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***1AC***
Inherency

Meeting the December 2011 SOFA deadline is critical but Obama will delay withdrawal – he’s being pressured now.

Lynch 2/23. Marc, Associate professor of political science and international affairs at the Elliot School of International Affairs, Director of the Institute for Middle East Studies – George Washington University. “Iraq Contingencies.” Foreign Policy magazine 2010. Date accessed: 7/15/2010. http://lynch.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/23/iraq_contingencies.

There's been a mini-boom of late in commentary urging Obama to delay his timeline for drawing down U.S. forces, or at least to "do more" --  the Kagans are shocked, shocked to discover that Iranians are influential in Iraq, Jackson Diehl just wants Obama to care more about Iraq (without any hint of what policies might follow). They should be ignored. The administration is handling Iraq calmly, maturely, and patiently, and has demonstrated in word and deed its commitment to its drawdown policy, and has tried hard to thread a devilish needle of trying to shape events without triggering an extremely potent Iraqi backlash. It is possible, if not likely, that there could be slippage on the August deadline of getting to 50,000 troops, mainly because the elections slipped all the way to March. That's one of the reasons I always was skeptical of pegging the drawdown to the elections, but that ship has long since sailed. But the SOFA target of December 2011 for a full U.S. withdrawal is a legal deadline, not a political one. It could only be changed at the request of the Iraqi government, and not by American fiat. While Iraqi politicians may say in private that they may be open to a longer U.S. presence, very few will say so in public -- because it would be political suicide in a nationalist, highly charged electoral environment. The drawdown will probably matter considerably less than people expect. With the new SOFA- defined rules of engagement, U.S. forces have already stopped doing many of the things associated with the "surge." The Iraqi response to American efforts on the de-Baathification circus demonstrate painfully clearly that the nearly 100,000 troops still in Iraq gave very little leverage on an issue which the U.S. at least publicly deemed vital -- a point made very effectively by Ambassador Hill at the Council on Foreign Relations last week. The sharp backlash against even the measured criticisms by U.S. officials offers an important lesson:  Doing the sorts of assertive things which may please Obama's critics are highly likely to spark a negative reaction among Iraqis, generating more hostility to the U.S. role without actually accomplishing anything. The U.S. is wise to avoid them. 
That doesn't mean that things are rosy. The de-Baathification circus has demonstrated the fragility of Iraqi institutions, and helped to reignite sectarian resentments and fears (many Sunnis feel targeted, while many Shia are being treated to an endless barrage of anti-Ba'athist electoral propaganda). There's very much a risk of long, drawn-out coalition talks after the election. It isn't certain how a transition from power will go, should Maliki's list lose, given the prime minister's efforts to centralize power in his office over the last few years. There may well be a spike in violence by frustrated losers in the elections. If there's massive fraud on election day, things could get ugly. The elections, alreadymarred by the de-Baathification fiasco, may well end up producing a new Parliament and government which doesn't really change much. There are big, long-deferred issues to confront after the elections, such as the Article 140 referendum over Kirkuk. But none of those issues would be resolved by an American effort to delay its military drawdown. They generally fall into the "sub-optimal" rather than the "catastrophic" category. An American decision to delay the drawdown would not likely be welcomed by Iraqis in the current political environment. Nor would it generate more leverage for the U.S. over internal Iraqi affairs. Iraq's future is not really about us, if it ever was -- not a function of American military levels, commitment, or caring, but rather of internal Iraqi power struggles and dynamics.
Inherency

Transition violence is inevitable and delaying withdrawal past SOFA exacerbates military overstretch and instability - following the timetable refocuses US policy objectives and avoids more strategic missteps.
Walt 2009. Stephen M. Walt ( Robert and Renée Belfer Professor of International Affairs at Harvard’s John F. Kennedy School of Government) June 2009 “ Bush's gift to Obama” http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/06/29/bushs_gift_to_obama?showcomments=yes
Although often touted as a great success, the fate of the 2007 "surge" reveals the limits of U.S. influence clearly. Although it did lower sectarian violence, the surge did not lead to significant political reconciliation between the contending Sunni, Shiite, and Kurdish groups. The "surge" was thus a tactical success but a strategic failure, and that failure is instructive. If increased force levels, improved counterinsurgency tactics, and our best military leadership could not "turn the corner" politically in Iraq, then prolonging our occupation beyond the timetable outlined in the SOFA agreement makes no sense. No matter how long we stay, Iraq is likely to face similar centrifugal forces, and our presence is doing little to reduce them. Equally important, prolonging our stay in Iraq involves real costs, apart from the billions of extra dollars we will spend between now and the planned withdrawal in 2011. Our armed forces have been stretched thin, and are badly in need of retraining, re-equipping, and recovery. Remaining bogged down in Iraq also diverts time and attention from other strategic issues and continues to supply anti-American forces with ideological ammunition about our "imperial" tendencies. Delaying the agreed-upon withdrawal would thus be yet another strategic misstep. The good news -- of a sort -- is that the Iraqi government and the Iraqi people increasingly agree that it is time for us to go. The Maliki government drove a hard bargain with Bush over the SOFA agreement, insisting on a shorter deadline than Bush originally wanted and demanding greater restrictions on U.S. activities during the drawdown. The Maliki government did this because it understood that taking a tough line with Washington was popular with the Iraqi people, and it hasn't budged from that tough line despite continued internal problems. It is of course possible -- even likely -- that violence will increase as U.S. forces draw down, and there is still some danger of open civil war. That will be a tragedy for which Americans do bear some responsibility, insofar as we opened Pandora's Box when we invaded in 2003. But that danger will exist no matter how long we remain, and our presence there may in fact be delaying the hard bargaining and political compromises that will ultimately have to occur before Iraq is finally stable.
Plan

The United States federal government should phase-out its military presence in Iraq to the point of elimination by December of 2011 in accordance with the 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.

Offshore Balancing Advantage
Removing on the ground military presence in Iraq solves offshore balancing and terrorism.

Layne 2009. Christopher, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security. “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived.” Review of International Studies. Volume 35. Pg. 5-25. Proquest. Accessed 7/12/2010.
Oﬀshore balancing and the Middle East 

The US has reached a watershed in Iraq and the Middle East. Washington needs to revamp its overall regional grand strategy because the current strategy is in shambles. Although the security situation in Iraq has improved since late 2006, the nation remains extremely fragile politically and its future is problematic. On the other hand, things are unravelling in Afghanistan, where the insurgency led by the revitalised Taliban is spreading. The US and Iran remain on a collision course over Tehran’s nuclear weapons programme – and its larger regional ambitions. Moreover, the summer 2006 ﬁghting in Lebanon weakened US Middle Eastern policy in four ways. First, it enhanced Iran’s regional clout. Second, it intensiﬁed anti-American public opinion in the Middle East. Third, it fuelled a populist Islamic groundswell in the region that threatens to undermine America’s key Middle East allies: Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Jordan. Fourth, American policy in the Middle East has increased the terrorist threat to the US. 

The Bush administration’s Middle East policy was a classic example of an anti-wedge ‘strategy’. Rather than preventing the coalescence of forces hostile to the US, or deﬂecting their attention from the US, the Bush strategy has had the eﬀect of unifying diverse groups against American interests. Instead of viewing them as discrete conﬂicts, the Bush administration regarded the conﬂict in Iraq, the ‘war on terror’, unrest in Gaza and the West Bank, turmoil in Lebanon, and the confronta-tion with Iran as part of a single enterprise. This tendency to aggregate opponents rather than to peel them oﬀ was ﬁrst evidenced in January 2002 when President Bush linked Iran and Iraq – and North Korea – as part of an ‘axis of evil’. Similarly, although Syria and Iran long have had an ambivalent relationship, the administration grouped them together rather than trying to split them apart. Bush also lumped together Sunni Islamic radical groups like Al-Qaeda and Hamas and Shiite fundamentalists like Muqtada al Sadr’s Mahdi Army in Iraq, the Iranian regime, and Hezbollah – and regarded them as a single, unitary menace. As Bush put it, ‘The Shia and Sunni extremists are diﬀerent faces of the same totalitarian threat. Whatever slogans they chant, when they slaughter the innocent they have the same wicked purposes. They want to kill Americans, kill democracy in the Middle East, and gain the weapons to kill on an even more horriﬁc scale.’15 Bush’s comments manifested a vast ignorance of the cleavages in the Islamic world. Even worse, his policy of treating Sunni and Shiite radicals as a single threat may have acted as a self-fulﬁlling prophecy – a ‘glue strategy’ – that instead of dividing or neutralising opponents of the US, uniﬁed them and created threats that either would not otherwise exist, or would be much less potent. 

In the Middle East, an oﬀshore balancing strategy would break sharply with the Bush administration’s approach to the Middle East. As an oﬀshore balancer, the US would redeﬁne its regional interests, reduce its military role, and adopt a new regional diplomatic posture. It would seek to dampen the terrorist threat by removing the on-the ground US military presence in the region, and to quell rampant anti- Americanism in the Islamic world by pushing hard for a resolution of the Israeli/ Palestinian conﬂict. The strategy would also avoid further destabilisation of the Middle East by abandoning the project of regional democratic transformation. Finally, as an oﬀshore balancer, Washington would seek a diplomatic accommo-dation of its diﬀerences with Iran. 

Offshore Balancing Advantage

Offshore balancing solves Iranian nuclearization.

Mearsheimer 2008. John, Professor of political science the University of Chicago. “Pull those boots off the ground.” Newsweek. 12/31. Accessed 7/14/2010. http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/pull-those-boots-off-the-ground.html.
Offshore balancing has three particular virtues that would be especially appealing today. First, it would significantly reduce (though not eliminate) the chances that the United States would get involved in another bloody and costly war like Iraq. America doesn't need to control the Middle East with its own forces; it merely needs to ensure that no other country does. Toward that end, offshore balancing would reject the use of military force to reshape the politics of the region and would rely instead on local allies to contain their dangerous neighbors. As an offshore balancer, the United States would husband its own resources and intervene only as a last resort. And when it did, it would finish quickly and then move back offshore.

The relative inexpensiveness of this approach is particularly attractive in the current climate. The U.S. financial bailout has been hugely expensive, and it's not clear when the economy will recover. In this environment, America simply cannot afford to be fighting endless wars across the Middle East, or anywhere else. Remember that Washington has already spent $600 billion on the Iraq War, and the tally is likely to hit more than $1 trillion before that conflict is over. Imagine the added economic consequences of a war with Iran. Offshore balancing would not be free—the United States would still have to maintain a sizable expeditionary force and the capacity to move it quickly—but would be a lot cheaper than the alternative.

Second, offshore balancing would ameliorate America's terrorism problem. One of the key lessons of the past century is that nationalism and other forms of local identity remain intensely powerful, and foreign occupiers generate fierce local resentment. That resentment often manifests itself in terrorism or even large-scale insurgencies directed at the United States. When the Reagan administration put U.S. troops in Beirut following Israel's invasion of Lebanon in 1982, local terrorists responded by suicide-bombing the U.S. Embassy in April 1983 and the U.S. Marine barracks in October, killing more than 300. Keeping U.S. military forces out of sight until they are needed would minimize the anger created by having them permanently stationed on Arab soil.

Third, offshore balancing would reduce fears in Iran and Syria that the United States aims to attack them and remove their regimes—a key reason these states are currently seeking weapons of mass destruction. Persuading Tehran to abandon its nuclear program will require Washington to address Iran's legitimate security concerns and to refrain from issuing overt threats. Removing U.S. troops from the neighborhood would be a good start. The United States can't afford to completely disengage from the Middle East, but offshore balancing would make U.S. involvement there less threatening. Instead of lumping potential foes together and encouraging them to join forces against America, this strategy would encourage contending regional powers to compete for the United States' favor, thereby facilitating a strategy of divide-and-conquer.

A final, compelling reason to adopt this approach to the Middle East is that nothing else has worked. In the early 1990s, the Clinton administration pursued a "dual containment" strategy: instead of using Iraq and Iran to check each other, the United States began trying to contain both. This policy guaranteed only that each country came to view the United States as a bitter enemy. It also required the United States to deploy large numbers of troops in Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. The policy fueled local resentment, helped persuade Osama bin Laden to declare war on America and led to the bombing of the Khobar Towers in 1996, the attack on the USS Cole in 2000 and, eventually, 9/11.

Offshore Balancing Advantage

Iranian nuclearization causes Israeli preemptive strikes – destabilizes the entire region.

Brom 2005. Senior Research Associate at the Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies (Shlomo, October, “Getting Ready for a Nuclear Ready Iran”, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub629.pdf) 

Other scholars argue that Israel is more prone to launch preventive strikes against other proliferators because of its specific posture as the only Middle Eastern state that lives in a hostile environment, is perceived as nuclear power, but keeps a “ambiguous nuclear policy.” Etel Solingen proposes that “opaqueness” (that is the term she prefers for what is named elsewhere as “ambiguity”.) may include the use of compellance by actively preventing an adversary from achieving a nuclear capability, presumably because the power chose opaqueness did it as a way of retaining its nuclear  monopoly. 12 Scott D. Sagan sees a wider risk of preventative wars among proliferators when he refers to the perils of proliferation. He uses the evidence from U.S-U.S.S.R, India-Pakistan, and Ukraine cases to argue that this evidence does strongly suggest that military officers have strong proclivity towards preventative war. His main concern, of course, is preventative wars and not conventional surgical strikes against nuclear installations. Strangely enough, Sagan does not discuss the Israeli case perhaps because he believes Israel succeeded in developing stable civil-military relations and therefore is more likely to adopt a prudent policy. 13 Bruce Berkowitz is raising a similar concern when he says that, considering the expected costs of  acquiring an opponent armed with nuclear weapons, a prospective nuclear power would present other countries with the temptation to conduct the ultimate “preemptive strike” –attacking the state’s nuclear reactors or weapons fabrication plants before a bomb is tested. He adds that the Israelis did this to Iraq with fighter bombers armed with conventional bombs, but it would be outlandish to argue that the Israelis would have been willing to consider using nuclear weapons on the mission if such weapons were available and if they were deemed necessary for success. 14 The ease with which Berkowitz describes Israel’s resort to a nuclear preemptive strike looks quite outlandish, but it reflects a popular belief that Israel would do anything to prevent nuclear proliferation in the Middle East. Frank Barnaby see the Middle East as particularly unstable because of the danger of preemptive strikes against nuclear-weapons sites. “A large-scale development of nuclear weapons could provoke a preemptive Arab attack against production sites, arsenals and command centers. Israel would almost certainly respond to any Arab attempt to acquire nuclear weapons with a military strike such as the one on the Iraq’s  reactor.” 15 This kind of almost automatic response to an Arab nuclear or other WMD programs does not reflect the actual Israeli policies as described in the previous chapter, and that raises the question: Under what circumstances is Israel willing to take violent preemptive action against and adversary’s nuclear program?
Offshore Balancing Advantage

Nuclear Iran guarantees Israeli strikes that result in TEN independent scenarios for nuclear escalation to Armageddon.

James A. Russell is managing editor of Strategic Insights, the quarterly ejournal published by the Center for Contemporary Conflict at the Naval Postgraduate School, Spring 2009 http://www.ifri.org/files/Securite_defense/PP26_Russell_2009.pdf
Iran’s response to what would initially start as a sustained stand-off bombardment (Desert Fox Heavy) could take a number of different forms that might lead to escalation by the United States and Israel, surrounding states, and non-state actors. Once the strikes commenced, it is difficult to imagine Iran remaining in a Saddam-like quiescent mode and hunkering down to wait out the attacks. Iranian leaders have unequivocally stated that any attack on its nuclear sites will result in a wider war81 – a war that could involve regional states on both sides as well as non-state actors like Hamas and Hezbollah. While a wider regional war need not lead to escalation and nuclear use by either Israel or the United States, wartime circumstances and domestic political pressures could combine to shape decision-making in ways that present nuclear use as an option to achieve military and political objectives. For both the United States and Israel, Iranian or proxy use of chemical, biological or radiological weapons represent the most serious potential escalation triggers. For Israel, a sustained conventional bombardment of its urban centers by Hezbollah rockets in Southern Lebanon could also trigger an escalation spiral. Assessing relative probability of these scenarios is very difficult and beyond the scope of this article. Some scenarios for Iranian responses that could lead to escalation by the United States and Israel are: Terrorist-type asymmetric attacks on either the U.S. or Israeli homelands by Iran or its proxies using either conventional or unconventional (chemical, biological, or radiological) weapons. Escalation is more likely in response to the use of unconventional weapons in populated urban centers. The potential for use of nuclear retaliation against terrorist type attacks is problematic, unless of course the sponsoring country takes official responsibility for them, which seems highly unlikely. • Asymmetric attacks by Iran or its proxies using unconventional weapons against U.S. military facilities in Iraq and the Gulf States (Kuwait, Bahrain, UAE, Qatar); • Long-range missile strikes by Iran attacking Israel and/or U.S. facilities in Iraq and the Gulf States: • Conventional missile strikes in and around the Israeli reactor at Dimona • Airbursts of chemical or radiological agents in Israeli urban areas; • Missile strikes using non-conventional weapons against US Gulf facilities such as Al Udeid in Qatar, Al Dhafra Air Base in the UAE, and the 5th Fleet Headquarters in Manama, Bahrain. Under all scenarios involving chemical/biological attacks on its forces, the United States has historically retained the right to respond with all means at its disposal even if the attacks come from a non-nuclear weapons state.82 • The involvement of non-state actors as part of ongoing hostilities between Iran, the United States, and Israel in which Hezbollah and/or Hamas became engaged presents an added dimension for conflict escalation. While tactically allied with Iran and each other, these groups have divergent interests and objectives that could affect their involvement (or non-involvement in a wider regional war) – particularly in ways that might prompt escalation by Israel and the United States. Hezbollah is widely believed to have stored thousands of short range Iranian-supplied rockets in southern Lebanon. Attacking Israel in successive fusillades of missiles over time could lead to domestic political demands on the Israeli military to immediately stop these external attacks – a mission that might require a wide area-denial capability provided by nuclear weapons and their associated PSI overpressures, particularly if its conventional ground operations in Gaza prove in the mid- to longterms as indecisive or strategic ambiguous as its 2006 operations in Lebanon. • Another source of uncertainty is the Iran Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) – referred to here as “quasi-state” actor. The IRGC manages the regime’s nuclear, chemical and missile programs and is responsible for “extraterritorial” operations outside Iran. The IRGC is considered as instrument of the state and reports directly to Supreme Leader Ayatollah Khamenei. So far, the IRGC has apparently refrained from providing unconventional weapons to its surrogates. The IRGC also, however arms and funds various Shiite paramilitary groups in Iraq and Lebanon that have interests and objectives that may or may not directly reflect those of the Iranian supreme leader. Actions of these groups in a wartime environment are another source of strategic uncertainty that could shape crisis decision-making in unhelpful ways. • The most likely regional state to be drawn into a conflict on Iran’s side in a wider regional war is Syria, which is widely reported to have well developed missile and chemical warfare programs. Direct Syrian military involvement in an Israeli-U.S./Iranian war taking the form of missile strikes or chemical attacks on Israel could serve as another escalation trigger in a nuclear-use scenario, in particular if chemical or bio-chem weapons are used by the Syrians, technically crossing the WMD-chasm and triggering a retaliatory strike using any category of WMD including nuclear weapons. • The last – and perhaps most disturbing – of these near-term scenarios is the possible use by Iran of nuclear weapons in the event of conventional strikes by the United States and Israel. This scenario is built on the assumption of a U.S. and/or Israeli intelligence failure to detect Iranian possession of a nuclear device that had either been covertly built or acquired from another source. It is possible to foresee an Iranian “demonstration” use of a nuclear weapon in such a scenario in an attempt to stop an Israeli/U.S. conventional bombardment. A darker scenario would be a direct nuclear attack by Iran on Israel, also precipitated by conventional strikes, inducing a “use them or lose them” response. In turn, such a nuclear strike would almost certainly prompt an Israeli and U.S. massive response – a potential “Armageddon” scenario.
Offshore Balancing Advantage

And, heg decline will be violent – offshore balancing now is key to a smooth transition.
Layne 5-10-10 (Christopher, Former Research Fellow, International Security Program, 1995-1996, Graceful Decline http://amconmag.com/article/2010/may/01/00030/, 7/13/10)

In coming years, the U.S. will be under increasing pressure to defend the dollar by preventing runaway inflation. This will require it to impose fiscal self-discipline through some combination of budget cuts, tax increases, and interest-rate hikes. Given that the last two options could choke off renewed growth, there is likely to be strong pressure to slash the federal budget.  But it will be almost impossible to make meaningful cuts in federal spending without deep reductions in defense expenditures. Discretionary non-defense domestic spending accounts for only about 20 percent of annual federal outlays. So the United States will face obvious “guns or butter” choices. As Kirshner puts it, the absolute size of U.S. defense expenditures are “more likely to be decisive in the future when the U.S. is under pressure to make real choices about taxes and spending. When borrowing becomes more difficult, and adjustment more difficult to postpone, choices must be made between raising taxes, cutting non-defense spending, and cutting defense spending.” Faced with these hard decisions, Americans will find themselves afflicted with hegemony fatigue. The United States will be compelled to overhaul its strategy dramatically, and rather than having this adjustment forced upon it suddenly by a major crisis, the U.S. should get ahead of the curve by shifting its position in a gradual, orderly fashion. A new American global posture would involve strategic retrenchment, burden-shifting, and abandonment of the so-called “global counterinsurgency” being waged in Afghanistan and Iraq. As a first step, the U.S. will need to pull back from its current security commitments to NATO, Japan, and South Korea. This is not isolationism. The United States undertook the defense of these regions under conditions very different from those prevailing today. In the late 1940s, all were threatened by the Soviet Union—in the case of South Korea and Japan, by China as well—and were too weak to defend themselves. The U.S. did the right thing by extending its security umbrella and “drawing a line in the sand” to contain the Soviet Union. But these commitments were never intended to be permanent. They were meant as a temporary shield to enable Western Europe, Japan, and South Korea to build up their own economic and military strength and assume responsibility for defending themselves.  There are several explanations for why the U.S. did not follow through with this policy. Fundamentally, during the Pax Americana there was no need. As the U.S. declines, however, it will be compelled to return to its original intent. If we remember that an eventual pullback was the goal of U.S. policy, strategic retrenchment in the early 21st century looks less like a radical break than a fulfillment of strategic goals adopted in the late 1940s. Burden-shifting—not burden-sharing—is the obvious corollary of strategic retrenchment. American policy should seek to compel our allies to assume responsibility for their own security and take the lead role in providing security in their regions. To implement this strategic devolution, the U.S. should disengage gradually from its current commitments in order to give an adequate transition period for its allies to step up to the plate. It should facilitate this transition by providing advanced weapons and military technology to friendly states in Europe and Asia.

Offshore Balancing Advantage

We have to transition now - overwhelming evidence that interventionist hegemony fails and overstretch accelerates US decline.

Layne 5-10-10 (Christopher, Former Research Fellow, International Security Program, 1995-1996, Graceful Decline http://amconmag.com/article/2010/may/01/00030/, 7/13/10)

These assumptions invest American foreign policy with a tendency to see the world in terms of good versus evil. And because the U.S. looks through this prism, it believes it has the obligation to prevail in this global struggle. America’s security and way of life are purportedly endangered by the existence of hostile ideologies anywhere in the world because peace and freedom are allegedly indivisible. Intervention is thus the United States’ default in foreign policy.  We attempt to tame the world by exporting democracy because—we are told—democracies do not fight each other. We export our model of free-market capitalism because—we are told—states that are economically interdependent do not fight each other. We work multilaterally through international institutions because—we are told—these promote cooperation and trust among states. None of these propositions is self-evident. Indeed, there is overwhelming evidence that they are wrong. But they are illusions that “express the deepest beliefs which Americans, as a nation, hold about the world.” So we cling to the idea that our hegemony is necessary for our own and everyone else’s security. The consequence has been to contribute to the very imperial overstretch that is accelerating the United States’ decline. Because that U.S. enjoyed such vast superiority for such a long time, it had the luxury of acting on its delusions without paying too high a price. (That is, if you discount the 58,000 names on the Vietnam Memorial or the tens of thousands of U.S. military personnel who have suffered disfiguring wounds or been killed in Iraq and Afghanistan.) But as my graduate school mentor, Kenneth Waltz, one of the towering figures in the study of international politics, used to tell us about American foreign policy, “When you are big, strong, and powerful, you can afford to make the same dumb mistakes over and over again. But when your power declines, you begin to pay a price for repeating your mistakes.”  U.S. decline means that in the 21st century, the United States will pay a high price if it endlessly repeats its mistakes. To change our foreign policy—to come to grips with the end of the Pax Americana—we first need to change the way we see the world.
Terrorism Advantage

Sustained US military presence is the primary driver of terrorism - inflames anti-American sentiment. 

Layne 2009. Christopher, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security. “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived.” Review of International Studies. Volume 35. Pg. 5-25. Proquest. Accessed 7/12/2010.
Instead of reducing American vulnerability to terrorism, the presence of US troops in Iraq and the Middle East increases it by reinforcing the widespread perception in the Islamic world that the US is pursuing a neo-colonial policy in the Middle East in furtherance of its own imperial ambitions. The huge US politico-military footprint in the Middle East region – including Iraq – is, along with America’s policy on the Israel/Palestinian issue, the primary driver of Middle Eastern terrorism. The admin-istration’s overall policy in the Middle East has inﬂamed anti-American sentiment, and turned the entire region into a source of recruits for various radical terrorist groups. Instead of solving this problem, staying in Iraq will exacerbate it.

Terrorism Advantage

Withdrawal solves - Al Qaeda's main goal is to expel US presence from the region.

Layne 2009. Christopher, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security. “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived.” Review of International Studies. Volume 35. Pg. 5-25. Proquest. Accessed 7/12/2010.
Terrorist organisations like Al-Qaeda are non-state actors, and as such, they are not, strictly speaking, engaged in ‘balancing’ the US (because balancing is a form of state behaviour). Yet, at the same time, the actions of groups like Al-Qaeda reﬂect some of the key attributes of balancing. After all, beyond connoting the idea of counterweight, balancing also signiﬁes opposition, or resistance, to a hegemon. Terrorists may not be able to balance against the US, but they can engage in a related form of activity aimed at undermining American primacy by raising its costs. Organisations like Al-Qaeda may be non-state actors, but their actions are of a kind frequently found in international politics: the use of violence against a state(s) to attain clearly deﬁned political objectives. Indeed the use of violence for such purposes is the hallmark of terrorism. As Bruce Hoﬀman says, terrorism is ‘about power: the pursuit of power, the acquisition of power, and the use of power to achieve political change’.38 Terrorism, moreover, is fundamentally an asymmetric form of conﬂict, because it is an instrument that the weak use against the strong.39 From this perspective, the 9/11 assault on the US was not a random, senseless, ‘irrational’ act of violence. In fact, the 9/11 attack was in keeping with the Clausewitzian paradigm of war: force was used against the US by its adversaries to advance their political objectives. As German military strategist Carl von Clausewitz himself observed, ‘War is not an act of senseless passion but is controlled by its political object’.40 Here, President Bush’s endlessly reiterated claim that the US was attacked because Islamic radicals ‘hate us because of our freedom’ betrayed a complete misunderstanding of the dynamics that underpin the clash between the US and Middle Eastern terrorists. 

For sure, there are Islamic radicals who, indeed, do hate the US for cultural, religious, and ideological reasons. But that is not why the US is a target for Islamic terrorists. 9/11 represented a violent counterreaction to America’s policies in the Middle East – especially its drive to dominate the region both geopolitically and culturally. As Michael Schuerer – who headed the CIA analytical team monitoring Osama bin Laden and Al-Qaeda – says, it is dangerous for the US to base its strategy for combating terrorism on the belief ‘that Muslims hate and attack us for what we are and think rather than for what we do’.41 In a similar vein, Richard K. Betts observed following the 1993 attack on the World Trade Center that, ‘It is hardly likely that Middle Eastern radicals would be hatching schemes like the destruction of the World Trade Center if the US had not been identiﬁed so long as the mainstay of Israel, the Shah of Iran, and conservative Arab regimes and the source of a cultural assault on Islam’.42 It is the US’ attempt to impose its primacy and preferences on the Middle East that fuels groups like Al-Qaeda and fans Islamic fundamental-ism. Terrorism is a form of ‘blowback’ against America’s preponderant role in international aﬀairs.

Despicable and brutal though it was, the 9/11 attack was undertaken with cool calculation to achieve well-deﬁned geopolitical objectives. Underscoring this point, Scheurer observes that, ‘In the context of ideas bin Laden shares with his brethren, the military actions of Al-Qaeda and its allies are acts of war, not terrorism . . . meant to advance bin Laden’s clear, focused, limited, and widely popular foreign policy goals . . .’.43 Speciﬁcally, Al-Qaeda wants to compel the US to remove its military presence from the Persian Gulf, and force Washington to alter its stance on the Israeli–Palestinian conﬂict.44 Al-Qaeda’s leaders also apparently hoped that the September 11 attacks would provoke a US overreaction, and thereby trigger an upsurge of popular discontent in the Islamic world that would lead to the overthrow of the Saudi monarchy and other pro-American regimes in the Middle East (Egypt, Pakistan, and Jordan, for example) and their replacement by fundamentalist Islamic governments.45 In other words, Al-Qaeda seeks to undermine US primacy, and thereby compel changes in America’s Middle Eastern grand strategy. The US presence on the ground in the Middle East also incites terrorists to attack American interests. In his study of suicide terrorist groups, Pape has found that ‘what nearly all suicide terrorist attacks have in common is a speciﬁc secular and strategic goal: to compel modern democracies to withdraw military forces from territory that the terrorists consider to be their homeland’.46 Al-Qaeda ﬁts this pattern, and one of its principal objectives ‘is the expulsion of American troops from the Persian Gulf and the reduction of Washington’s power in the region’.47 Here, the Bush adminis-tration’s inﬂexible determination to maintain a long-term American military presence in Iraq is exactly the wrong policy to reduce terrorism. 

Terrorism Advantage

Nuclear terrorism is a real threat – Islamic terrorists will steal nuclear weapons from Pakistan. 

Borger, Julian. "Pakistan Nuclear Weapons at Risk of Theft by Terrorists, US Study Warns | World News | The Guardian." Latest News, Comment and Reviews from the Guardian | Guardian.co.uk. 12 Apr. 2010. Web. 16 July 2010. <http://www.guardian.co.uk/>.

Pakistan yesterday came under increased pressure over its nuclear arsenal when a Harvard study warned of "a very real possibility" that its warheads could be stolen by terrorists. The rising concern about poorly-guarded nuclear weapons and material was the subject of an extraordinary two-day summit which began in Washington yesterday. Last night, Ukraine became the latest country to volunteer to give up its stores of highly enriched uranium (HEU), which can be used in weapons, and switch its research reactors to low-enriched uranium. There was still considerable anxiety at the Nuclear Security Summit over the safety of more than 2,000 tons more HEU and weapons-grade plutonium stored in 40 countries. There were also persistent doubts over the security of Pakistan's nuclear weapons. Pakistan's prime minister, Yousaf Raza Gilani, assured Barack Obama the country has an "appropriate safeguard" for its arsenal, understood to consist of 70-90 nuclear weapons. However, a report by Harvard University's Belfer Centre for Science and International Affairs, titled Securing the Bomb 2010, said Pakistan's stockpile "faces a greater threat from Islamic extremists seeking nuclear weapons than any other nuclear stockpile on earth". Experts said the danger was growing because of the arms race between Pakistan and India. The Institute for Science and International Security has reported that Pakistan's second nuclear reactor, built to produce plutonium for weapons, shows signs of starting operations, and a third is under construction. At their White House meeting on Sunday, Obama pressed Gilani to end Pakistan's opposition to an international treaty that would ban the production of new fissile material for nuclear warheads, plutonium and highly enriched uranium (HEU), but the Pakistani leader showed no signs of bowing to the pressure, US officials said. Pakistan's insistence that India reduces its stockpile first prevented talks on the fissile material cutoff treaty from getting under way in Geneva last year. Yesterday, the UN secretary general, Ban Ki-moon, added to the pressure on Pakistan by calling for talks at the multilateral conference on disarmament to start, warning that "nuclear terrorism is one of the greatest threats we face today". Both the US and Britain have declared themselves satisfied with Pakistan's security measures for its nuclear weapons, despite the rise of the Pakistani Taliban and other extremist groups. But yesterday's Harvard report said there were serious grounds for concern."Despite extensive security measures, there is a very real possibility that sympathetic insiders might carry out or assist in a nuclear theft, or that a sophisticated outsider attack (possibly with insider help) could overwhelm the defences," the report said. It also warned that weaknesses remained in measures Russia had taken in recent years to guard its nuclear stockpile, the world's largest. The nuclear security summit, which began yesterday in Washington, brings together leaders and officials from 47 nations, with the aim of focusing global attention on the danger of nuclear terrorism. The summit will endorse Obama's goal of locking up the world's stockpiles of plutonium or HEU within four years.
Terrorism Advantage

Terrorism causes extinction.
Sid-Ahmed ’04 (Mohamed,- political analyst for Al-Ahram weekly “Extinction!” http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm
What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive.
But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Iraq Stability Advantage

Following the SOFA timetable is key and US military presence fails at stabilizing Iraq. 
Stephen M. Walt ( Robert and Renée Belfer Professor of International Affairs at Harvard’s John F. Kennedy School of Government) June 2009 “ Bush's gift to Obama” http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/06/29/bushs_gift_to_obama?showcomments=yes
The dazzling incompetence of the Bush administration left Barack Obama with a long list of problems to fix. Yet Bush did provide his successor with one unambiguous gift: the 2008 Status of Forces Agreement with Iraq. By negotiating a timetable for the orderly removal of U.S. forces, Bush gave Obama a "get of Iraq free" pass, a clear path to ending Bush’s most expensive mistake. It is an opportunity that Obama should not squander. As part of that agreement, U.S. troops are to be withdrawn from Iraqi cities today and deployed at nearby military bases, as a first step toward their eventual withdrawal. But does this course of action still make sense, given the recent increase in violence, a development that many people fear heralds a return to pre-"surge" levels of violence? The answer is yes. Despite these worrisome developments, the United States should "stay on course" out of Iraq. The grim reality is that the United States is no longer in a position to guide Iraq's political future; that task is up to the citizens of Iraq. America's armed forces are extremely good at deterring large-scale conventional aggression and at winning conventional military engagements, but they are neither designed for nor adept at occupying and governing foreign countries whose character and culture we do not understand, especially when these societies are deeply divided. To say this takes nothing away from the sacrifices borne by our armed forces and their families; they were asked to do a job for which they were not trained or equipped, and which may have been impossible from the start. Although often touted as a great success, the fate of the 2007 "surge" reveals the limits of U.S. influence clearly. Although it did lower sectarian violence, the surge did not lead to significant political reconciliation between the contending Sunni, Shiite, and Kurdish groups. The "surge" was thus a tactical success but a strategic failure, and that failure is instructive. If increased force levels, improved counterinsurgency tactics, and our best military leadership could not "turn the corner" politically in Iraq, then prolonging our occupation beyond the timetable outlined in the SOFA agreement makes no sense. No matter how long we stay, Iraq is likely to face similar centrifugal forces, and our presence is doing little to reduce them. 

Withdrawal solves Iraq stability – Sunni groups will drive Al Qaeda out of Iraq, which is the critical internal link.

Layne 2009. Christopher, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security. “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived.” Review of International Studies. Volume 35. Pg. 5-25. Proquest. Accessed 7/12/2010.
President George W. Bush repeatedly characterised Iraq as the ‘central front’ in the so-called war on terrorism, and argued that ‘if we fail there [Iraq], the enemy will follow us here’.26 In his view, the conﬂict in Iraq ‘is not civil war; it is pure evil’. Claiming that ‘we have an obligation to protect ourselves from that evil’, Bush said US policy in Iraq boiled down to one thing: ‘We’re after Al-Qaeda’.27 The administration’s claims, however, were disingenuous: American withdrawal from Iraq would not increase the terrorist threat to the American homeland. First, Al-Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) has only tenuous links to Osama bin Laden’s Al-Qaeda organisation. Second, AQI has an extremely ambivalent relationship with the indigenous Sunni insurgents. The Sunni insurgents resent AQI because it uses foreign jihadists to conduct suicide bombings, and because it indiscriminately attacks civilian targets. To the extent AQI and the other Sunni insurgents groups collaborate, it is their common hostility to the American occupation that binds them. If US troops were to withdraw, it is likely that the other Sunni insurgents would try to drive AQI out of Iraq (while also contesting the Shiites for political supremacy). Indeed, the major reason violence in Iraq has subsided since late 2006 is not because of the ‘surge’ of US combat forces, but rather because large segments of the Sunni population (including former insurgents) turned against AQI.  

Iraq Stability Advantage

Any delayed withdrawal risks Iraqi perception that the US is staying too long - causes instability.

Cordesman and Mausner 2009, holds the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and is a national security analyst, & Mausner, research associate for the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS (Anthony H. & Adam, Withdrawal from Iraq: Assessing the Readiness of Iraqi Security Forces, p 69, August, http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/db900sid/MYAI-7UY9UC?OpenDocument
On the other hand, even if some form of worst case does emerge in Iraq, it is not clear that U.S. military action or a delay in U.S. withdrawals can solve such problems. The United States runs a serious risk of making things worse if Iraqis perceived it as staying too long, as trying to force its policies on Iraq, or if U.S. forces were caught up in any of the forms of Iraqi violence that it is seek- ing to prevent.

Iraq Stability Advantage

And, the U.S. must maintain its withdrawal timeline – extending troop deployments destroys Iraq stability by incentivizing insurgent violence.
Jarrar, 10Raed, May 27, 2010, political consultant for the American Friends Service Committee, and a senior fellow at Peace Action, “Don't reward violence in Iraq by extending US troop withdrawal deadline,” Juneau Empire, http://www.juneauempire.com/stories/052710/opi_645328218.shtml.
President Obama should not bow to the Beltway voices urging him to keep U.S. troops longer in Iraq.
At a speech at West Point on Saturday, Obama said: "We are poised to end our combat mission in Iraq this summer." His statement, which the cadets greeted with applause, is a reaffirmation of his pledge to have all U.S. combat forces leave Iraq by Aug. 31. Any remaining armed forces are required to leave Iraq by the end of 2011 in accordance with the binding bilateral Security Agreement, also referred to as the Status of Forces Agreement.

But Washington pundits are still pushing Obama to delay or cancel the U.S. disengagement, calling on him to be "flexible" and take into consideration the recent spike of violence in Iraq. Hundreds of Iraqis have been killed and injured during the last few months in what seems to be an organized campaign to challenge U.S. plans.

While most Iraqis would agree that Iraq is still broken, delaying or canceling the U.S. troop removal will definitely not be seen as "flexibility," but rather as a betrayal of promises. Iraqis believe that prolonging the military occupation will not fix what the occupation has damaged, and they don't think that extending the U.S. intervention will protect them from other interventions. The vast majority of Iraqis see the U.S. military presence as a part of the problem, not the solution.

Linking the U.S. withdrawal to conditions on the ground creates an equation by which further deterioration in Iraq will automatically lead to prolonging the U.S. military presence. Some of the current Iraqi ruling parties want the U.S. occupation to continue because they have been benefiting from it. Some regional players, including the Iranian government, do not want an independent and strong Iraq to re-emerge. And other groups, including al-Qaeda, would gladly see the United States stuck in the current quagmire, losing its blood, treasure and reputation.

Connecting the pullout to the prevalent situation would be an open invitation to those who seek an endless war to sabotage Iraq even further, and delaying it will send the wrong message to them. By contrast, adhering to the current time-based plan would pull the rug from under their feet and allow Iraqis to stabilize their nation, a process that may take many years but that cannot begin as long as Iraq's sovereignty is breached by foreign interventions.

If the Obama administration reneges on its plans, it will effectively reward those responsible for the bloodshed and further embolden them. Such a decision would most likely have serious ramifications for the security of U.S. troops in Iraq, and will impede the security and political progress in the country.

And delaying the U.S. pullout will not only harm the U.S. image around the world, which Obama has been trying hard to improve, but it will also be the final blow to U.S. credibility in Iraq. The mere promise of a complete withdrawal has boosted Iraqi domestic politics and enhanced the U.S. perception in the country.

Unless Obama delivers on his promises, many of these achievements will be lost, and Iraq will be sent back to square one. 

Iraq Stability Advantage

Iraq is on the brink – recent elections prove Iraq is moving towards stability but it’s vulnerable to relapsing into sectarianism.

Khalilzad 10 Zalmay, Ex-U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq and the UN and American counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), “Zalmay Khalilzad's take on Iraq – Part 1,” Iraq Oil Report, http://www.iraqoilreport.com/politics/oil-policy/zalmay-khalilzads-take-on-iraq-part-1-4630/.

Ben Lando: What is your take on post-election, pre-government-formation Iraq?

Zalmay Khalilzad: I think this election was a success. A positive step, a positive evolution in Iraqi politics. The level of violence was low. The level of participation was acceptable and the Iraqis voted in a less sectarian manner than in the previous election. The two leading parties, one is clearly a secular, non-sectarian, cross-sectarian party of Ayad Allawi that did very well. At the same time Prime Minister Maliki's party (Dawlat Al-Qanoon) also presented itself as non-sectarian, cross-sectarian and it did very well as well. Of course still most Shia voted for Shia parties and most Sunnis voted for Iraqiya, but nevertheless it shows evolution in the attitudes of the people.

BL: You were ambassador in Iraq during a quite violent time, when there was a lot of animosity between Shia and Sunni in Iraq. There's a fear that this could return – maybe in different ways, maybe at a lower level – but that it could. Especially after the elections, if some parties are marginalized, do you think there is a risk of this violence returning?

ZK: You cannot rule it out. It's possible it could be reignited. It could happen in two ways. One is if there is contestation of the election results, and if takes a very long time to form a government and during this period violence increases. Or if terrorists are able to carry out operations, spectacular operations, that could once again increase insecurity. Also, violence could increase if a narrowly based and sectarian government is formed.
Sectarian instability triggers an Iraqi civil war that draws in the entire region 

Fahim 5 Ashraf, Aug 20, 2005, “Iraq at the gates of hell,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/GH20Ak01.html.
Given all this grist, how might the dark mill of civil war begin turning in Iraq? It might simply develop out of a continuing, steady rise in the vicious cycle of revenge killings. Alternatively, a sudden breakdown of the political process could lead each sect to quickly assert its interests by force: the Kurds attempting to seize Kirkuk, for example, or Arab Sunnis and Shi'ites fighting for control of the mixed Sunni-Shi'ite towns south of Baghdad - all of which would entail ethnic cleansing. Further ideological and interdenominational divisions would also arise. Inter-Shi'ite rivalries were recently on display in the southern town of Samawa, where supporters of SCIRI and influential cleric Muqtada al-Sadr clashed. Muqtada espouses a brand of Iraqi and Islamic nationalism that could lead his Mehdi Army to side with those opposed to federalism if civil war did erupt.

And then there are the neighbors. As professor Juan Cole, an expert in Iraq and Shi'ism, recently wrote in the Nation: "If Iraq fell into civil war between Sunnis and Shi'ites, the Saudis and Jordanians would certainly take the side of the Sunnis, while Iran would support the Shi'ites." In essence, a civil war would see the eight-year Iran-Iraq war of the 1980s replayed on Iraqi territory. To complicate matters, any Kurdish success would draw in Turkey. Beyond Iraq, a civil war could destabilize the Gulf, and thereby the world economy. Sunni-Shi'ite tensions could be kindled in states like Bahrain, Kuwait and most importantly, Saudi Arabia , where an occasionally restive Shi'ite population forms a majority in the eastern part of the country (where all the oil is).

Iraq Stability Advantage

Middle East conflict goes nuclear.
Steinbach 2002 (John, Israeli Nuclear weapons: a threat to piece, 3/3 http://www.converge.org.nz/pma/mat0036.htm)
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration."

***Inherency***

Inherency – Yes Delays
Obama has vowed to abide by the SOFA to remove all troops by December 2011 but will back down from his commitment now - wants to keep 50,000 troops stationed in Iraq.
Schwartz 2010. Michael Schwartz (Professor of Sociology and Faculty Director of the Undergraduate College of Global Studies at Stony Brook University) March 2010 “Will US troops leave Iraq in 2011?” http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/05/26-1
I was asked recently by a friend what I thought would happen when the deadline for troop withdrawal from Iraq (December 2011) arrived. Here is my response, for what it is worth: Like so many others who have been following the recent developments in Iraq, I do not have a settled opinion on what will happen to the US military presence there between now and the end of 2011, when the Status of Forces Agreement calls for the withdrawal of all troops (not just "combat" troops). For me, the (so far) definitive statement on this question by Obama was his 2006 election campaign statement at the Chicago Council on Global Affairs, where he firmly asserted the need to maintain a (approximately 50,000 strong) US "strike force" in or near Iraq to guarantee US interests in the Middle East, to allow Washington to move quickly against jihadists in the region, and to make clear to "our enemies" that the US will not be "driven from the region." (I am attaching that document, which I still think is the most explicit expression of his thinking on this issue.) In that statement he said that this force could be stationed in Iraq, perhaps in Kurdistan, or in a nearby country (despite the absence of nearby candidates). Since taking office he has neither reiterated nor repudiated this policy, but his actions have made it very clear that he is unwilling to sacrifice the 50k strike force, even while he has also said he would abide by the SOFA and remove all troops from Iraq by the end of 2011. In the meantime, Gates and various generals have released hedging statements or trial balloons (see the recent Tom Dispatch article by Engelhardt) saying that the 2011 deadline might be impractical and that various types of forces might stay longer, either to provide air power, to continue training the Iraq military, or to protect Iraq from invasion. Any or all of these could translate into the maintenance of the 50k strike force as well as the five (previously labeled as) "enduring bases." Moreover, while there has been considerable coverage of the vast project undertaken by the US military to remove the billions of equipment from Iraq, I have seen no reports of any dismantling of the five "enduring bases" and, as Engelhardt reports, continued effort to expand the already record-breaking Embassy to accommodate additional hundreds of administrators above the original 1000 projected US officials there. 

Inherency – Yes Delays

There will be delays in withdrawal.
Andrews 2/24. Tom, member of congress, “Iraq withdrawal in danger” http://www.huffington post.com/tom-Andrews/dear-mr-president-scrap-t_b_475309.html, date accessed: July 14, 2010
Just when you thought that the proverbial fat lady was about to launch into an aria over the final withdrawal of US military forces in Iraq, the US military announced that it is drawing up contingency plans to delay the withdrawal.In an op-ed in today's New York Times, Tom Ricks, author of Fiasco, argues that the Obama administration should abandon its commitment to pull our military forces out of Iraq and maintain a robust military presence there "for many years to come." He argues that it could be the best way to deter a return to civil war and help Iraq move forward politically. He argues that it could be the best way to deter a return to civil war and help Iraq move forward politically. Ricks is wrong. And so is the military for drawing up - and publicly announcing - a contingency plan to keep our forces in Iraq. The best way to deter the return to civil war in Iraq is for Iraqi government leaders to realize that they are responsible for their actions and will not be able to look to our men and women in uniform to bail them out. The role of the United States is to abide by its commitment under the Status of Forces Agreement and respect Iraqi sovereignty - not guarantee Iraqi security. An overwhelming majority of Iraqi citizens agree. Why is the US military drawing up plans to stay in Iraq after the deadline for its departure passes? Why the second-guessing from writers like Ricks? Political instability and increased violence. According to Commanding General Ray Odierno, the military is prepared to scrap the withdrawal plan "if we run into problems."On its current trajectory, General Odierno can count on Iraq running into "problems." From very early on, President Malaki has run a sectarian Shi'ite regime. Many Sunnis were held in secret prisons and tortured. Few were allowed any significant roles in government or the military. Civil strife intensified and was only reduced when U.S. policy opened to the "Sunni Awakening," put Sunnis on the payroll, and prevailed on Malaki to ratchet down his hostile rhetoric. Now, as the date for U.S. withdrawal draws near, elections loom, and Malaki seeks victory as a nationalist defender of Iraq's independence, he has returned to full-throated sectarianism. The inevitable result is the re-escalation of civil conflict. The U.S. military presence has been and will continue to be Malaki's enabler for as long as our troops remain in his country. As I wrote last May: "Will there continue to be violence and instability in Iraq as U.S. forces are removed? Yes. But if a secure and peaceful Iraq is the requirement for the removal of U.S. forces, then our forces will be there for a very long time. If, on the other hand, the bottom line is that it is time for Iraqis to take responsibility for Iraq - as 80% of the Iraqi population wants -then the president is right. It is time for U.S. forces to go."The bottom line for US policy in Iraq must be sovereignty, not security. If Iraqi leaders want to engage in flim-flam political maneuvers that enrage their opponents, alienate millions of Sunnis and ignite a new round of sectarian violence, that is their business. Iraq is their country. But the last thing that anyone should be thinking and planning and announcing is that our men and women in uniform might be ordered into harm's way to clean up the mess.
Inherency – Yes Delays

Current Iraqi officials are attempting to hold back US troops now and might succeed. 

Ackerman 09, Spencer, “Iraqi Prime Minister Open to Renegotiating Withdrawal Timeline” http:// washingtonindependent.com/52402/iraqi-prime-minister-open-to-renegotiating-withdrawal-timeline, 

date accessed: July 15, 2010

Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki opened the door for the first time Thursday to the prospect of a U.S. military presence in Iraq after the December 2011 deadline for troop withdrawal set by last year’s bilateral accord — something President Obama appeared to rule out during a joint appearance on Tuesday.  Speaking to an audience at the U.S. Institute of Peace in Washington, Maliki said the accord, known as the Status of Forces Agreement, would “end” the American military presence in his country in 2011, but “nevertheless, if Iraqi forces required further training and further support, we shall examine this at that time based on the needs of Iraq,” he said through translation in response to a question from The Washington Independent. “I am sure that the will, the prospects and the desire for such cooperation is found among both parties.”   Illustration by: Matt Mahurin Maliki continued, “The nature of that relationship — the functions and the amount of [U.S.] forces — will then be discussed and reexamined based on the needs” of Iraq.  The Iraqi prime minister’s allowance for a post-2011 U.S. troop presence comes despite his increasingly nationalist tone to a domestic audience in advance of parliamentary elections, which are scheduled for January. He resisted the advice of Gen. Raymond Odierno, the commander of U.S. troops in Iraq, to keep a U.S. combat presence in volatile areas like Mosul after June 30, the date set by the Status of Forces Agreement for their evacuation from Iraqi cities and towns. Instead, when they departed, Maliki declared a national holiday. He called the withdrawal a “great victory” for Iraq, language reminiscent of his oft-stated declarations of victory over Iraq’s various insurgent groups. In his remarks at the U.S. Institute of Peace, Maliki moderated that remark, saying the U.S. “withdrawal from the cities is a victory, not a failure for either the Iraqis or the Americans.”  In a joint appearance with Maliki at the White House on Tuesday, President Obama gave no indication that he envisioned a place for U.S. troops in Iraq after 2011, instead pledging to “fulfill our commitment to remove all American troops from Iraq by the end of 2011.” officials have questioned whether the Status of Forces Agreement provides a sufficient amount of time for Iraqi forces to take control of the still-violent country. Qassim Daoud, a Shiite parliamentarian and former national security adviser to Prime Minister Iyad Allawi, has said the accord should be renegotiated to allow U.S. troops to stay until 2020 or 2025. Last year, Iraq’s defense minister, Abdul Qadir al-Obaidi, suggested in a press conference that the less-mature elements of the Iraqi security forces, like the Air Force, might require American assistance after 2011.  Most of Maliki’s remarks to the U.S. Institute of Peace described a post-2011 U.S.-Iraqi relationship in non-military terms. In keeping with a companion according known as the Strategic Framework Agreement, which spells out terms for a U.S.-Iraqi alliance after 2011, Maliki said he sought a relationship on “all levels — political, economic, educational, cultural.” He extended his thanks to “the international community and all the countries that have cooperated and helped Iraq,” saying Iraq would enjoy a “solid relationship with a great and strong country like the United States.” 

AT Nouri al-Maliki = Bad Source 

1.Nouri al-Maliki provides the best insight into the implications of the U.S. withdrawal because he is the center of Iraqi politics 

2.The neg’s authors are uninformed hypothesizers theorizing from outside the Iraqi political spectrum 

3.Maliki has proven to be aligned with American interests throughout his political career. He even called on his political ties to help the United States overthrow Saddam 

4.Maliki is not influenced by American party ties. He is not some democrat arguing withdrawal is good to cut defense costs or a GOP hack in favor of the pullout to increase an unnecessary strategic advantage. 

5.Maliki is not biased; he is just the most qualified source 

***Offshore Balancing Advantage***

Solves Offshore Balancing

Withdrawal solves offshore balancing – it’s key to secure oil access and to combat terrorism.

Layne 2009. Christopher, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security. “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived.” Review of International Studies. Volume 35. Pg. 5-25. Proquest. Accessed 7/12/2010.
Why oﬀshore balancing is America’s best bet in the Middle East 

By lowering America’s politico-military proﬁle in the region, an oﬀshore balancing strategy would contribute importantly to lowering the terrorist threat to the US. As Robert Pape argues, oﬀshore balancing ‘is America’s best strategy for the Persian Gulf’ because the ‘mere presence of tens of thousands of US troops in the region is likely to fuel continued fear of foreign occupation that will fuel anti-American terrorism in the future’.54 Similarly, Stephen Walt – who also favours a US oﬀshore balancing strategy in the Middle East – observes, ‘The US does have important interests in the Middle East – including access to oil and the need to combat terrorism – but neither objective is well served by occupying the region with its own military forces’.55 The Bush administration’s policy of maintaining a dominating American military presence in the Persian Gulf and overthrowing nasty Middle Eastern regimes increased the terrorist threat to the US instead of reducing it. If the new administration wants to reduce US vulnerability, the best way to do so is to adopt an oﬀshore balancing strategy and ﬁght terrorists discreetly with good intelligence (including collaboration with US allies), covert operations, and by strengthening America’s homeland defences. 

Offshore Balancing Solves CBal/Terrorism

Offshore balancing solves counterbalancing and terrorism.

Layne 2009. Christopher, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security. “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived.” Review of International Studies. Volume 35. Pg. 5-25. Proquest. Accessed 7/12/2010.
In this article, I make the case for oﬀshore balancing as America’s next grand strategy. In so doing, I argue that oﬀshore balancing can be considered as a ‘wedge’ (or wedge-like) strategy for two reasons. First, at the great power level, it can be used to break up potential alliances directed against the US, and also to force possible future rivals of the US to focus their security policies on each other rather than on counterbalancing the US. Second, in the Middle East an oﬀshore balancing posture would help drain away much of the opposition to American policies that fosters Islamic terrorism directed at the US. 

Offshore Balancing Solves Genocide

Offshore Balancing key to prevent Genocides

Walt 05 (Stephen M, is the academic dean and the Robert and Renee Belfer Professor of International Affairs at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University. His article is adapted from Taming American Power: The Global Response to U.S. Primacy, which will be published by W.W. Norton & Co. later this year. http://bostonreview.net/BR30.1/walt.php)

The final option is offshore balancing, which has been America’s traditional grand strategy. In this strategy, the United States deploys its power abroad only when there are direct threats to vital American interests. Offshore balancing assumes that only a few areas of the globe are of strategic importance to the United States (that is, worth fighting and dying for). Specifically, the vital areas are the regions where there are substantial concentrations of power and wealth or critical natural resources: Europe, industrialized Asia, and the Persian Gulf. Offshore balancing further recognizes that the United States does not need to control these areas directly; it merely needs to ensure that they do not fall under the control of a hostile great power and especially not under the control of a so-called peer competitor. To prevent rival great powers from doing this, offshore balancing prefers to rely primarily on local actors to uphold the regional balance of power. Under this strategy, the United States would intervene with its own forces only when regional powers are unable to uphold the balance of power on their own. 

Most importantly, offshore balancing is not isolationist. The United States would still be actively engaged around the world, through multilateral institutions such as the United Nations and the WTO and through close ties with specific regional allies. But it would no longer keep large numbers of troops overseas solely for the purpose of “maintaining stability,” and it would not try to use American military power to impose democracy on other countries or disarm potential proliferators. Offshore balancing does not preclude using power for humanitarian ends—to halt or prevent genocide or mass murder—but the United States would do so only when it was confident it could prevent these horrors at an acceptable cost. (By limiting military commitments overseas, however, an offshore-balancing strategy would make it easier for the United States to intervene in cases of mass murder or genocide.) The United States would still be prepared to use force when it was directly threatened—as it was when the Taliban allowed al Qaeda a safe haven in Afghanistan—and would be prepared to help other governments deal with terrorists that also threaten the United States. Over time, a strategy of offshore balancing would make it less likely that the United States would face the hatred of radicals like bin Laden, and would thus make it less likely that the United States would have to intervene in far-flung places where it is not welcome. 

Offshore balancing is the ideal grand strategy for an era of American primacy. It husbands the power upon which this primacy rests and minimizes the fear that this power provokes. By setting clear priorities and emphasizing reliance on regional allies, it reduces the danger of being drawn into unnecessary conflicts and encourages other states to do more for us. Equally important, it takes advantage of America’s favorable geopolitical position and exploits the tendency for regional powers to worry more about each other than about the United States. But it is not a passive strategy and does not preclude using the full range of America’s power to advance its core interests. 

Offshore Balancing Solves – Empirical

Offshore balancing empirically solves

Layne 2009. Christopher, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security. “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived.” Review of International Studies. Volume 35. Pg. 5-25. Proquest. Accessed 7/12/2010.
While not generally conceived of as a wedge strategy, oﬀshore balancing is a way that an insular great power can neutralise threats to its security. By acting as an oﬀshore balancer, an insular great power can accomplish two vital grand strategic tasks. First, because its would-be adversaries invariably live in dangerous neighbour- hoods, by truly being ‘oﬀshore’ and non-threatening, an insular great power can deﬂect the focus of other states’ security policies away from itself. Simply put, if an oﬀshore power stands on the sidelines, other great powers will compete against each other, not against it. It can thus enhance its security simply because the dynamics of balance-of-power politics invariably will draw would-be competitors in other regions into rivalries with each other. The fact that non-insular states must worry constantly about possible threats from nearby neighbours is a factor that historically has worked to increase the relative power position of insular states. Thus, as Paul Kennedy notes, after 1815 a major reason that Britain’s interests were not challenged by an overwhelming coalition was due to ‘the preoccupation of virtually all European statesman with continental power politics’ because it ‘was the moves of their neighbors, not the usually discreet workings of British sea power, which interested 

them’.12 

Of course, to capitalise on this dynamic, an insular great power must adopt a non-threatening posture toward other regions, and not pursue hegemonic (or imperial) ambitions in those regions. It was, after all, not simply geography and naval power that enabled Britain to be a successful oﬀshore balancer until World War I. A critical factor underpinning the success of its oﬀshore balancing strategy was that Britain had no positive geopolitical, territorial, or ideological aspirations on the continent that would have provoked a countervailing coalition against it. Rather, England had only a negative interest in Europe: ensuring that no great power gained continental hegemony.  
***Terrorism Advantage***
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US military presence in Iraq causes terrorism.
Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, July 1, 2010 (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-bandow/terrorism-why-they-want-t_b_631942.html) DA: July 15

The horrid attacks of 9/11 led to the cry: Why do they hate us? Most Americans seemed to believe that it was because we are such nice people. But the Times Square bomber reminds us that terrorism is mostly a response to U.S. government policies. After 9/11 President George W. Bush reassured Americans: we were attacked because we are beautiful people, spreading freedom around the world. But often the actions of our government are seen by others as less than beautiful. To seek an explanation for terrorism is not to excuse monstrous attacks on civilians. But understanding what motivates people to kill could help reduce terrorism in the future. Terrorism is not new. It was used against Russian Tsars, the Austro-Hungarian monarchy, and British colonial officials. Algerians employed terrorism against the French and later Algerian governments. Basque and Irish separatists freely relied on terrorism. Until Iraq, the most promiscuous suicide bombers were Tamils in Sri Lanka. In none of these cases did the killing occur in response to freedom, whether in America or elsewhere. Robert Pape of the University of Chicago studied the most recent cases: "The central fact is that overwhelmingly suicide-terrorist attacks are not driven by religion as much as they are by a clear strategic objective: to compel modern democracies to withdraw military forces from the territory that the terrorists view as their homeland. From Lebanon to Sri Lanka to Chechnya to Kashmir to the West Bank, every major suicide-terrorist campaign--over 95 percent of all the incidents--has had as its central objective to compel a democratic state to withdraw." Consider Chechnya. Both suicide bombers in the recent Moscow subway attacks apparently were "Black Widows," whose militant husbands had been killed by Russian security forces. Even some conservatives, who typically decry discussion of "root causes" of terrorism, pointed to Russian brutality in Chechnya.  Pape, along with Lindsey O'Rourke and Jenna McDermit, also of the University of Chicago, studied 63 Chechen suicide terrorists and found that few had religious motives. Rather: "As we have discovered in our research on Lebanon, the West Bank, Iraq, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka and elsewhere, suicide terrorist campaigns are almost always a last resort against foreign military occupation. Chechnya is a powerful demonstration of this phenomenon at work." As for America, the Defense Science Board Task Force reported in 2004: "Muslims do not 'hate our freedom,' but rather, they hate our policies." What might those be? Unseating democratically elected leaders, supporting dictatorships, backing Israel's Apartheid-like treatment of the Palestinians, and promiscuously waging war in Muslim lands. America is constantly "over there," as Rep. Ron Paul (R-Tex.) put it. Nearly three decades ago President Ronald Reagan inserted U.S. forces into a multi-sided civil war in Lebanon to aid the minority Christian government which controlled little more than the capital of Beirut. Once Washington joined the conflict, the U.S. embassy and Marine Corps barracks became natural targets. In 1996 United Nations Ambassador Madeleine Albright was asked to justify sanctions against Iraq which, the questioner charged, had killed a half million children. Amb. Albright did not contest the claim. Instead, she responded chillingly: "we think the price is worth it." Muslims did not view as beautiful the assertion that Washington had the unilateral right to kill hundreds of thousands of Muslim children for its own purposes. Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz, one of the architects of the Iraq war, said of America's presence in Saudi Arabia: "It's been a huge recruiting device for al-Qaeda. In fact if you look at bin Laden, one of his principle grievances was the presence of so-called crusader forces on the holy land, Mecca and Medina." In Iraq both invasion and occupation have fomented terrorism. Daniel Benjamin, now the State Department's counter-terrorism coordinator, observed while at the Brookings Institution that "the invasion of Iraq gave the jihadists an unmistakable boost. Terrorism is about advancing a narrative and persuading a targeted audience to believe it." London's Chatham House reported that Iraq "gave a boost to the al-Qaeda network's propaganda, recruitment and fundraising, caused a major split in the coalition, provided an ideal targeting and training area for al-Qaeda-linked terrorists." Britain's Intelligence and Security Committee studied the July 2005 London attacks and concluded: "Iraq continues to act as a motivation and focus for terrorist activity." Many Islamists say the same thing. For instance, Ayman al-Zawahiri, al-Qaeda's deputy leader, spoke of "aggression against Iraq." Lebanese Grand Ayatollah Mohammed Hussein Fadlallah stated that "the occupation of Iraq has increased acts of terrorism against the U.S. and everyone going along with it, including the Iraqis themselves." U.S. military operations in Afghanistan and Pakistan appear to be having a similar effect. Before being relieved as Afghanistan commander, Gen. Stanley McChrystal admitted: "We've shot an amazing number of people [at checkpoints] and killed a number and, to my knowledge, none has proven to have been a real threat to the force." Faisal Shahzad, the naturalized American citizen who recently pled guilty after attempting to set off a car bomb in Times Square, was a troubled fellow, but there is no evidence that he disliked the liberties of the society which he chose to join. Instead, he grew to hate the policies carried out by the U.S. government. During his court hearing Shahzad said: "until the hour the U.S. pulls its forces from Iraq and Afghanistan, and stops the drone strikes in Somalia and Yemen and in Pakistan, and stops the occupation of Muslim lands, and stops killing the Muslims, and stops reporting the Muslims to its government, we will be attacking U.S." When the judge objected that people walking in Times Square had not attacked Muslims, Shahzad responded: "the people select the government; we consider them the same." As for children, he said: "the drone hits in Afghanistan and Iraq, they don't see children, they don't see anybody. They kill women, children. They kill everybody." Thus his resort to terrorism: "I am part of the answer to the U.S. terrorizing the Muslim nations and the Muslim people, and on behalf of that, I'm avenging the attacks." Unfortunately, Shahzad is not alone. He spent 40 days with 
…continued on next page…
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Pakistani Taliban/jihadist forces, most notably the Tehrik-e-Taliban, from which he received money and explosives training. Which means the group has turned its attention from Pakistan, which has been conducting military operations against its strongholds, to the U.S. Wrote Bruce Riedel of the Brookings Institution: "This means the United States is facing a larger pool of terrorists in Pakistan committed to attacking al-Qaeda's target set than ever before."No doubt, some terrorists hope to reestablish the caliphate or knock Madonna off of television. But most anti-American terrorists appear to be motivated by something much more mundane: responding to U.S. government depredations in their own nations and other Muslim lands.Unfortunately, the Obama administration appears to be as clueless as its predecessor. After Shahzad's arrest U.S. officials raced to Islamabad to urge Pakistan to do more to stop terrorism. But Pakistani Foreign Minister Shah Mehmood Qureshi said simply: "This is a blowback. This is a reaction. And you could expect that."The administration seems likely to increase its use of drones. However, Shahzad cited drone strikes. So did former CIA general counsel Jeffrey Smith, who in 2002 warned that they could "create more martyrs." The moral issues are daunting enough even if the intelligence is faultless, and it rarely is. Americans should consider how they would react if a more powerful nation was slaughtering their relatives and friends--and even entire families--in an attempt to kill a few targeted individuals alleged to be terrorists.There's also the problem of blowback. David Kilcullen, who advised Gen. David Petraeus on terrorism, and Andrew McDonald Exum, of the Center for a New American Security, recently argued: "on balance, the costs outweigh these benefits." By their count, drones have killed 700 civilians and just 14 terrorist leaders, a 50-to-1 ratio. Writing in the New Yorker Jane Mayer contended that the campaign to get one particular terrorist killed between 207 and 321 other people along the way. Even if the ratios are not so unbalanced, as claimed by U.S. officials, Kilcullen and Exum warned that "every one of these dead noncombatants represents an alienated family, a new desire for revenge, and more recruits for a military movement that has grown exponentially even as drone strikes have increased." Pakistanis believe the drones kill far more civilians than terrorists. Polls show enormous popular hostility towards America. Moreover, the U.S. has begun targeting Pakistani Taliban leaders. One U.S. official told the New York Times: "The Pakistani Taliban gets treated like al-Qaeda." However, that encourages the Pakistan Taliban to treat the U.S. like al-Qaeda treats the U.S. One intelligence officer said: "Those [drone] attacks have made it personal for the Pakistani Taliban--so it's no wonder they are beginning to think about how they can strike back at targets here." Jeffrey Addicott, a former legal adviser to U.S. Special Forces, said: "Some of the CIA operators are concerned that, because of its blowback effect, it is doing more harm than good."The same appears to be the case in Afghanistan, where civilians are dying in air strikes, at checkpoints, and from drone attacks. Afghan Najibullah Zazi, arrested last fall for planning a suicide bombing in the New York subway, explained: "I would sacrifice myself to bring attention to what the United States military was doing to civilians in Afghanistan by sacrificing my soul for the sake of saving other souls."Certainly civilian casualties have spurred more mundane guerrilla opposition to U.S. forces. New York Times reporter David Rohde was held captive for seven months by the Taliban. After he escaped he wrote that he "saw how some of the consequences of Washington's antiterrorism policies had galvanized the Taliban." For instance, "They said large numbers of civilians had been killed in Afghanistan, Iraq and the Palestinian territories in aerial bombings." To his complaint that he was a civilian, they said the U.S. "had held and tortured Muslims in secret detention centers for years," so why "should they treat me differently?"The point is not that there is never a legitimate case for military intervention or use of drones. However, the high costs of these tactics must be recognized and weighed. To reduce terrorism, Washington should do less, not more, abroad. September 11 demonstrated that America is not invulnerable. Washington no longer can expect to invade, bomb, and intervene in other nations without consequence. Policymakers should consider all the costs, including terrorism, before they casually thrust the U.S. into foreign controversies and conflicts. As Glenn Greenwald put it, "if we continue to bring violence to that part of the world, then that part of the world--and those who sympathize with it--will continue to want to bring violence to the U.S." That's why many people in other nations not only hate us, but are trying to kill us.
US Military Presence ( Terrorism

Occupation spurs terrorism.
Daniel Benjamin, coordinator for counterterrorism at the Department of State, 2005 (http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1081392-1,00.html#ixzz0tm9adO6E) DA: July 15

Sir Ivor Roberts, Britain's Ambassador to Italy, declared last September that the "best recruiting sergeant for al-Qaeda" was none other than the U.S. President, George W. Bush. With the American election entering its final furlongs, he added, "If anyone is ready to celebrate the eventual re-election of Bush, it is al-Qaeda." The remarks, made at an off-the-record conference, were leaked in the Italian press, and Sir Ivor, facing the displeasure of his Foreign Office masters for committing the sin of candor, disowned the comments. But now, as the soot settles in the London Underground, the words hang again in the air. It is, of course, bad manners to point the finger at anyone but those responsible for the killings in London. They shed the blood; they must answer for it. But as the trail of bodies that began with the first bombing of the World Trade Center in 1993 continues to lengthen, we need to ask why the attacks keep coming. One key reason is that Osama bin Laden's "achievements" in standing up to the American colossus on 9/11 have inspired others to follow his lead. Another is that American actions--above all, the invasion and occupation of Iraq--have galvanized still more Muslims and convinced them of the truth of bin Laden's vision. The conflict between radical Islam and the West, like all ideological struggles, is about competing stories. The audience is the global community of Muslims. America portrays itself as a benign and tolerant force that, with its Western partners, holds the keys to progress and prosperity. Radical Islamists declare that the universe is governed by a war between believers and World Infidelity, which comes as an intruder into the realm of Islam wearing various masks: secularism, Zionism, capitalism, globalization. World Infidelity, they argue, is determined to occupy Muslim lands, usurp Muslims' wealth and destroy Islam. Invading Iraq, however noble the U.S. believed its intentions, provided the best possible confirmation of the jihadist claims and spurred many of Europe's alienated Muslims to adopt the Islamist cause as their own. The evidence is available in the elaborate underground railroad that has brought hundreds of European Muslims to the fight in Iraq. And the notion that the West would enhance its security by occupying Iraq has proved utterly illusory. Coalition forces in Iraq face daily attacks from jihadists not because Saddam Hussein had trained a cadre of terrorists--we know there was no pre-existing relationship between Baghdad and al-Qaeda--but because the U.S. invasion brought the targets into the proximity of the killers. Those who bombed the Madrid commuter lines last year were obsessed with Iraq. They delighted in the videotape that showed Iraqis rejoicing alongside the bodies of seven Spanish intelligence agents who were killed outside Baghdad in November 2003; they spoke of the need to punish Spain (their adoptive country) for supporting America; they recruited others to fight in the insurgency. They began work on their plot the day after hearing an audiotaped bin Laden threaten "all the countries that participate in this unjust war [in Iraq]--especially Britain, Spain, Australia, Poland, Japan and Italy." It had been the first time Spain had been mentioned in an al-Qaeda hit list. We may learn that the London bombers were, like the Madrid crew, a bunch of self-starter terrorists with few or no ties to bin Laden. U.S. and partner intelligence services have done such a good job running to ground members of the original group that there may be no connection with the remnants of al-Qaeda's command on the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. We may also learn that the killers belong to a network being built by Abu Mousab al-Zarqawi, who has emerged in Iraq as bin Laden's heir apparent. Or we may find that the bombings were engineered by returnees from Iraq. Muslims from Britain, France, Germany and elsewhere--along with several thousand from Arab countries--have traveled to Iraq to fight in what has become a theater of inspiration for the jihadist drama of faith. A handful are known to have trickled back to Europe already. Western intelligence services fear that more are on the way and will pose a bigger danger than the returnees from Afghanistan in the 1980s and '90s, the global jihad's first generation of terrorists. The anxiety is justified; the fighters in Iraq are, as the CIA has observed, getting better on-the-job training than was available in al-Qaeda's camps in Afghanistan. Britain has been on al-Qaeda's target list since the group's earliest days in the 1990s; the country's appointment with terror was ensured. But now, because of the invasion of Iraq, it faces a longer and bloodier confrontation with radical Islam, as does the U.S. America has shown itself to be good at hunting terrorists. Unfortunately, by occupying Iraq, it has become even better at creating them.Benjamin is co-author of The Next Attack: The Failure of the War on Terror and a Strategy for Getting It Right, to be published this fall.

Withdrawal Solves Terrorism

US withdrawal key to check Al Qaeda terrorism.
Jarrar 07 (Raed Jarrar, an Iraq-born architect, blogger, and political advocate resident in the U.S. Capital Washington, DC. He is currently the Iraq consultant for the American Friends Service Committee, and a Senior Fellow at Peace Action, Only a U.S. Withdrawal Will Stop Al Qaeda in Iraq, October 5,2007, http://www.alternet.org/world/64429/?page=1, DA: July 15, 2010)
One of the last justifications for continuing the U.S. occupation of Iraq despite overwhelming opposition from Iraqis, Americans and the rest of humanity has come down to this: U.S. forces must remain in order to battle "al Qaeda in Iraq."Like so many of the arguments presented in the United States, the idea is not only intellectually bankrupt, it's also the 180-degree opposite of reality. The truth of the matter is that only the presence of U.S. forces allows the group called "al Qaeda in Iraq" (AQI) to survive and function, and setting a timetable for the occupation to end is the best way to beat them. You won't hear that perspective in Washington, but according to Iraqis with whom we spoke, it is the conventional wisdom in much of the country.The Bush administration has made much of what it calls "progress" in the Sunni-dominated provinces of central Iraq. But when we spoke to leaders there, the message we got was very different from what supporters of a long-term occupation claim: Many Sunnis are, indeed, lined up against groups like AQI, but that doesn't mean they are "joining" with coalition forces or throwing their support behind the Iraqi government.Several sources we reached in the Sunni community agreed that AQI, a predominantly Sunni insurgent group that did not exist prior to the U.S. invasion -- it started in 2005 -- will not exist for long after coalition forces depart. AQI is universally detested by large majorities of Iraqis of all ethnic and sectarian backgrounds because of its fundamentalist interpretation of religious law and efforts to set up a separate Sunni state, and its only support -- and it obviously does enjoy some support -- is based solely on its opposition to the deeply unpopular U.S.-led occupation of Iraq.We spoke by phone with Qasim Al-jumaili, a former member of Falluja's City Council, who was confident that his local militias would eliminate Al Qaeda in Iraq from Fallujah if U.S. forces were to withdraw. "The U.S. presence is making our work harder," he said. "For example, the Anbar Salvation Front [the Sunni tribal leadership group that declared war against Al Qaeda in Iraq], is not getting a lot of public support because they think we're collaborating with the U.S. and the Al-Maliki government."Al Jumaili was confident that Iraqis wouldn't tolerate Al Qaeda in Iraq's presence in an independent Iraq. "If the U.S. was to pull out from Iraq and let Iraqis have a national government instead of the puppet one now, Iraqis with their government and tribal leaders would quickly eliminate Al Qaeda from all Iraq," he said. It's a credible statement -- most estimates of the terror group's strength suggest its membership is in the low thousands, no match for the larger organized militias or the fledgling security forces without the support of some of the residents of the areas in which they operate.Contrary to the neat media narrative of a unified "Sunni" leadership that has turned on AQI and joined with the Americans -- a narrative wholly fabricated by the White House and repeated without skepticism by most of the traditional media -- the Sunni community in Iraq is fragmented and divided by a variety of shifting loyalties and interests. Canadian journalist Patrick Graham, who spent a year with Sunni militias, wrote of the "Anbar Awakening": â€¦ It is still a shaky union, a desperate marriage of convenience based on shared enemies: Iran, and the Sunnis' former-friend-turned-foe Al Qaeda. Many of America's new allies are former insurgents and Saddam Hussein loyalists (Saddam was a Sunni) who only a short while ago were routinely called terrorists, "anti-Iraqi fighters," and "Baathist dead-enders." They are suspicious of one another and strongly anti-American, although willing to work, for the moment, with the U.S. Iraq's Sunnis are divided; while there's a dramatic backlash against the AQI, the group receives its support from within the community. But according to Sunni leaders with whom we spoke, there won't be a unified opposition to the terror group as long as U.S. forces remain in the country.MN, a leader of a local "social committee" in Fallujah who would only speak anonymously for security reasons, said of the emerging Sunni resistance to AQI: "I'll join them as soon as they cut their ties to the occupiers." Although opposed to AQI, he told us he would never join the fight against AQI as long as it is associated with the U.S.-led occupation. One of the central tenets of counter-insurgency is that a small group of active fighters can be a powerful force of opposition, but only if they have at least the passive support of the populace. The second the United States commits to a complete withdrawal of its forces, Al Qaeda in Iraq will become a pariah organization and its members will be killed, if they're lucky, or captured if they're not.


Nuclear Terrorism Outweighs

Terrorists getting nukes outweighs any other threat.
Spillius 10 (Alex Spillius, Correspondent for The Daily Telegraph, April 13, 2010, DA: July 16, 2010, “
Al-Qaeda is trying to get Bomb and will use it, says Obama” http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/northamerica/usa/barackobama/7583173/Al-Qaeda-trying-to-secure-nuclear-weapons-says-Barack-Obama.html”
"The single biggest threat to US security, both short-term, medium-term and long-term, would be the possibility of a terrorist organisation obtaining a nuclear weapon," Mr Obama said. "If there was ever a detonation in New York City, or London, or Johannesburg, the ramifications economically, politically and from a security perspective would be devastating. We know that organisations like al-Qaeda are in the process of trying to secure nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction, and would have no compunction in using them." Discussions at the two-day summit, which ends today, are focusing on stocks of separated plutonium and enriched uranium.

***Iraq Stability Advantage***

U – Iraq Stabilizing Now

Election proves Iraq is stabilizing and moving away from sectarianism.

Lynch 10 Marc, 3/25/10, Associate Professor of Political Science and the Director of the Institute for Middle East Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University, “Iraq's moment of truth,” http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100325/REVIEW/100321905/1008/rss

Contrary to the persistent worries of outside observers, Iraq is not unravelling. Indeed, the results suggest that Iraqi nationalism is becoming a more potent force than sectarianism and that most voters have no trouble accepting a strong central government. Both of the leading lists – al Maliki’s Shiite-dominated “party of state” and Allawi’s avowedly nonsectarian alliance – claimed to represent Iraqi nationalism, and both potential prime ministers have reputations for the forceful exercise of state power.

Meanwhile, lists identified with sectarian, Iranian or American interests fared poorly. Prominent symbols of the American-backed Sunni “Awakening” in Anbar ­Province were wiped out in the elections, capturing only a handful of seats. Within the Shiite Iraqi National Alliance, candidates affiliated with Muqtada al Sadr far outpaced those hailing from the Islamic Supreme Council in Iraq; while both have ties to Iran, where al Sadr himself resides, ISCI is closer to the leadership in Tehran while the Sadrists tend to be more deeply rooted in the Shiite underclass and to voice a more pugnacious Iraqi nationalism. Mithal al Alousi, a pro-American politician known for his outspoken views, failed to win a single seat. And a number of leading members of the post-2003 ruling elite were undone by the open-list voting system, which allowed Iraqis to select their preferred candidates from among each electoral list rather than accepting the rankings carefully negotiated in advance by party leaders.

The remarkable performance of the Iraqiya list, which is headed by Ayad Allawi, a secular Shiite, and includes Tareq al Hashemi, the current Sunni vice president, and a number of other leading Sunni political figures, has been the greatest surprise of the election. In the last national elections in 2005, Allawi managed only eight per cent of the vote and a mere 25 seats. He spent much of the last four years outside of Iraq, while his party meandered aimlessly through the ­political landscape. But in that period, he engaged frequently with disgruntled Sunnis (including, it is alleged, with exiled Baathists) and emerged as a vocal critic of what he called al Maliki’s creeping authoritarianism. As the election campaign unfolded, Allawi cleverly positioned himself as the most plausible alternative to ­al Maliki. His nationalist, non-sectarian positioning allowed him to appeal to ­Sunnis, but also to Shiites dissatisfied with sectarianism and frustrated with al Maliki’s autocratic and abrasive style. At the same time, ­Allawi emerged as the clear favourite of Iraq’s non-Iranian neighbours, with palpable support from Saudi Arabia and Turkey.

U – Presence (Instability

US presence causes instability.
NO AUTHOR, January 17, 2007. [Bush concedes U.S. decisions made Iraq unstable, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN13407235,  Reuters, DA: 7/14/10]
WASHINGTONPresident George W. Bush acknowledged on Saturday that some of his administration's decisions during the Iraq war had contributed to instability there but he still believed he was right to topple Saddam Hussein. Insisting it was crucial to U.S. interests to get the sectarian violence in Iraq under control, Bush told CBS in an interview that the strife there was a destabilizing force in the Middle East that "could lead to attacks here in America." Pressed on whether actions by his administration had created further instability in Iraq, Bush said, "Well, no question, decisions have made things unstable." But he added, "My decision to remove Saddam Hussein was the correct decision in my judgment."Bush gave the interview to Scott Pelley of CBS's "60 Minutes" news program, which will air on Sunday, after announcing a plan to send 21,500 additional U.S. troops to Iraq's most violent areas.n the speech announcing his revised Iraq strategy, Bush acknowledged mistakes, saying he should have increased troop levels earlier."I think history is going to look back and see a lot of ways we could have done things better. No question about it," Bush told "60 Minutes."Bush launched the invasion of Iraq in March 2003 promising to rid the country of weapons of mass destruction, but none were found. He said in the CBS interview that had Saddam been allowed to remain in power, the Iraqi leader would have been competing with Iran to acquire a nuclear weapon.CBS said that Bush had said he watched parts of the Internet video of Saddam Hussein's hanging but not all of it because he did not want to watch Saddam fall through the trap door.The government of Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki has been heavily criticized for the manner in which the Dec. 30 execution was handled, which many said was done in haste and inappropriately carried out on the first day of a religious holiday.The taunting of Saddam by Shi'ite officials while he was on the gallows angered many Sunni Arabs in Iraq. The execution was illicitly video-recorded and put on the Internet."I thought it was discouraging," Bush said of the video. "It's important that that chapter of Iraqi history be closed. [But] They could have handled it a lot better."
U – Presence ( Instability

U.S. Military is causing instability in Iraq

The Associated Press 9/19/07 (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0907/5904.html)

Democratic presidential candidate Bill Richardson said Wednesday that the presence of U.S. troops in Iraq has contributed to the sectarian violence rather than bringing stability to the war-torn nation. "There's no question there's tribal and ethnic hatreds," Richardson told The Associated Press. "But when those tribal and ethnic hatreds are fueled by American policy of hostility, then you make the situation worse." In an hourlong interview with AP editors and reporters, the New Mexico governor argued that all combat and noncombat troops should be removed from Iraq because their presence is only contributing to violence. "It's not a guarantee of success, my plan, but at least it's stability," Richardson said. "American foreign policy is being bled dry by the invasion of Iraq," he said.
U – Presence ( Instability

US troop presence causes Iraq instability.
Fathi 08, Nazila, “U.S. troops causing instability in Iraq, Iran's religious leader says” accesed: July 13, 2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/06/10/world/africa/10iht-10iraq.13592279.html

Iran's supreme leader told Iraq's prime minister on Monday that the American forces in Iraq were the biggest obstacle to Iraqi stability.The message from the Iranian leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, was the most authoritative public word to date on Iran's objections to long-term security agreements currently under negotiation between the Bush administration and the government of Iraq's prime minister, Nuri Kamal al-Maliki.The American military has been operating in Iraq under a United Nations resolution that expires at the end of this year.At a meeting with Maliki as part of the Iraqi leader's three-day visit to Iran, Ayatollah Khamenei told him that "the most fundamental problem of Iraq is the presence of the foreign forces," according to excerpts of their meeting reported by the news agency ISNA."The Iraqi government, Parliament and all the authorities who have been elected with public vote should take charge," the ayatollah said.Iranian officials strongly oppose the American military presence in Iraq, which they consider a major threat on their border. Yet it was the American-led effort that overthrew their hated enemy, Saddam Hussein, and brought about a coalition government in Baghdad dominated by Shiite political leaders, including Maliki, with strong ties to Iran."When a foreign force gradually increases its interference and domination in all the affairs of Iraq, it becomes the most important obstacle in development and prosperity of the Iraqi people," the ayatollah said, without directly referring to the security agreements.The Iranian accounts of the meeting between Ayatollah Khamenei and Maliki did not give Maliki's response. But he had assured Iranian authorities on Sunday that his country would not become "a platform for harming the security of Iran and its neighbors."Tensions between the governments in Tehran and Washington have escalated under the Bush administration, which has accused the Iranians of working on a nuclear weapons program in secret and of financing and supplying deadly weapons to anti-American militants in Iraq. Iran denies the accusations.In Iraq, negotiations over the security pact have become a major political issue, further splitting Shiite allies of Maliki and the political movement of Moktada al-Sadr, the radical Shiite cleric.The New York Times reported last month that aides to Maliki from his Dawa Party said that American negotiators were demanding continued control of Iraqi airspace, immunity for American soldiers and security contractors, authority for more than 50 long-term bases, and the right to continue to carry out unimpeded military operations.Iraqi officials object to those terms, and are particularly insistent about limiting immunity for security contractors and ensuring that future American military operations are restricted and have the blessing of the Iraqi government, according to Ali Adeeb, a senior Dawa official close to Maliki. Some Iraqi officials have also complained that while the American military would maintain a large presence under the pact, it would not be obligated to protect the Iraqi government from aggression, either from outside or inside its borders.American officials have denied any plans for long-term military bases, but have acknowledged that they are seeking some other terms that Iraqi officials object to. The Sadrists have long opposed the occupation, and they also complain that Maliki's recent operations against Sadr militiamen in Basra and Baghdad never would have succeeded without the backing of American military forces.During Friday Prayer last week, Sadrist clerics excoriated Maliki's political allies over their recent criticism of elements of the proposed security pact, saying their public comments were only a pretense and that they were sure to sign the agreement after making minor changes."Shall we follow those who refuse the agreement totally, or shall we follow those who temporarily refuse it, but who will later agree to it after making some amendments?" Sheik Salah al-Obaidi, a top Sadrist official, said during prayers in Kufa, where he singled out Maliki's Dawa Party and the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq, another powerful Shiite party.Elsewhere, Iraqi security officials said Monday that three people were killed, including an Iraqi soldier, and 12 were wounded by a car bomb in central Baghdad. Gunmen also killed three people during a robbery at two gold shops in Baghdad. And three unidentified bodies were found in the capital.In the northern city of Mosul, gunmen killed two sheiks from nearby Tal Afar who were visiting the city and who had been important leaders of reconciliation efforts in Tal Afar and in the fight against Sunni extremist militants, according to Tal Afar officials.
Withdrawal Solves Stability

Sustaining the U.S. commitment to on-time withdrawal is key to post-election stability – delay leads to Iraqi backlash.
Katulis and July 2010. Brian, Senior Fellow at American Progress, where his work focuses on U.S. national security policy in the Middle East and South Asia. Katulis has served as a consultant to numerous U.S. government agencies, private corporations, and nongovernmental organizations on projects in more than two dozen countries, including Iraq, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Yemen, Egypt, and Colombia., Peter, Research Associate at American Progress, “Iraqis Take Back Their Country,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/03/iraq_elections.html
Iraq’s election provides a critical test for the Obama administration’s new diplomacy centric policy in Iraq. Can the United States assist Iraq in moving forward constructively in its political transition despite the challenges of deep fragmentation within Iraqi politics? The outcome of the election will in part determine the kind of country Iraq will be for the foreseeable future—either contributing further to its fragmentation or allowing a national self-definition to coalesce and its politics to heal.

One of the worst mistakes the United States can make at this stage as Iraqis continue to reassert control over their own affairs is to get in the way of that process. Suggestions that the United States renege its commitment to redeploy its forces from Iraq, according to the schedule negotiated in the 2008 bilateral agreement signed with Iraq, are misguided. The Obama administration has begun to rebalance overall U.S. national security priorities in the Middle East and South Asia, sending more troops to Afghanistan as it draws down its forces in Iraq.

This redeployment strategy has risks, and the security environment in Iraq will remain uncertain, but the main objective driving U.S. policy should ultimately be to help Iraqis take control of their own affairs. Sticking to this schedule as closely as possible is best for broader U.S. national security interests unless there is a serious request by a unified Iraqi leadership to change the troop redeployment schedule. Even if Iraq’s new government would make such a request, the United States would have to evaluate it in the context of broader security objectives in the region and globally.
Iraq Will Maintain Stability Post-Withdrawal
Iraq will maintain stability post-withdrawal – ISF solves.

Roggio 06, Bill, writer for the Long War Journal  “Iraq Update”, http://www.longwarjournal.org/archives/2006/03/iraq_update.php, date accessed: July 14, 2010

President Talibani has pushed the political process forward by calling for the new parliament to convene on March 19, and the contentious debate over the Shiite-led United Iraqi Alliance's choice of Prime Minister Ibrahim al-Jaafari will come to a head. A majority of the Parliament, a coalition of the Kurdish parties, the Sunnis and the secular party of Allawi rejects Jaafari's selection. And while this does not get much attention, there is a significant element of the UIA which dislikes the selection of Jaafari, as they feel he will beholden to Muqtada Sadr, whose party provide thirty votes to allow Jaafari to win a narrow 64-63 vote within the UIA selection process.  General John Abizaid, the CENTCOM commander, warns of an increase in sectarian violence, but believes the threat of civil war, while still possible, is capable of being contained by Iraqi Security Forces, "There's no doubt that the sectarian tensions are higher than we've seen. And it is of great concern to all of us. It's my belief that the security situation in the country, while changing in its nature from insurgency toward sectarian violence, is controllable by Iraqi Security Forces and multi-national forces." It should be remembered that sectarian violence is not civil war, and the Middle East and the greater Islamic world is rife with such violence. Countries such as Nigeria, India, Indonesia, the Philippines, Pakistan, thailand and others suffer from such sectarian strife.  As the fitful political negotiations and fears of a civil war continue in Iraq, al Qaeda is attempting to step up its campaign to incite a sectarian conflict and a wider civil war. Reuters provides a snapshot of today's major attacks throughout Iraq. Suicide and car bombs are the weapons of choice, and the attacks are increasingly being directed at Iraqi Security Forces and sectarian targets. The locations of the attacks are in the heart of Iraq, and civilians are increasingly caught in the crossfire.  BAGHDAD - A U.S. Abrams tank was set ablaze when a roadside bomb exploded in eastern Baghdad, the U.S. military said. The tank crew was not injured. FALLUJA - At least 11 people, including five policemen, were killed when a suicide truck bomber struck a checkpoint manned by U.S. soldiers and Iraqi Security Forces in eastern Falluja, 50 km (30 miles) west of Baghdad, police said.  SAMARRA - An Imam of a Sunni mosque was killed and two people wounded when a car bomb exploded in front of a mosque in central Samarra, 100 km (60 miles) north of Baghdad, police said.  SAMARRA - Two civilians were killed and another two were injured when a roadside bomb targeting a police patrol missed its target in southwestern Samarra, police said.  TIKRIT - Two roadside bombs targeting a police patrol exploded in the centre of the town of Tikrit 175 km (110 miles), killing one policeman and injuring another four, police said.  The murder of civilians and the targeting of Sunni leaders have pushed Sunni groups to fight back against al Qaeda. The Associated Press provides further details on the Sunni tribes efforts to eject al Qaeda from their territory. Sunni politician Abul-Rahman Mansheed, who represents Hawija, has boldly declared opposition to al Qaeda, "Under my leadership and that of our brothers in other tribes, we are getting close to the shelter of this terrorist... We will capture him [Zarqawi] soon.   Thirty nine propane tanks were found in the house where a large weapons cache was discovered in Al Anbar Province. The tanks had the bottoms removed to make room for them to be made into improvised explosive devices. The cache discovery was made by Marines from 1st Battalion, 1st Marine Regiment, Regimental Combat Team 5. Photo by: Cpl. William Skelton   The success in Anbar can be directly attributed to the year long operation to clear the region of al Qaeda and the insurgency from isolated strongholds, and operations persist to this day. Outside of Fallujah, the 'Outcasts' from Weapons Company, 1st Battalion, 1st Marine Regiment, Regimental Combat Team 5, conducted a three day operation which netted what is believed to be "some kind of IED factory and safe house," along with numerous munitions and materials used to create roadside bombs.  The Associated Press also reports tribal leaders in Anbar province have launched Operation Tribal Chivalry to round up al Qaeda fighters in the region. According to Osama al-Jadaan, a tribal chief of the Karabila tribe, "So far we have cleared 75 percent of the province and forced al-Qaida terrorists to flee to nearby areas." While these claims should be taken with a grain of salt, again, the open declaration of war against al Qaeda by Sunni tribes and insurgent groups provides an indicator of al Qaeda's popularity in the region, and is a major ideological victory.  Because of the campaign against al Qaeda in Anbar, al Qaeda and Zarqawi are said to "have begun fleeing Anbar province and Ramadi, its capital, to cities and mountain ranges near the Iranian border." Zarqawi has proven to be quite elusive, and the latest rumor of his capture has yet to pan out. He was last believed to be in the Hamrin region of north-central Iraq. 
Instability ( Civil War

Iraq instability leads to a power vacuum of civil wars and insurgencies. 

Amies 7/7/10, Nick, “Public anger at Iraq's political impasse adds new edge to stability threat”, http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,5767629,00.html, date accessed: July 13, 2010
As protests against the political situation become increasingly violent, with police and government buildings attacked by stone-throwing demonstrators, insurgent groups intent on taking advantage of Iraq's deadlocked political process have staged a new wave of bombings against financial institutions in the last few weeks, while Baghdad's Green Zone - the capital's fortified government and diplomatic enclave - has come under renewed mortar attack. An Iraqi army soldier inspects at the site of a car bomb attack near the Iranian Embassy in Baghdad, Iraq, Sunday, April 4, 2010. Bildunterschrift: Insurgent attacks on institutions across Iraq have been slowly increasing since the March 7 election. The belief that there is a concerted effort to spread fear and instability through violence is supported by government figures which show a slow but steady rise in deaths across Iraq since the March election. Statistics show that 337 people were killed in unrest in May, the fourth time this year the overall death toll has been higher than in the same month of 2009"When it comes to agitators for instability in the country, there are spoilers around, but most insurgents appear to have opted for the political path for now," said Hiltermann. "On the sidelines, some groups, like al Qaeda in Iraq, try to mess things up, and sometimes do get through, but they have very little traction and therefore fail in triggering greater violence.""Saying that, it is certainly a possibility that shouldn't be ruled out that this continued lack of leadership could lead to a sectarian or civil war," he added. "But for now all sides are still talking and compromise, for example in the form of a power-sharing arrangement between the main winning lists, remains possible."Hazhir Teimourian believes the threat of esclating violence is minimal at the present time."In the short term, there is no such danger," he said. "Al Qaeda and the other extremist champions of Sunni Islam have been pushed aside and security has improved, despite the odd suicide bombing. The national army is also strong enough to deal with any challenge from inside the majority sect, the Shias. Nor is there any possibility that the Kurds would rise in arms to ensure that they have enough representation in the political centre ground."
Iraq Stability Key to Middle East Stability

Iraq Stability is key to Middle East stability 

People’s Daily Online  April 09, 2010 (http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/90001/90777/90854/6945532.html) DA:  July 14

King Abdullah II of Jordan on Thursday emphasized that restoring Iraq's security and stability is a fundamental element in realizing stability in the Middle East, the state run Petra news agency reported. During a meeting with Iraqi Vice President Adel Abdul Mahdi in the Jordanian capital of Amman Thursday, Abdullah II stressed Jordan's full support to Iraq. The Jordanian leader and Mahdi looked into the developments of the political process in Iraq as the king extended congratulations over the success of the latest Iraqi elections. The Iraqi official, who is in Jordan as part of a regional tour, voiced his country's appreciation of Jordan's support to Iraq, stressing his country's keenness to foster ties with the Arab kingdom. Jordan hosts about 400,000 to 450,000 Iraqis who fled their country in the aftermath of the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq in 2003.
***Environment Add-On***
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Soldiers are turning Iraq into a toxic wasteland

Alfano 10 (Sean Alfano,, Daily News Staff Writer, U.S. military turns Iraq into a toxic dump of oil drums and acid cans, investigation finds, June 14, 2010, http://www.nydailynews.com/news/world/2010/06/14/2010-06-14_us_military_turns_iraq_into_a_toxic_dump_of_oil_drums_and_acid_cans_investigatio.html DA:7/12/10)
When U.S. forces depart Iraq this summer, seven years of war won't be all they leave behind. Large amounts of toxic waste from U.S. bases have been dumped throughout the country, according to an investigation by the Times of London.The probe spans five provinces and reveals a grim landscape of hazardous trash and sickened Iraqis.The junk includes leaky oil drums seeping into the soil and half-empty cans of sulfuric acid.Pentagon rules state toxic waste cannot be dumped locally, even if the containers are empty, the Times reports.One private contractor reports 11 million pounds of hazardous waste has been left behind by U.S. troops.The materials allegedly end up mixed with recyclable materials and sent from U.S. bases to Iraqi scrap yards.The workers now complain the poisonous chemicals are wreaking havoc with their health."Some got rashes and many quit work. So when I get this kind of material now I bury it somewhere far away," one scrap yard owner told the Times.An Iraqi who runs a company that disposes of U.S. military waste since the war began defended American contractors. "The Americans properly separate the hazardous material from the plastic and scrap metal," Qahtan Khalaf said.He pinned the blame on Lebanese and Kuwaiti companies who receive the recycled parts, then mix it with the toxic material and send it back to Iraq. "That's how they get rid of things."So far, the military has been slow to respond."There is a variety of ways in which this [dumping] could have happened," Brigadier-General Stephen Lanza, a U.S. military spokesman, told the newspaper. "We are now putting a system into place. There is a lot of catching up to do."Iraq's environmental minister says a formal investigation has started.President Obama plans to withdraw U.S. forces from Iraq by Aug. 31, leaving up to 50,000 soldiers in the country to advise Iraqi security forces.
The U.S. will remove all toxic waste before withdrawing

Gamel 10 (Kim Gamel , Associated press writer, June 14,2010, US removing hazardous waste during Iraq withdrawal ,http://www.timesunion.com/AspStories/story.asp?storyID=941067&category=AP%20IRAQ&BCCode=IRQ&newsdate=6/24/2010, DA:7/13/10)
BAGHDAD -- The U.S. military is removing tens of millions of pounds of hazardous waste accumulated during seven years of war amid concerns about America's environmental legacy in Iraq, officials said Monday Brig. Gen. Kendall Cox said the military spent $55 million last year to build two treatment centers for waste and has numerous collection centers around the country. Officials acknowledged that the effort has begun late in the conflict that started with the U.S.-led invasion in 2003 but expressed confidence in the measures being taken to eliminate dangerous materials such as contaminated soil and old oil. "The systems that are in place are recent in terms of disposal of waste materials," U.S. military spokesman Maj. Gen. Stephen Lanza said. "In some cases there are seven years of materials ... that we want to make sure are accounted for properly in terms of mitigation and disposition." The waste clean up effort is part of the preparations for a massive handover efforts ahead of a deadline for a full U.S. withdrawal by the end of next year. Cox insisted the process would be completed by that time. "We have now moved an excess of 300 million pounds of hazardous waste, which has been treated and disposed of," he said at a press conference. "We averaged 1.75 million pounds of hazardous waste disposed of in the first two quarters of this year." Troop numbers have dropped to around 85,000 from a peak of more than 170,000 during the height of violence, and the U.S. has relinquished control of 373 of the 500 bases it had in January 2008, the military said. The Times of London reported Monday that some toxic waste has turned up in open dumps and affected Iraqis who came into contact with it. Cox said he had seen no evidence of that, although some Iraqis had refused to use sewage lagoons at some of the bases that were handed over. The military adjusted by making sure they cleared the lagoons before leaving, he said.The U.S. military faces a massive logistics operation as it prepares to draw down to 50,000 forces this fall after ending combat operations by the end of August.Some American troops also have alleged they were exposed to toxic fumes because of military contractors' practice of burning tires and other waste in so-called outdoor burn pits. 
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Toxic waste poisons the drinking water, making it unusable.
Encyclopedia of the Nation’s 10 (Iraq- Environment, http://www.nationsencyclopedia.com/Asia-and-Oceania/Iraq-ENVIRONMENT.html)

The major sources of environmental damage are effluents from oil refineries, factory and sewage discharges into rivers, fertilizer and chemical contamination of the soil, and industrial air pollution in urban areas. An estimated 1% of agricultural land is lost each year through soil erosion and salinization. The government has not developed a comprehensive environmental conservation policy, but it has initiated programs to prevent water pollution, to reclaim land by reducing soil salinity, and to protect wildlife by limiting hunting. As a result of damage from the 1991 Persian Gulf War, water pollution has increased. Purification systems for water and sewage are inadequate. Toxic chemicals from damaged oil facilities contribute to water pollution. Iraq has 35.2 cubic kilometers of renewable water resources with 92% used in farming activity. Only 48% of those living in rural areas have access to safe drinking water. Iraq ranks among the 50 nations with the world's highest levels of industrial carbon dioxide emissions. Its 1992 emissions totaled 64.5 million metric tons, a per capita level of 3.33 metric tons. In 1996, the total rose to 91 million metric tons. The nation's cities produce on average 6 million tons of solid waste per year. The Supreme Council for the Human Environment is the principal environmental agency; its implementing body, the Directorate General for the Human Environment, was established in 1975 and is attached to the Ministry of Health. As of 2001, 7 of Iraq's mammal species and 12 of its bird species are endangered. Endangered species include the northern bald Ibis, Persian fallow deer, Sa'udi Arabian dorcas gazelle, and Asiatic cheetah. The Syrian wild ass has become extinct.
Environment Add-On 3/3

Water scarcity causes massive escalation of armed conflict into full-blown war.
Solomon 98 [Hussein, Research Manager at the African Centre for the Constructive Resolution of Disputes, From the Cold War to Water Wars: Some reflections of the changing global security agenda- A view from the South, http://www.wca-infonet.org/servlet/BinaryDownloaderServlet?filename=1070020014294_WAR.pdf&refID=125884]

The changes in the theoretical discourse, of course, reflected the tectonic shifts in the post-Cold War global security landscape. Freed from the straitjacket of global bipolarity, international politics is following a more turbulent trajectory. Nowhere is the saliency of this observation more clearly reflected than in the area of resource-based conflict. One such potential conflict area is scarce fresh water resources. That this is so is hardly surprising. Within the context of the developing world, water availability determines the sustainability of economic development. According to Anthony Turton even in countries where the industrial sector is weak, water consumption in the agricultural sector can be as much as 80 percent. Thus within the context of the South, water security does not simply translate into economic development but also food security and the very survival of states and their citizens. Under these circumstances, it is hardly surprising that the World Commission on the Environment and Development (WCED) has concluded that such resource conflicts “… are likely to increase as the resources become scarcer and competition over them increases”. It has been estimated that over 1,7 billion people spread over eighty countries are suffering water shortages. Available evidence also suggest that such water shortages, and conflicts over water, will intensify over the coming years. Various reasons account for this. Firstly, greater levels of pollution of our existing fresh water resources as a result of the intensification of industrialisation in the South where environmental standards tend to be weak or not implemented. Second, as a result of population growth with its concomitant increase in demand for more water. Consider the following in this regard: The world’s population stood at 5,3 billion in 1990, is expected to pass the 6,2 billion mark this year and reach 8,5 billion by the year 2025. The twist in the tale lies in the fact that those population growth levels are fundamentally uneven. Little of the projected population growth will take place in the North. The developed industrialised states’ share of the world’s population is decreasing dramatically. In 1950 it was 22 percent, 15 percent in 1985, and is projected to be a minuscule 5 percent by the year 2085. Conversely, much of the projected population growth will take place in the countries of the South. For instance, Ethiopia’s population is expected to increase from 47 million in 1990 to 112 million by 2025; Nigeria’s from 113 million to 301 million; Bangladesh’s from 116 million to 235 million; and India’s from 853 million to 1,446 million4. The ramification of this is the further escalation of conflict potential over scarce water resources in the developing world. A third and relatively recent factor contributing to water scarcity is the impact of the El Nino/ Southern Oscillation weather phenomenon that causes dry conditions, particularly in Sub-Saharan Africa5. Under these circumstances, it is hardly surprising that a report of the African Development Bank concluded as follows: “Current calculations are that by 2000, South Africa will suffer water stress, Malawi will have moved into absolute water scarcity and Kenya will be facing the prospect of living beyond the present water barrier. By 2025, Mozambique, Tanzania and Zimbabwe will suffer water stress, Lesotho and South Africa will have moved into absolute water scarcity, and Malawi will have joined Kenya living beyond the present water barrier … Competition for scarce water resources will intensify”. This competition for scarce water resources takes on ominous proportions if one considers that of the 200 first-order river systems, 150 are shared by 2 nations; and 50 by 10 nations all in all supporting approximately 40 percent of the world’s population, two-thirds of whom are located in developing countries. Indeed, conflicts over scarce fresh waters have already occurred. Consider here those conflicts between: • Turkey, Syria and Iraq around the waters of the Euphrates river; • The dispute between Egypt and Ethiopia over the waters of the Nile; • The tensions concerning the sharing of the waters of the Colorado river between the United States and Mexico; and  • The dispute between Botswana and Namibia over the waters of the Okavango Delta. The above, of course, should not lead one to the erroneous conclusion that water scarcity equals armed conflict as if nothing can be done about the situation. Various measures can be implemented at various levels to ameliorate tensions arising from water scarcity. 
U – US Hurts Environment
United States attempts have failed, wasting environment, Bagdad doing it on their own
NAJI AND SALMAN, July 14, 2010. [Reporters in Iraq for The Institute for War & Peace Reporting , Suicide, Baghdad buried under a mountain of trash,  http://www.kentucky.com/2010/07/14/1348585/baghdad-buried-under-a-mountain.html, Kentucky.com , DA: 7/14/10]
Residents of the Iraqi capital face lots of problems. But none appears more serious than the growing mounds of garbage that threaten to bury Baghdad under a mountain of trash. "Unchecked garbage is destroying the 
quality of life in Baghdad. Dumps are everywhere, and sometimes near water pipes and rivers. This creates all kinds of bad fungi that lead to food poisoning and diarrhea, and can bring on diseases such as typhoid and cholera," said Qasim Dawood, a member of parliament's health and environment committee. Waste management has been a serious problem in Baghdad since the United States-led invasion in 2003. In the years of sectarian violence, government agencies basically gave up attempting to collect the city's trash.  Garbage collectors were routinely kidnapped or killed. Blast walls, barbed wire and barricaded checkpoints have choked off access to many parts of the city, making regular clean-up sweeps impossible. "Our neighborhood is a big dump. During the day, the awful smell is really hard to stand. The smell gets worse with the heat in summer. At night it is very annoying to hear the dogs and their howling. We have gone to the municipality more than once to ask them to clean the area, but it's been no good," said Ibtesam Aziz, 36, resident of the poor Shaab neighborhood of east Baghdad. And like so many other issues confronting Iraq today, officials acknowledge the problem but are unable to come together with a solution. "Baghdad is not like other places, and the issues are complex. The municipality is not doing its job properly, but at the same time we lack laws that prohibit the public from littering and polluting. This is why we are unable to provide a healthy environment," Dawood said. In some areas, trash heaps have blocked off entire roads, and residents throughout the city complain of foul odors, insects and rodents. Local media have reported a rise in packs of scavenging dogs, putting the number in Baghdad at more than 1 million. The United States has spent $33 million to improve Baghdad's waste management system, but American officials concede that garbage removal has been a low priority for a city with a host of other problems. In more affluent areas, residents pay for their garbage to be picked up, but even this is proving inadequate. "We have a huge area, too much garbage, and too few vehicle and workers. We hired a number of trucks from private sector. Altogether now, we have 100, which is one-third of the total number we need," said Azhar Abdul Sahib, a government spokesman in the Mansour suburb of Baghdad. In 2007, a program to place large yellow containers on each block for residential waste was also ignored, with most of the containers being stolen, according to residents. Parliament in 2009 passed a law requiring citizens to put garbage in plastic bags. The Baghdad city government distributed the bags to most houses and shops in the city, but no one came to collect the trash bags. "Having garbage everywhere in the city is just uncivilized. It affects people's health, as well as the environment. We need to educate people about how cleanliness is good for our health, but no group or agency is doing this ... because we lack money and support," said Salama Dhaeia Naeif, the head of Love and Peace Messengers organization in Baghdad. As the garbage problem continues to grow, residents and officials are increasingly pointing fingers at each other. " 
***AT: Disads***

AT: Oil Disad

Offshore balancing solves oil access better than on-the-ground presence.

Layne 2009. Christopher, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security. “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived.” Review of International Studies. Volume 35. Pg. 5-25. Proquest. Accessed 7/12/2010.
Access to oil is an important US interest, and in some respects American military power plays an important role in keeping the oil ﬂowing from the Gulf. But there is no need for an on-the-ground American military presence in the Gulf and Middle East. Over-the-horizon deterrence can prevent the emergence of Gulf oil hegemon without triggering the kind of anti-American backlash that can occur when US forces visibly are present in the region.20 Similarly, although its closure is a low-probability event, the US has an important interest in making sure the Strait of Hormuz remains open. But this is a task that can be accomplished by American naval power. Finally, domestic instability in the Gulf oil producing states is a risk – especially in Saudi Arabia. However, as Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice recently acknowledged, the Gulf – and Middle East – are going to be unstable regardless of what the US does.21 Certainly, US military power, and America’s heavy-handed political inﬂuence, are not an antidote to domestic instability in the region. On the contrary, they contribute to it. This suggests that the wisest policies for the US are to reduce its footprint in the Gulf and Middle East, and formulate a viable long-term energy strategy that 

minimises its vulnerability to the vicissitudes of that endemically turbulent region.22 
***Agenda Links***

Obama Good – Plan Boosts Pol Cap
Delaying withdrawal saps Obama’s political capital – reneges on a key campaign promise.

Landler and Cooper 10. Mark and Helene, March 5, 2010, International Herald Tribune, “U.S. fears Iraq  vote could delay pullout,” Lexis.

But for Mr. Obama, such a sleight of hand could have huge political repercussions in Washington. The centerpiece of Mr. Obama's foreign policy platform when he ran for president - and the reason many political experts say he was able to wrest a primary victory from Hillary Rodham Clinton - was his opposition to the Iraq war from the start.

At a time when Mr. Obama has already angered his liberal base by increasing the number of American troops in Afghanistan and missing his own deadline to shut down the military prison in Guantánamo Bay, Cuba, even the appearance that he has fudged the troop drawdown in Iraq could set off a rebellion as Democrats face difficult midterm elections.

Obama Good – Plan Boosts Pol Cap

Must not delay withdrawal – it’s politically risky.

Associated Press 10. May 11th, 2010 , “US ‘reconsidering’ pace of Iraq withdrawal,” http://rawstory.com/rs/2010/0511/reconsidering-pace-iraq-withdrawal/.

In Baghdad and Washington, U.S. officials say they remain committed to the deadline, which Obama has said he would extend only if Iraq's security deteriorates. Getting out of Iraq quickly and responsibly was among Obama's top campaign promises in 2008. Extending the deadline could be politically risky back home — but so could anarchy and a bloodbath following a hasty retreat. 

Obama Good – Plan Popular

Congress wants US troops to withdraw from Iraq on time

Hall Thursday, 10 June 2010 10:00 John hall is a lawyer and senator from Maryland http://johnhall.house.gov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=1196&Itemid=32

Washington, D.C. - Congressman Hall has sent a letter, co-signed by 36 other members of Congress, asking President Obama to recommit publicly to the established withdrawal date of US Armed Forces from Iraq.  Status of Forces agreement signed between President Bush and Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki in November, 2008 established December 31st, 2011 as the date by which all American combat troops would be out of Iraq. But recent events in Iraq have caused some to doubt whether US troops can be withdrawn by that date. An upswing in violence surrounding Iraq’s Parliamentary Elections in March and the continuing uncertainty surrounding the elections stand as potential threats to US plans to withdraw and leave the safety and security of Iraq’s future in Iraqi hands. Congressman Hall’s letter to President Obama makes it clear that the open-ended presence of US troops serves neither US nor Iraqi interests. “The conflict and uncertainty over the March elections are indeed a setback and cause for concern,” Congressman Hall writes in his letter to the President. “However, we must show the Iraqi people, and perhaps more importantly the Iraqi government, that America will not respond to every new or recurring problem by putting off our withdrawal date.  The current challenges in Iraq make this the perfect time for the United States to prove to Iraqis we are willing to let them stand for themselves.”
“This letter is an opportunity to remind President Obama that Congress wants our troops to come home on schedule,” said Congressman Hall. “I am asking the President to strongly reaffirm that date, so we can finally put this ill-conceived war behind us.” Added Congressman Hall: “By 2011, US troops will have been deployed in Iraq for almost twice the length of World War II.  Now that the finish line is finally in sight it is important to make it clear that Iraq must handle its own internal conflicts.”
Obama Bad – Delay Popular

Delaying withdrawal doesn’t cause backlash.

Swanson 5/13. “Obama scraps Iraq withdrawal.” http://www.afterdowningstreet.org/print/52181. Date access: 7/17/2010.
So, we elected a president who promised a withdrawal from Iraq that he, or the generals who tell him what to do, is now further delaying [1]. And, of course, the timetable he's now delaying [2] was already a far cry from what he had promised as a candidate.

What are we to think? That may be sad news, but what could we have done differently? Surely it would have been worse to elect a president who did not promise to withdraw, right?

But there's a broader framework for this withdrawal or lack thereof, namely the SOFA (Status of Forces Agreement), the unconstitutional treaty that Bush and Maliki drew up without consulting the U.S. Senate. I was reminded of this on Tuesday when Obama and Karzai talked about a forthcoming document from the two of them and repeatedly expressed their eternal devotion to a long occupation.

The unconstitutional Iraq treaty (UIT) requires complete withdrawal from Iraq by the end of next year, and withdrawal from all Iraqi cities, villages, and localities by last summer. Obama's latest announcement doesn't alter the lack of compliance with the latter requirement. Nor does it guarantee noncompliance with the former. But it illustrates something else, something that some of us have been screaming since the UIT was allowed to stand, something that pretty well guarantees that the US occupation of Iraq will never end.

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.

And the peace movement is in large part on the same path with Afghanistan, working to pass a toothless, non-binding timetable for possible redeployment of troops to another nation. Congress sees itself as advisors whose role it is to persuade the president that he wants to cease the activity that most advances presidential power. And activists share that perspective.
***Midterms Links***

Dems Good – Withdrawal Key

Maintaining Iraqi withdrawal is key to Dems midterm success – keeps the base from backlashing.

Feaver 4/28/10. Peter, professor of political science at Duke University and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies, “ What's dictating the Iraq withdrawal timeline?,”  Foreign Policy, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/28/whats_dictating_the_iraq_withdrawal_timeline

The article dangles tantalizingly the possibility that it is the American political calendar that is dictating the timeline now: "... with his liberal base angry at the Afghan troop buildup, any delay of the Iraq drawdown could provoke more consternation on the left." It is hard to predict where August will fall in the Iraqi political trajectory, but it is a rock-solid certainty that August comes comfortably before the U.S. midterm election. The reporters are right that letting the August deadline slide could pose an enormous political headache for an administration already struggling to mobilize its base when the national mood favors the Republicans. But a failure to heed the situation on the ground in Iraq would, I suspect, pose much greater headaches down the road for the administration so I fervently hope that the U.S. midterm elections are not dictating the timeline. 

Dems Good – Withdrawal Bipartisan

Plan has bipartisan support amongst Americans.
Paul Steinhauser, CNN Political Director, June 30, 2009 (http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2009/06/30/cnn-poll-americans-overwhelming-support-moving-us-combat-troops-out-of-iraqi-cities/?fbid=7mko_X5jkZ9) DA: July 16

A new national poll suggests that nearly three-quarters of all Americans support the plan to withdraw most U.S. combat troops from Iraqi cities and towns, even though most believe that the troop movements will lead to an increase in violence in that country. The CNN/Opinion Research Corporation poll released on Tuesday morning comes on the same day as the long-anticipated deadline for American troops to pull out of Iraqi towns and cities. The U.S. military has been gradually moving its combat troops out of Iraq's population centers for months to meet the deadline agreed by Washington and Baghdad. Since January the Americans have handed over or shut down more than 150 bases across the country, leaving U.S. troops in a little over 300 locations in Iraq that will gradually be handed over to Iraqi control. The Iraqi government describes Tuesday's pullout as National Sovereignty Day."Seventy-three percent of Americans questioned in the poll favor the withdrawal of US combat troops from Iraqi cities and towns, with 26 percent opposed."This plan has widespread bipartisan support," says CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. "Seventy two percent of Democrats and 74 percent of Republicans favor this move."
Dems Good – Withdrawal Popular

Americans Favour Troop Withdrawal from Iraq

Angus Reid Global MonitorJuly 09, 2009 

http://www.angus-reid.com/polls/view/americans_favour_troop_withdrawal_from_iraq/
(Angus Reid Global Monitor) - A large majority of people in the United States agree with the recent withdrawal of thousands of American troops from Iraq, according to a poll by Opinion Research Corporation released by CNN. 73 per cent of respondents favour the plan, while 26 per cent oppose it.  In addition, 52 per cent of respondents think that violence will increase in Iraqi cities following the troop reduction. But even if the number of attacks on Iraqi citizens by insurgents were to increase, 63 per cent of respondents think this should not be a reason for American troops to return.  The coalition effort against Saddam Hussein’s regime was launched in March 2003 during the presidency of George W. Bush. At least 4,324 American soldiers have died during the military operation, and more than 31,350 troops have been wounded in action.  In December 2005, Iraqi voters renewed their National Assembly. In May 2006, Shiite United Iraqi Alliance member Nouri al-Maliki officially took over as prime minister.  In November 2008, Iraq’s National Assembly ratified the Status of Forces Agreement with the United States. The document established that coalition combat forces would withdraw from Iraqi cities by Jun. 30, 2009, and would be completely out of Iraq by Dec. 31, 2011. The agreement could be revised if the Iraqi prime minister believed Iraq was not stable enough.  On Feb. 27, U.S. president Barack Obama announced his intention to end the combat mission in Iraq by Aug. 31, 2010.  On Jun. 30, in accordance with the Status of Forces Agreement, the U.S. withdrew most of its troops from Iraqi cities. About 130,000 soldiers will remain stationed in Iraq, mostly outside urban centres and mainly in advisory and consultative roles.  On Jul. 6, in an official statement, the U.S. government said that Obama believes that "there’s more work to be done. But we’ve made important progress in supporting a sovereign, stable and self-reliant Iraq."  Polling Data  As you may know, the U.S. plans to withdraw most of its combat troops from Iraqi cities and towns and the Iraqi military and police forces will be responsible for maintaining order there. The U.S. will continue to have combat troops in the rest of the country. Do you favour or oppose this plan?  Favour 73% Oppose 26% Unsure 1% Just your best guess. Do you think that the level of violence in Iraqi cities will increase, decrease, or remain the same when the U.S. withdraws most of its combat troops from Iraqi cities and towns?  Increase 52% Decrease 15% Remain the same 32% Unsure 1% If there is a significant increase in the number of attacks on Iraqi citizens by insurgents after the U.S. withdraws its troops from Iraqi cities, do you think the U.S. should or should not send combat troops back into those cities?  Should 35% Should not 63% Unsure 2% Source: Opinion Research Corporation / CNN  Methodology: Telephone interviews with 1,026 American adults, conducted from Jun. 26 to Jun. 28, 2009. Margin of error is 3 per cent.  

Dems Good – Offshore Balancing Popular

Maintaining the timeline is key to Dems success – offshore balancing is popular with Americans – Pew study.

Layne 2009. Christopher, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security. “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived.” Review of International Studies. Volume 35. Pg. 5-25. Proquest. Accessed 7/12/2010.
In the Middle East, the pursuit of geopolitical and ideological dominance ‘over there’ has increased the terrorist threat over here. As Americans come to realise that the strategy of primacy makes the US less secure, they are becoming more receptive to the arguments for an oﬀshore balancing strategy. Indeed, there are signs that Americans already accept oﬀshore balancing’s key premises. For example, a recent public opinion survey by the Pew Charitable Trust found that ‘by a 45 per cent to 32 per cent margin, more Americans believe that the best way to reduce the threat of terrorist attacks on the US is to decrease, not increase, America’s military presence overseas’. This is a striking turnabout from summer 2002, when 48 per cent of those surveyed believed that the best defense against terrorism was to increase US military involvement abroad. The same Pew survey also found that: ‘An increasing number of Americans see nonmilitary approaches – such as decreasing US dependence on Middle East oil and avoiding involvement with the problems of other countries’ as eﬀective strategies for reducing the terrorist threat to the US.56 The Pew survey’s results suggest that, unlike primacists, the American people are drawing the correct grand strategic lessons from the Iraq debacle. One huge disaster is enough – more than enough – for any grand strategy. And if the US continues to pursue a strategy of primacy, the strategic setbacks will not end with Iraq. A military collision between the US and Iran is still a possibility. And, outside of the Middle East, primacy means that the US is headed for a train wreck with China.57 It is time to begin a long overdue debate on future US strategy after Iraq. As this debate gathers steam, it will become apparent that a neorealist strategy of oﬀshore balancing is the best candidate to become America’s next grand strategy – both in the Middle East, and globally.  

