particularly so if oil scarcity becomes an increasing and reoccurring problem in the looming world. Growing Shia power and influence coincides with the spread of Islamism at all levels of society in many Arab states. Not only in Iran is there a Shia government but as Juan Cole says, “The Shia now also have an Arab champion. This is a new thing. Baghdad has emerged as a centre of Arab Shiite power”.24 David Hirst comments further, “For the first time in centuries, Shias are about to come into their own as the rulers – or at least the politically dominant community – in a key Arab country, Iraq.”25

Peak oil- OPEC

The oil crunch is on the horizon, OPEC oil will soon massively outweign other producers of oil

James LEIGH Asst. Professor Cultural Geography School of Business University of Nicosia and Predrag VUKOVIĆ 2010 Research Assistant at the University of Nicosia (“POTENTIAL IRANIAN HEGEMONY IN OIL PRODUCING ISLAMIC COUNTRIES – IMPLICATIONS FOR OIL GEOPOLITICS” http://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/pdf/IP_2010_1_J_Leigh.pdf)

In the face of falling world oil supplies, Paul Roberts says: “We will face a post-oil future – a future that could be marked by recession and even war, as the nations that are importers of prodigious amounts of oil jockey for access to secure oil resources”.52 And such conflict, considering the critical international context, could surely involve much of the world. The predicted trend in the dominance of OPEC, Richard Duncan argued, will soon be manifest as OPEC begins to produce more than half of the world’s crude oil, as non-OPEC production declines more rapidly.53 Specifically it was forecasted that the world oil production peak would be reached in 2006, and a further prediction that around 2008 OPEC will begin to produce more oil than the rest of the world combined. Whenever this actually does happen, it will give these OPEC nations incredible “petropower”. Also it is interesting to note that both sources of oil, OPEC and non-OPEC, are predicted to have falling production, although OPEC is better off in this trend.  Richard Heinberg is not optimist also: “The human world is going through the beginnings of some very difficult times right now. The calm before the storm is just coming to an end. You can hear the thunder on the horizon right now.”54 Bernard Lewis has put it tersely when asked what is at stake geopolitically – “the survival of our Western civilization”.55 

Iran Oiligopoly

Iran already has control of 40% of internationally traded oil, Iraq would allow them to get the majority

James LEIGH Asst. Professor Cultural Geography School of Business University of Nicosia and Predrag VUKOVIĆ 2010 Research Assistant at the University of Nicosia (“POTENTIAL IRANIAN HEGEMONY IN OIL PRODUCING ISLAMIC COUNTRIES – IMPLICATIONS FOR OIL GEOPOLITICS” http://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/pdf/IP_2010_1_J_Leigh.pdf)

Iran has been willing, even with military force, to stop the flow of oil exports from the Gulf through the Strait of Hormuz.58 Iranian leaders have said that Iran will block the Strait of Hormuz if significant political or military developments threaten their country – that would halt 20% of the world oil supplies all of which are exported through the Strait,59 that is 40% of the world’s internationally traded oil. The map below shows the nations of the Persian Gulf and the Gulf chokepoint, the narrow strategically placed, yet vulnerable, Strait of Hormuz on the coast of Iran.60 The Persian Gulf countries Abu Dhabi, Kuwait, Iraq and Saudi Arabia are best positioned to be able to produce significant amounts of oil (before even their production begins to dwindle) for on average the next 15 next years. Influence and good relations with this region for the other superpowers are increasingly vital for their continued supplies of oil.

Iran Oiligopoly Bad

Opec bloc under Iran will have power and nukes, bad combo

James LEIGH Asst. Professor Cultural Geography School of Business University of Nicosia and Predrag VUKOVIĆ 2010 Research Assistant at the University of Nicosia (“POTENTIAL IRANIAN HEGEMONY IN OIL PRODUCING ISLAMIC COUNTRIES – IMPLICATIONS FOR OIL GEOPOLITICS” http://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/pdf/IP_2010_1_J_Leigh.pdf)

As world oil production decreases, along with declining world oil reserves, Islamic OPEC will produce more than half the world’s oil. With oil reserves increasingly concentrated in a few OPEC nations in the Gulf, the region will be increasingly influential and powerful. The Gulf mix of Shia and Suni populations, with the Shia concentrated over the oil fields and installations, make for the genesis of dramatic political   scenarios in the near future. The possibility of Iran growing in influence to become the region’s hegemon, with reach over a whole league of nations, would tip the balance of regional power decisively to Iran. Within a new world order, of a tripartite mix of continent-wide civilization superpowers, an Iran-led Sunni:Shia Islamist coalition, across large stretches of the Islamic world, with aggressive revolutionary and apocalyptic inspiration from Teheran, may be the launch pad for attempted far-reaching Islamist influence. This Islamist bloc, rich in oil, and therefore petropower, and awash in nuclear weapons, could usher in a host of dramatic world events and trends.

Iran- Presence key to prevent oil conflict

Iran already has control of 40% of internationally traded oil, Iraq would allow them to get the majority

James LEIGH Asst. Professor Cultural Geography School of Business University of Nicosia and Predrag VUKOVIĆ 2010 Research Assistant at the University of Nicosia (“POTENTIAL IRANIAN HEGEMONY IN OIL PRODUCING ISLAMIC COUNTRIES – IMPLICATIONS FOR OIL GEOPOLITICS” http://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/pdf/IP_2010_1_J_Leigh.pdf)

Iran has been willing, even with military force, to stop the flow of oil exports from the Gulf through the Strait of Hormuz.58 Iranian leaders have said that Iran will block the Strait of Hormuz if significant political or military developments threaten their country – that would halt 20% of the world oil supplies all of which are exported through the Strait,59 that is 40% of the world’s internationally traded oil. The map below shows the nations of the Persian Gulf and the Gulf chokepoint, the narrow strategically placed, yet vulnerable, Strait of Hormuz on the coast of Iran.60 The Persian Gulf countries Abu Dhabi, Kuwait, Iraq and Saudi Arabia are best positioned to be able to produce significant amounts of oil (before even their production begins to dwindle) for on average the next 15 next years. Influence and good relations with this region for the other superpowers are increasingly vital for their continued supplies of oil.

Iran- Influence Impact Xtns

Opec bloc under Iran will have petropower and nukes and use both

James LEIGH Asst. Professor Cultural Geography School of Business University of Nicosia and Predrag VUKOVIĆ 2010 Research Assistant at the University of Nicosia (“POTENTIAL IRANIAN HEGEMONY IN OIL PRODUCING ISLAMIC COUNTRIES – IMPLICATIONS FOR OIL GEOPOLITICS” http://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/pdf/IP_2010_1_J_Leigh.pdf)

As world oil production decreases, along with declining world oil reserves, Islamic OPEC will produce more than half the world’s oil. With oil reserves increasingly concentrated in a few OPEC nations in the Gulf, the region will be increasingly influential and powerful. The Gulf mix of Shia and Suni populations, with the Shia concentrated over the oil fields and installations, make for the genesis of dramatic political   scenarios in the near future. The possibility of Iran growing in influence to become the region’s hegemon, with reach over a whole league of nations, would tip the balance of regional power decisively to Iran. Within a new world order, of a tripartite mix of continent-wide civilization superpowers, an Iran-led Sunni:Shia Islamist coalition, across large stretches of the Islamic world, with aggressive revolutionary and apocalyptic inspiration from Teheran, may be the launch pad for attempted far-reaching Islamist influence. This Islamist bloc, rich in oil, and therefore petropower, and awash in nuclear weapons, could usher in a host of dramatic world events and trends.

Iran-  Influencing GoI

All possible ruling parties consulting with Iran now

Kenneth Katzman Specialist in Middle Eastern Affairs April 15, 2010 (“Iran-Iraq Relations” Congressional Research Service http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/142761.pdf)

With a conventional military and weapons of mass destruction (WMD) threat from Saddam Hussein’s regime removed, Iran seeks to ensure that Iraq can never again become a threat to Iran, either with or without U.S. forces present in Iraq. Some believe that Iran’s intentions go well beyond achieving Iraq’s “neutrality”— that Iran wants to try to harness Iraq to Iran’s broader regional policy goals and to help Iran defend against international criticism of Iran’s nuclear program. Others believe Iran sees Iraq as providing lucrative investment opportunities and a growing market for Iranian products and contracts. Still others believe that Iran wants only stability in Iraq so that Iran’s leaders can concentrate on addressing the unrest in Iran that followed that country’s June 12, 2009, presidential election. This domestic unrest has given Iran another reason to exercise influence in Iraq—to try to suppress Iranian dissidents located over the border inside Iraq. Iran has sought to achieve its goals in Iraq through several strategies: supporting pro-Iranian factions and armed militias; attempting to influence Iraqi political leaders and faction leaders; and building economic ties throughout Iraq that might accrue goodwill to Iran. It is Iran’s support for armed Shiite factions that most concerns U.S. officials. That Iranian activity hindered—and continues to pose a threat to—U.S. efforts to stabilize Iraq, and has heightened the U.S. threat perception of Iran generally. Many of Iraq’s current leaders were in exile in Iran or materially supported by Iran during Saddam’s rule, and see Iran as a mentor and an influential actor in Iraq. Even those who have longstanding ties to Iran have asserted themselves as nationalist defenders of Iraqi interests, but Iraq appears to be a clearly subordinate partner in the relationship. Perhaps resenting this relationship, many Iraqi citizens have appeared to reject parties and factions who accept preponderant Iranian influence in Iraq. This sentiment has caused Iran to suffer key setbacks in Iraq. The most pro-Iranian factions generally fared poorly in the January 31, 2009, provincial elections and again in the March 7, 2010, national elections for the National Assembly that will choose the next government. A political bloc that is decidedly against Iranian influence and which is supported by Iraq’s Sunni Arabs won the most seats in the March 7 election, although this bloc might not necessarily have enough support among other blocs to be able to assemble a government. Still, virtually all political blocs are consulting with Iran to try to gain its support for their inclusion in or dominance of any new government.

***Iran Turn

Iran Turn

US troops are key to protect Iraq from Iran in the short term

David Bukay (Ph.D.), teaches at the School of Political Science in the University of Haifa, "The Real Issue is Shiite vs. Sunnah", 8/7/08, http://www.opposingviews.com/arguments/the-real-issue-is-shiite-vs-sunnah//avi
The US entered Iraq in a deep belief that it can overpower the Arab political issues, and encounter the complexities of the despotic authoritarian regimes and patrimonial leadership, by building a stable and thriving democracy. However, this was an illusion collapsed in the sandy soil of the Middle East. The American belief in democracy has become a religion by itself, a total belief that it can be planted and grow, and by that all the region malaise will be solved. American policy-makers must sober up: democracy is a delicate political system, a regime that suits participant political culture, a modern free society, and other ingredients that the Middle East totally lacks. The real issue, the most important problem in the contemporary Middle East is not the Arab-Israeli-Palestinian conflict or other regional conflicts, but the Shiite against Sunnah. Iran wishes to change the whole balance of power in the Middle East, to bring back `Ali's House to the center of Islamic leadership, to wipe out the Sunni religious superiority, after it was stolen by intrigues and malicious designs from `Ali 1400 years ago. Iran really believes that it is the ripe time to take hold of Islam, to take over Islamic leadership from the Sunnah. It really believes that the Mahdi is on his way to appear and to bring salvation to the world. Under these circumstances, the question that the US should have asked was, do we have an alternative to Saddam regime that can put Iran at bay that can withhold Iranian onslaught to stir up, to revolutionize the whole Middle East? The answer is not. This brings the US to decide: if it sees Iran as a lethal threat to the whole region, and there is no strong and stable alternative to undermine it, than it must stay in Iraq with all its military power, even without trying to establish a democracy there. The US must bear in mind that there is a clear-cut Shiite majority in Iraq, and if it leaves, Iran will wipe out Iraq, bringing it under its fold, together with Syria, Lebanon and the Palestinian Authority. At best, Iraq will be separated to three regions as was the situation before the British Mandate until 1930 (a Kurdish non-Arab Sunni regime in the north; an Arab-Shiite regime in the south, and a mixed chaotic Sunni-Shiite situation at the center).

XT: Iran Turn

Troops in Iraq are key to deter Iranian aggression

David Bukay (Ph.D.), teaches at the School of Political Science in the University of Haifa, "To Stop Iran, the US Must Hold Iraq", 8/7/08, http://www.opposingviews.com/arguments/to-stop-iran-the-us-must-hold-iraq
The other alternative is whether the US can come to terms with Iran, to stop its onslaught to rule the whole region. Again, the answer is not. The US cannot reach this goal since Iran is too revisionist, too ambitious to stop, too inflamed with the belief of its religious superiority to come true, and visions the strategic balance in favor of her. This is the American tragedy: to stop Iran the US must hold Iraq. No internal power, even regional exists to take the mission. "Fortress America" is not an option.

The balance of power between Iraq and Iran is compromised—Iraq has no defense against Iranian aggression

David Bukay (Ph.D.), teaches at the School of Political Science in the University of Haifa, "What Will Happen to the Balance of Power? ", 8/7/08, http://www.opposingviews.com/arguments/what-will-happen-to-the-balance-of-power //avi

Saddam Hussein was one of the meanest Arab dictators. He deserved to be eliminated, and his evil regime deserved to totally be destroyed. However, the question the US should have asked - by doing that what will happen to the balance of power in the sub-system of the Persian Gulf, between Iran and Iraq? If Iran is the bigger Satan and Saddam's Iraq was the smaller Satan, but they balance each other, what will happen if you take out the balancer, Iraq, and leave alone the revisionist power, Iran? By that you endanger other even more important players in the region. If you have an alternative power in the region, or you believe you can build a stable regime in Iraq, than it was not only legitimate and justified to topple down Saddam regime, but even a must. However, had the US an alternative?

Iran- Iranian Heg expanding

Iran is becoming regional power with control in the majority of the Middle East

James LEIGH Asst. Professor Cultural Geography School of Business University of Nicosia and Predrag VUKOVIĆ 2010 Research Assistant at the University of Nicosia (“POTENTIAL IRANIAN HEGEMONY IN OIL PRODUCING ISLAMIC COUNTRIES – IMPLICATIONS FOR OIL GEOPOLITICS” http://www.diplomacy.bg.ac.rs/pdf/IP_2010_1_J_Leigh.pdf)

“Iran is in the process of emerging as a regional player.”20 Further, Iran is potentially the regional power of both militant Sunni and Shia. There is growing influence of Iran as a regional power with strong involvement and influence over politics in several Islamic nations: in Lebanon (through Shia Hezbollah), Syria (with its generally pliable government), Iraq (where it supports and influences the Shia in the south), Palestine (over Sunni Hamas which it supports and influences) and eventually in Egypt (where it supports the Sunni Moslem Brotherhood which may soon control the Egyptian government in future elections). And so just as Hezbollah functions an adjunct of Iranian foreign policy,21 so do these other peoples in the region.22 There has also been concern that Iran could ignite active discontent in the Islamic nations even further afield, outside the Gulf and Middle East, across North Africa. Of course closer to home in the Gulf, including Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and the UAE there is concern that Iran could induce political change and dissidence, through the Shia populations and Sunni sympathizers, which would heavily influence matters in favour of Iran. 

 ***Other

At: K of Rand Ev

Their methodology is sound, they investigated all sides and conducted interviews in the region to come to their conclusions
RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization June 14, 2010 Frederic Wehrey Dalia Dassa Kaye Jessica Watkins Jeffrey Martini and Robert A. Guffey (“The Middle East After the Iraq War THE IRAQ EFFECT”)
We have drawn from a range of primary and secondary sources and  attempt to carefully distinguish between regional perceptions of the  war’s consequences and U.S. policy (both official and public) and  the unfolding developments themselves.30 Fieldwork throughout the  region enabled us to build a foundation for discerning both categories of effects. We conducted over 50 interviews throughout 2007 and  2008 with a range of diplomatic, military, and security officials in  Egypt, Jordan, Israel, Lebanon, Bahrain, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and  the UAE. Yet we also see great value in unofficial views, from local  think-tanks, scholars, and journalists and from Islamists, oppositionists, and other political actors. Several of the countries we studied also have a rich think-tank and analytical culture, even if the ultimate influence of their policy deliberations is open to debate. With this in mind, we drew from Arabic and Persian-language strategy pieces that offered interpretations of the war’s effects that in most cases contrasted sharply  with conventional U.S. and Western thinking. Finally, we drew from a number of opinion polls, indigenous news outlets, and Internet chat rooms.  As noted above, our intent is to provide an objective and field-  based survey of the region’s most important trends in the aftermath of  the Iraq conflict, to better equip the Air Force and U.S. policymakers  to plan against new threats and seize unexpected opportunities

Elections CP?
The USFG should declare its support for Iyad Allawi’s presidency in Iraq.

US support is key to keep Allawi in power—that solves Iraqi democracy and stability

Peter Henne, Security Fellow, Truman National Security Project, "Supporting Allawi and Stability in Iraq", 4/26/10, Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/peter-henne/supporting-allawi-and-sta_b_548222.html//avi
Reports are beginning to emerge about increasing sectarian tension in Iraq, as trust degrades between Sunnis and Shia and fears of returning to the full-blown insurgency of a few years ago spread. This possibly deteriorating situation is connected to two concurrent developments in that country. Iraqi politicians are currently struggling to form a government following contentious parliamentary elections, with numerous sectarian undertones. Meanwhile, the United States is gradually withdrawing its troops from the country. Although the US drawdown of forces is a good move, the increasingly downgraded importance of Iraq among the US public and its leaders indicates a dangerous complacency. While Americans want out of Iraq, the stability of the country is far from assured, and reignited ethnic violence in that country can harm both US interests and the American conscience. The best course for the United States to take may be to fully support the outcome of the parliamentary elections, including its winner, Iyad Allawi. As I argued recently, the recent parliamentary elections represented a significant milestone in Iraq's democratic development. Former Prime Minister Iyad Allawi's secular coalition -- which many Sunnis supported -- won a plurality of votes, claiming victory. He beat out incumbent Nouri al-Maliki's coalition of Shia groups, and the more radical Shia bloc of Moqtada al-Sadr. Because no side gained a clear majority, difficult negotiations among the factions are needed before a new government is formed. Yet, al-Maliki has hesitated in accepting Allawi's victory. Al-Maliki ominously pointed out that he remains the commander of Iraq's military, and accused Allawi of fraud. Also, he convinced Iraq's Supreme Court to allow him -- instead of Allawi -- to set up the next government. And there have been continuing moves to disqualify some candidates in Allawi's bloc for reputed Baathist ties, which could erase his lead. In addition to this, al-Maliki has been negotiating with al-Sadr to merge their blocs, which would yield a majority. If al-Maliki succeeds in holding on to power, the results could be disastrous. If he does so through extra-democratic means -- such as a coup (even a soft one) or disqualifying members of Allawi's coalition -- it could undermine the viability of Iraqi democracy and set the stage for a return to dictatorship. Even if he wins through an alliance with al-Sadr, ignoring the outcome of an election could degrade voters' confidence in the system. More troublesome, though, would be the possibility of ethnic strife. Allawi's Sunni supporters hoped to balance the perceived Shia favoritism of al-Maliki through their votes. If Allawi were to be passed over for Prime Minister in favor of al-Maliki, this would -- at best -- lead to greater cynicism among Sunnis concerning the electoral process, with decreased participation. At worst it could lead to renewed Sunni-Shia violence. Despite this possibly explosive situation, the United States has taken only minimal steps to shore up the political system following the election. This is far from the hands-on diplomacy that may be needed to help set up a new government. US aloofness is in part to be expected; Americans are tired of the war in Iraq, and are wary of being perceived as dictating political outcomes. Also, President Obama's agenda is rather full. Health care, financial reform, Supreme Court nominees and other domestic issues have high priority, and even his foreign policy attention is occupied with significant initiatives on nuclear weapons. Moreover, US officials are likely -- and rightly -- wary of picking a winner in Iraqi political debates. Historically, outside powers' preferred figures in an unstable country are rarely the most popular, and their connection to the outside state makes them suspect to domestic audiences. In the case of Iraq, though, Allawi was picked by the domestic public with little US interference; support for Allawi would represent support for the Iraqi political system, not a hand-picked pro-US leader. The United States cannot stay in Iraq forever, and Obama's plans for troop withdrawal should effectively transfer responsibility for Iraqi security to its government. But this does not\ mean we can ignore Iraq, or our obligation to stabilize the country we invaded. President Obama should throw his support behind Allawi as the democratically-elected leader, and make it clear that any attempt to reverse the electoral outcome will be met with US disapproval. If al-Maliki regains control and the Sunnis lose faith in the system, the United States will be forced to decide between abandoning Iraq as it explodes or re-committing a significant number of troops to the country. If, instead, the US supports Allawi now, this would represent not an expanded US presence, but rather insurance that we can withdraw responsibly from Iraq.

Potential CP: RTDW?

The USSC should rule on the grounds of Section 8 of the US Constitution that overseas military presence is unconstitutional absent a declaration of war by Congress. 

History proves military overstretch is inevitable—the only hope is to enforce the right to declare war
Scaliger 6/25 (Charles, Published Journalist, 6/25/2010, The New American, Illusions of Empire,   http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/history/world/3838-illusions-and-empire)
If there’s one thing certain about empire building, it is that such projects cannot be sustained. Like the British, we seek to persuade ourselves — or, more accurately, globalist elites seek to persuade us — that empire building can be profitable, that the indefinite occupation of countries like Iraq will pay for itself many times over in oil revenues, and that militarism will open doors for enhanced commerce. Now, of course, we are finding out in the Middle East and Afghanistan, just as the British did in India, that only a few will benefit at a cost to many. Who can possibly tout up the cost of America’s enormous new “Residency” in Baghdad, the largest embassy complex ever built, transparently designed to serve as the headquarters for our newly minted Middle Eastern protectorates? The contractors building the embassy, enriched by U.S. taxpayer dollars, doubtless have few complaints. So likewise the security companies, the weapons manufacturers, and, yes, the oil industry. For ordinary Americans and Iraqis — the former burdened by spiraling oil prices and a deepening economic crisis made worse by a trillion-dollar war, the latter groaning under the yoke of terrorism, civil war, and an ever-deteriorating standard of living — the war in the Middle East is a bitter pill indeed. So also is proving to be the occupation of Afghanistan, which soon will equal the duration of the Soviet Union’s adventure in that unhappy land. Where will it all end? If the verdict of history is any guide, America, like Britain, may well continue to squander her strength and blood waging “savage wars of peace” across the globe until her resources are exhausted. Over the past two decades, America has garrisoned most of the former Yugoslavia, the Middle East, and Central Asia; we have yet to withdraw voluntarily from any of those places. As with Britain, our empire has become bound up with our sense of prestige; too many of us are invested in the status quo, such that withdrawal — from Iraq and Afghanistan, especially — is seen by too many as a betrayal rather than a corrective. In a word, it is not at all certain that America will ever relinquish empire until she is compelled to do so, by the brutal laws of economics, human behavior, and history — “the gods of the copybook headings,” Rudyard Kipling called them — which brook no defiance in the long run. On the other hand, what might it take to steer America away from the destructive, debilitating, potentially suicidal path of empire? A return to constitutional government would be a tremendous start. Merely reasserting the congressional prerogative to declare war would greatly curtail American wars of pure aggression, like the invasion and occupation of Iraq. Illegal wars and consequent occupations, like those of Yugoslavia and the Korean Peninsula, would be nullified and occupying forces brought home. The Koreans, the Japanese, the Europeans, Turkey, the republics of Central Asia — all these would become responsible for their own defense. Of course, any proposal to withdraw from our many so-called “obligations” overseas will provoke howls of protest from the commentariat, as we have seen with the 2008 Ron Paul presidential campaign. Yet ultimately we will have no choice in the matter. American military hegemony will only last for a brief moment, indeed, is already threatened by imperial overstretch combined with economic malaise. We will not be the world’s only superpower forever. Unfortunately, we have never been a particularly peaceful people. We are quick to rise to anger against enemies real and perceived, and put our trust in military force to have our way with the nations of the world. This makes us vulnerable to those who would use war as an excuse to enlarge the powers of government at home and abroad.

We can’t go to war without Congressional approval—the Iraq war violates this 

Jacob G. Hornberger is founder and president of The Future of Freedom Foundation in Fairfax, Va., “Declaring and Waging War: The U.S. Constitution”, April 2002, Future of Freedom Foundation, http://www.fff.org/comment/com0204a.asp//avi

Excuse me for asking an indelicate question in the midst of war, but where does President Bush derive the power to send the United States into war against another nation? The question becomes increasingly important given that the president has indicated that once the Afghan War has been brought to a conclusion, he intends to use U.S. military forces to attack other sovereign nations. It is important to keep in mind that our system of government was designed to be unlike any other in history. First, the federal government was brought into existence by the people through our Constitution. Second, the Constitution is the supreme law of the land that controls the actions of our public officials in all three branches of the federal government. Third, the powers of the federal government and its officials are not general but instead are limited to those enumerated in the Constitution. Fourth, the government is divided into three branches, each with its own enumerated powers, and one branch cannot exercise the powers of another branch. Fifth, the Constitution expressly constrains democratic, majority rule. Sixth, public officials are not legally permitted to ignore any constitutional constraint on their power but must instead seek a constitutional amendment from the people to eliminate the constraint. Why did the Founders implement such a weak, divided government? One big reason: they clearly understood that historically the greatest threat to the freedom and well-being of a people comes not from foreign enemies but instead from their own government officials, even democratically elected ones. And they understood that that threat to the citizenry was always greatest during war. Consider the words of James Madison, the father of our Constitution: “Of all the enemies to public liberty war is, perhaps, the most to be dreaded, because it comprises and develops the germ of every other. War is the parent of armies; from these proceed debts and taxes; and armies, and debts, and taxes are the known instruments for bringing the many under the domination of the few.” What does our Constitution say about war? Our Founders divided war into two separate powers: Congress was given the power to declare war and the president was given the power to wage war. What that means is that under our system of government, the president cannot legally wage war against another nation in the absence of a declaration of war against that nation from Congress. Again, reflect on the words of Madison: “The Constitution expressly and exclusively vests in the Legislature the power of declaring a state of war [and] the power of raising armies. A delegation of such powers [to the president] would have struck, not only at the fabric of our Constitution, but at the foundation of all well organized and well checked governments. The separation of the power of declaring war from that of conducting it, is wisely contrived to exclude the danger of its being declared for the sake of its being conducted.” Therefore, under our system of government although the president is personally convinced that war against a certain nation is just and morally right, he is nevertheless prohibited by our supreme law of the land from waging it unless he first secures a declaration of war from Congress. That was precisely why presidents Wilson and Roosevelt, who both believed that U.S. intervention in World Wars I and II was right and just, nevertheless had to wait for a congressional declaration of war before entering the conflict. And the fact that later presidents have violated the declaration-of-war requirement does not operate as a grant of power for other presidents to do the same. What about the congressional resolution that granted President Bush the power to wage war against unnamed nations and organizations that the president determines were linked to the September 11 attacks? Doesn’t that constitute a congressional declaration of war? No, it is instead a congressional grant to the president of Caesar-like powers to wage war, a grant that the Constitution does not authorize Congress to make. 

The War in Iraq violates the right to declare war

Michael Powell, writer at Washington Times, "Appeals Court Weighs Bush's War Powers", 3/12/03, Washington Post, http://www.commondreams.org/headlines03/0312-01.htm//avi

A federal appeals court is weighing on a rare and expedited basis a lawsuit challenging the president's right to wage war on Iraq without a formal declaration of war by Congress.

Filed by a dozen dovish House Democrats, three anonymous soldiers and 15 parents of soldiers, the lawsuit before the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 1st Circuit, in Boston, argues that Congress has ducked its responsibilities and delegated its war-making powers to the president. Congress voted in October to give President Bush the power to attack if Iraq failed to comply with U.N. mandates or if the president determined that Iraq presented a threat to the security of the nation.

Congress last issued a formal declaration of war in December 1941, against Japan and Germany.

A lower court judge last month dismissed this lawsuit almost out of hand, and few legal scholars expect the federal appeals court to block a president on the cusp of war. But a three-judge appeals court panel has agreed to quickly take and hear the case. Lawyers expect a ruling in the next day or two.

John C. Bonifaz, the lawyer bringing the legal challenge, says that Congress cannot simply transfer its war-making powers to the president as a hedge against a future conflict. "If we're going to go to war now, we need a debate," he said. "If it strengthens the president's hand, so be it. At least people can be held accountable."
Senior Justice Department officials respond in court documents that war is, at its heart, a political question between the president and Congress, and that judicial intervention would be "highly inappropriate." They assert that a diplomatic solution is possible and that Congress, in any case, gave all the approval that is necessary in October.

Justice Department lawyers also assert a far more expansive presidential power: If he wants to, they argue, the president can wage war all on his own, without congressional approval. This, even among legal scholars sympathetic to Bush, is a deeply controversial interpretation.

"Hundreds of years of congressional action support the President's unilateral war making powers," the Justice Department states in its brief. The president is authorized "to unilaterally use military force in defense of the United States's national security interests."

Seventy-three constitutional law professors have signed on to Bonifaz's lawsuit. These professors, in legal papers, decry the "radical proposition" that the president can launch a "massive invasion" without the consent of Congress.

A federal court threw out in 1990 a similar challenge by 54 members of Congress against the impending Persian Gulf War. The judge ruled that while Congress had a right to declare war, the nation at that time was not yet at war.

The question of the president's war-making powers and the tension with the legislative branch over the issue have confounded politicians and scholars almost from the founding of the Republic. The United States has fought five legally declared wars. 

By contrast, Deputy Assistant Attorney General Gregory Katsas told the appellate panel last week, U.S. forces have fought more than 100 times without a congressional declaration of war. Since World War II, the United States has intervened militarily in Korea, Vietnam, Haiti, Lebanon, Nicaragua and the Persian Gulf region.

"While you can talk about original intent, the war-making powers have been honored more often in the breach," said Robert Dallek, a professor of history at Boston University and author of a forthcoming book on John F. Kennedy. "It's not a dead letter, but it's been greatly modified by our experiences of the 20th century."

The plaintiffs in this case argue that the constitutional founders wanted to forestall a monarchical executive who might squander the treasury and thousands of young lives on war. By giving Congress the right to declare war, the plaintiffs argue, the Founding Fathers situated war-making powers in the most representative wing of government. 

"The president cannot anoint himself king and simply declare war," Bonifaz said. "That goes to the heart of our Constitution."

But some prominent legal scholars say Bonifaz is flogging an outdated legal argument. At least since the Vietnam War era, federal courts have implicitly held that a formal declaration of war is not necessary. "There's nothing magic about a declaration of war," said Lori Damrosch, a professor of constitutional law at Columbia University law school. "As long as Congress expresses its approval, it can pick the means."

The US-Iraq SOFA violates this principle

David Swanson is the author of Daybreak: Undoing the Imperial Presidency and Forming a More Perfect Union by Seven Stories Press, "Obama breaks Iraq promise", 5/13/10, http://stopwar.org.uk/content/view/1879/27//avi
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. Imagine if Congress funded, defunded, oversaw, and regulated the military and wars as required by our Constitution. Imagine if the president COULDN'T simply tell Congress that troops would be staying in Iraq longer than planned, but had to ask for the necessary funding first. Here's the lesson for this teachable moment: Persuading presidents to end wars only looks good until they change their mind. Cutting off the funding actually forces wars to end. When the US peace movement refused to challenge the UIT, it left Bush's successor and his successors free to ignore it, revise it, or replace it. Congress has been removed from the equation. If Obama decides to inform Congress that the occupation of Iraq will go on into 2012, Congress' response will be as muted as when the Director of National Intelligence informed Congress that killing Americans was now legal. And what can Congress say? It had no role in ratifying the UIT in the first place.

Condition CP?

The US should withdraw from Iraq only with conditions. 

Anthony H. Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and national security analyst for ABC News, and Adam Mausner, research associate for the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS,  Feb 5 2009, “How Soon is Safe?: Iraqi Force Development and ‘Conditions-Based’ US Withdrawals”, Center for Strategic International Studies, http://www.ncci-library.org/jspui/handle/123456789/75, CY

Americans need to understand just how sensitive Iraqis are to what many see as an unjust occupation, and that many Iraqis still see the US-led invasion as unjustified and feel that the US intends to stay in Iraq and/or seize control of Iraqi oil. They also need to understand that stability in Iraq cannot be achieved simply by setting rigid deadlines for US withdrawals or imposing unrealistic demands for Iraqi progress and for reducing US aid and the US military and civil advisory efforts. The result should be a ―conditions-based‖ approach to dealing with real world problems and progress that takes advantage of the provisions calling for Iraq and US security cooperation in the Article 27 of the Agreement Between the United States of America the Republic of Iraq On the Withdrawal of US Forces from Iraq and the Organization of Their Activities During Their Temporary Presence in Iraq and the Strategic Framework Agreement for a Relationship of Friendship and Cooperation. If all goes well, the US should be steadily able to phase out its combat forces, and then remove its entire military presence if this is what Iraq desires. Alternatively, withdrawing all combat troops will allow Iraq to retain a limited amount of US air, naval, and IS&R support, as well as teams of US advisors until the ISF is fully ready. Under other conditions, a slower pace of US withdrawals might lead to more Iraqi political accommodation, allow the pace of development to increase, and give Iraqi forces time to become fully capable of defending the country without US support. If Iraq does need the US to provide a stabilizing presence, the delays in reducing US troops will almost certainly be limited. The US cannot intervene in an Iraqi civil conflict; all it can do its provide a temporary stabilizing presence. If there is any delay in total US withdrawal – as distinguished from temporary slowdowns -- the difference is likely to be between full withdrawal at some point in 2011 and at some point 2013. Furthermore, such a conditions-base scenario will still see Iraqis take more control, and the ISF grow in capability, with each passing month. 

A political agreement between the coalitions key to sign before US withdrawal. 

Bruce D. Jones, Director of the Center on International Cooperation at New York University and Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution, Carlos Pascual, United States Ambassador to Mexico, and Stephen John Stedman,  formerly the research director of the United Nations High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change from 2003-2004, and assistant secretary general and special advisor to the secretary general of the United Nations, in 2005., 2009 Power & responsibility: building international order in an era of transnational threats, Brookings Institution Press, pg. 293, CY
A starting point to undertake a diplomatic surge with cooperation between the United Nations and the United States and with backing from the G-16. The goal of this surge would be to reach a political settlement in Iraq. The increased U.S. troop presence in 2007-08 contributed to a reduction in violence, but, more important, so have Sunni militias cooperating with U.S. forces. In addition, Shiite militias have called a ceasefire in their fight against the United States. U.S. forces are the stabilizing element between contradictory trends—stronger Sunni militias opposed to a Shiite-dominated state, and Shiite militias deferring to the U.S. forces that check Sunni aspirations. Remove U.S. forces and the chances for a conflagration are high. Keep U.S. forces without a political settlement and the chances for resentment and backlash against the United States are high. The emerging lesson has been documented repeatedly: eventually a political agreement that ends internal conflicts and provides a foundation for sustainable peace must be crafted.

ISF NB?

Withdrawal from Iraq is inevitable – the question in whether or not the ISF will be ready to deal with the change. 

Anthony H. Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and national security analyst for ABC News, and Adam Mausner, research associate for the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS,  Feb 5 2009, “How Soon is Safe?: Iraqi Force Development and ‘Conditions-Based’ US Withdrawals”, Center for Strategic International Studies, http://www.ncci-library.org/jspui/handle/123456789/75, CY

Much will depend on the capabilities of Iraqi security forces (ISF) and their ability to deal with internal conflicts and external pressures. A combination of US politics, Iraq‘s internal politics, and outside pressure from nations like Iran is reducing the timeframe of US withdrawal. Iraqi politics reflect the fact that public opinion generally sees the US as an occupation force and wants US and other Coalition forces to leave as soon as possible. Iraq's Kurds are the only group in Iraq where polls have shown showed a consistent desire for the US to stay. As a result, the recent debate over the US-Iraqi status of force agreement focused on the timing and conditions for US withdrawal, increasing Iraqi jurisdiction over US military personnel and contractors, basing rights, and limiting US ability to conduct operations without Iraqi approval. The Security Agreement and Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) that have emerged from these negotiations paid far less attention to the need to create effective Iraqi security forces, despite the fact that speeding the rate of US withdrawal inevitably reduces the timeframe for developing Iraqi forces that can stand on their own. Iraqi and US leaders agreed on possible timelines for US withdrawal without any public agreement on a plan to ensure that Iraqi forces can and will be ready to operate without US support and security guarantees. Moreover, the divisive Iraqi internal political debate over US withdrawals, the Security Agreement, and the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) has opened up a Pandora‘s box of problems in ensuring that US trainers and embeds can be effective in bringing Iraqi security forces to full strength and combat capability. The end result could be to force the US to hand over responsibility to the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) before they are fully able to do the job or to prematurely withdraw trainers and partner units that the ISF needs to secure the country and defend it from its neighbors. It is uncertain whether the US can maintain its influence and advisory role in Iraq as it reemerges as a fully independent state. If the US can, these issues will be a critical and immediate priority for the new US Administration throughout its first term. The ISF must be brought to an adequate level of readiness as quickly as possible if a 2011 deadline for withdrawal is to involve minimal risk. This means dealing with a range of remaining barriers to rapid progress, including eliminating most of the 6 month delay in US processing of arms sales and deliveries – and the 12 month Iraqi delay in planning and executing them. Unless these problems are solved, they will place important limits on ISF force expansion and improvements in force quality. Iraq and the US also need need to look beyond the withdrawal of US combat forces and 2011. Iraq may well need several years of additional aid from the US to create an effective army, air force, and navy that can defend Iraq against any outside threat without US reinforcement. The would require continuing support from US trainers, and possibly some form of US guarantees to provide air support and other ―enablers‖ until Iraqi forces are fully ready. Forming such a transition plan, and obtaining an Iraqi-US agreement on its shape, timing, and funding will be a critical step in ensuring Iraq‘s long-term security and sovereignty. The issue will not be whether all US combat forces fully withdraw; this is a now almost inevitable. The US wants to leave Iraq as soon as this is feasible, and most Iraqis want US forces to leave as quickly as Iraq can achieve security on its own. It is rather, but how the US can do so in ways that best ensure the ISF can take over all of the missions Iraq must assume Both the Iraqi and US governments agree that that US combat forces should not remain a day longer in Iraq than is necessary to develop effective Iraqi security forces as a replacement, help Iraq achieve stable political accommodation, and secure Iraq from its neighbors

ISF NB?

The ISF will not be ready by 2011. 

Anthony H. Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and national security analyst for ABC News, and Adam Mausner, research associate for the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS,  Feb 5 2009, “How Soon is Safe?: Iraqi Force Development and ‘Conditions-Based’ US Withdrawals”, Center for Strategic International Studies, http://www.ncci-library.org/jspui/handle/123456789/75, CY

The Army is making steady progress towards becoming a fully developed force, but much of the army‘s order of battle is still has combat capabilities that make it more a force of battalions than one ready to operate as full brigades and divisions. As of September 2008, 85 of 1167 battalions were still "Category II" units that needed US aid and support. Only 10% or less of the units categorized as "in the lead" were ready to operate on their own, and more than 75 battalions had only Category III or Category IV readiness.cdxi The number of battalions that can operate on their own continues to increase, as do capabilities at the brigade, division, and rear area support level. Nevertheless, it will need US partner units; embedded advisors; help with logistics and sustainability; artillery and armor support; air combat and helicopter support; and support in intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) for at least several years to come. This is why both the Iraqi Minister of Defense and the most senior US military advisors have talked about timelines such as 2012 for the Iraqi Army to take over the counterinsurgency mission. The ability to conduct the counterinsurgency mission is also far short of the ability to defend and deter Iraq from foreign pressure or military action. 

The US should help improve the ISF- solves instability. 

David C. Gompert, Senior Fellow at the RAND Corporation, Terrence K. Kelly, senior researcher at RAND, Jessica Watkins, researcher at RAND, 2010, “Security in Iraq: A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave”, RAND National Defense Research Institute, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA514593&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, CY

The analysis up to this point has frequently noted the importance of projected improvement in the ISF in the next three years and beyond. Given that the ISF are both an essential pillar and a potential problem for Iraq’s security and stability during and after U.S. withdrawal, the U.S. approach to the ISF is critical. In essence, the United States must seek to improve both the capability and the character of the ISF—the former to deter and defeat threats to the state, and the latter so that other major actors, especially Sunnis and Kurds, will not feel the need to use force to defend themselves against the ISF. Both purposes should inform U.S. strategy, programs, and presence with the ISF while and after U.S. forces depart. Even as it helps the ISF become more capable, the U.S. military in Iraq should redouble efforts to instill and institutionalize professionalism in the ISF, including civilian oversight, apolitical conduct, merit over personal ties, representative and non-sectarian composition and leadership, non-sectarianism, stewardship of public resources, regard for the population’s safety and rights, intolerance for abusive conduct, the creation of good institutional practices to do these things, and, if need be, resistance to being used for partisan purposes. These values may be have slipped recently—a troubling trend, which could become more pronounced as U.S. forces withdraw.8 Interviews indicate that, while new Iraqi military leaders—field grade officers and some brigadiers—accept the need for a professional force that has loyal civilian leadership, the old guard—which has been growing in power in the MoD—retains much of the conspiratorial nature that has led to politicization and coups in the past. A culling of problematic leaders may be necessary in the future to ensure the loyalty and professional nature of the ISF, and of the army in particular. Exercising care so that such a culling does not become an ethnic or sectarian purge would be important. Having said this, it is doubtful that the United States will have any say in the culling, let alone in the ethno-sectarian composition of ISF leadership. The best the United States can do is to instill professionalism through its training programs and personal military-to-military ties.

Econ/police force NB?

Iraqi stability requires a stable economy and police force. 

Anthony H. Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and national security analyst for ABC News, and Adam Mausner, research associate for the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS,  Feb 5 2009, “How Soon is Safe?: Iraqi Force Development and ‘Conditions-Based’ US Withdrawals”, Center for Strategic International Studies, http://www.ncci-library.org/jspui/handle/123456789/75, CY

Creating Iraqi military forces that can fully replace the US is also only one of the challenges involved. If Iraq is to make the transition from defeat of insurgent movements and militias to stable political accommodation, it needs effective police forces. It also needs a local rule of law to go from "win" to "hold," and government services and local development and economic activity to go from "Win and hold" to "win, hold, and build." xiii It is not clear when this will happen; the Iraqi police is making substantially less progress that the Iraqi regular forces. There was no "year of the police" in 2007 and there is no "year of the police" in 2008. The US is still experimenting with how to train and equip the police and other security forces, and there are major shortfalls in police and other Ministry of Interior advisors, Iraqi leader, equipment, and facilities.

Management of resources is key to stability and must be managed before US withdrawal.

Anthony H. Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and national security analyst for ABC News, and Adam Mausner, research associate for the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS,  Feb 5 2009, “How Soon is Safe?: Iraqi Force Development and ‘Conditions-Based’ US Withdrawals”, Center for Strategic International Studies, http://www.ncci-library.org/jspui/handle/123456789/75, CY

The awkward reality is that an Iraq-US failure to properly manage US withdrawal and the creation of effective Iraqi forces is now at least as serious a threat to Iraq‘s future stability and security as any internal or outside threat. Both Iraqi and US leaders need to be more realistic about the real glue necessary to bind Iraqis together into some form of stable political accommodation. Elections are important, but money and oil revenues are at least equally important and are the prize in Iraqi politics. Iraq is making slow progress in using its money, but it has no oil law, no accepted plan to develop its resources, and no ability as yet to spend on the overall development of its petroleum and electricity sectors.

***Aff answers

Aff answer: Iraq stable now

Iraq is fully stable now—troops aren’t necessary

Lowell Schwartz is a political scientist at the RAND Corporation, "Iraq is stable enough for U.S. troops to leave", 3/11/09, Japan Times, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20090311a3.html//avi
WASHINGTON — The Obama administration's decision to withdraw the bulk of U.S. troops from Iraq over the next 19 months has sparked fears that Iraq will once again plunge into the wide-scale and debilitating violence that it endured from 2004 to 2007. Those fears are, for the most part, overblown. There are good reasons to believe that the level of stability achieved in Iraq can be maintained even without a large-scale U.S. presence. To understand why, it is important to know what else was going on inside Iraq in 2007, when U.S. President George W. Bush ordered the "surge" of 20,000 additional troops and Gen. David Petraeus shifted U.S. forces to a more aggressive strategy. For, although the surge was important, two other factors played a critical role in bringing Iraq back from the brink. First, Baghdad had been transformed into a Shiite-dominated city. Although exact statistics are hard to come by, in 2003 approximately 35 percent of Baghdad's population was Sunni. Today, based upon the results of the recently held regional election, Baghdad is only 10 percent to 15 percent Sunni. This means that between 1 million and 1.5 million Sunnis have fled the capital. Most now are refugees in Jordan and Syria, and they are unlikely to be welcomed home anytime soon by the new Shiite elite running the country. The ethnic cleansing of many Baghdad neighborhoods in 2006 and 2007 was deplorable. But it made it difficult for Sunni insurgents to hide or blend in with the population, and deprived them of logistic and financial support. It also provided a degree of safety and security for the Shiite-led government, which was largely the purpose of the well-organized campaign in the first place. The second critical factor in stabilizing Iraq was its regional neighbors' recognition of, and in some cases support for, Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki's government. This was a major change from the 2003-2005 period, when Iraq's Sunni neighbors, fearing the country's new Shiite elite, actively opposed the U.S. occupation. The multiple insurgencies that developed in Iraq in 2003 and 2004 were supported at least in part by money, materiel and fighters from abroad. Suicide bombers from all over the Arab world crossed into the country through the porous Syrian and Jordanian borders. Regional governments may not have openly supported the insurgents, but they clearly avoided cracking down on the jihadist groups operating within their borders. Foreign governments began to change these polities after al-Qaida in Iraq bombed three hotels in Amman, Jordan, in November 2005, killing 60 people. Frightened governments in the region realized that the type of violence occurring almost daily in Iraq was starting to spill across the country's borders. Soon after this incident, the highly effective Jordanian intelligence service began assisting the Iraqi government in going after the al-Qaida network in Iraq. By June 2006, this effort was paying off. Jordanian agents were instrumental in providing the intelligence that enabled U.S. forces to kill Abu al-Zarqawi, the mastermind of the Amman bombing. Slowly but surely, throughout 2006 and 2007, Jordanian intelligence, working with Iraqi Sunni tribes, chipped away at al-Qaida. Moreover, quiet efforts were made in the Arab world to curtail the recruitment and funding of suicide bombers headed to Iraq. Iran's role in Iraq also changed. The Iranian government had been a major backer of Shiite militia groups, including the Mahdi Army, led by radical cleric Muqtada al-Sadr. But the Iranians also had close ties from the beginning with elements of the Shiite-led coalition government. In 2008, following al-Maliki's military operation to clean out militia groups in Basra, Iran's leaders seem to have decided that this two-faced strategy had run its course. Iran then helped broker a ceasefire that was highly favorable to al-Maliki, and cemented his commanding position inside the Iraqi coalition government. No doubt al-Maliki's hardline stance on the need for a firm timetable for the withdrawal of U.S. troops was critical to Iran's decision to throw its weight behind him. Both the transformation of Baghdad into a Shiite city and the recognition and support of Iraq's neighbors for the country's new political order have been instrumental in stabilizing the country. These changes are likely to be permanent, and offer hope that the wide-scale violence that afflicted the country between 2003 and 2007 will not return after U.S. forces depart. 
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