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Strategy Page

The recently conditioned its withdrawal from Iraq on the conditions on the ground.  It wants to stick with the with the current timetable but it has notified everyone that it is “flexible” and will delay if it needs to.   

The 1ac does not take a stand on whether there will be delays.  It just argues that the signal that we could delay undermines our global credibility (no we will trust us in the future) and encourages Iran to attack the US in Iraq (it wants to prevent withdrawal /managed chaos)
You have 2 advantages: 
A. Leadership – Obama needs to take a stand on Iraqi withdrawal.  The focus on Obama is important b/c you have ev that he needs to take a strong stance and not give in to has generals and compromise.  The condition and most CPs will serve as a compromise and can’t sure up US leadership. 
B. Iran – They want the US bogged-down in Iraq b/c it a.) prevents an independent Iraq and b.) keeps the US weak.  They think they can adequately “manage the chaos” in Iraq.  They can create just enough instability to force the US to stay and keep the Iraqi government weak. The problem is that they will miscalculated in their assessment of how much chaos is enough.  That will lead to miscalculations and war. 
You need to write blocks to:

A: Kurds DA 

B. Politics DA 

C.  Heg turns 

The Plan 
The United States federal government should phase-out its military presence in Iraq to the point of elimination by December of 2011.  
1ac – Leadership Adv     1/ 
Advantage: ______ US Leadership   
“Plan B” establishes conditions on US withdrawal that have been widely publicized   

STRATFOR 2/23/10 [“Iraq, U.S.: A 'Plan B' for Withdrawal Emerges,” February 23, 2010 | 1549 GMT, pg. http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/20100223_iraq_us_plan_b_withdrawal_emerges.]

The commanding general of United States Forces-Iraq (USF-I), U.S. Gen. Ray Odierno, spent the past week briefing Washington on a “Plan B” for withdrawal from Iraq should conditions require it. With concerns about the durability of the fragile balance of power in Baghdad in the buildup to and the aftermath of the parliamentary elections slated for March 7, there are mounting concerns over whether the already-delayed rapid drawdown of U.S. troops now slated to begin in mid-May is realistic. Between mid-May and the end of August, 46,000 U.S. troops — including all remaining “combat” troops — are scheduled to be pulled out of the country, leaving 50,000 troops engaged in training, advising and supporting Iraqi security forces.

A contingency plan for deteriorating political and security conditions is prudent military planning, and the USF-I would be negligent if it did not have such plans. The Iraq withdrawal is about more than just extricating itself from Iraq. It is also about lightening the burden on U.S. ground combat forces at a time when some 30,000 additional troops are being sent to Afghanistan. Modest delays are not necessarily problematic and the September deadline for the drawdown in Iraq is a political date. But the Pentagon is also counting on not sustaining troop levels as they stand in Iraq through the end of the year. Disengagement is necessary.

Despite the prudence of forming a Plan B, the past week is, to our knowledge, the first time such a plan has been presented publicly. While Washington may well have requested the briefings from Odierno, the heart of the issue is that it is being publicized now. Odierno insisted that there were no signs that implementation of the contingency plan would be necessary, but there are clearly concerns about the fate of Iraq with regard to the looming elections and this may also be an attempt to moderate expectations for the promised rapid drawdown of forces. Whatever the case, he came to Washington to publicize the plan: He did not do this without direction, authorization and coordination with the White House.

Until fairly recently, despite looming concerns about the deterioration of the security situation and ethno-sectarian tensions, there was no reason to publicize contingency plans. The issue is not just the elections. Having a smooth election — one that would be acceptable across the board — is only the first issue of concern. Forming a coalition government (which took six months to finalize after the last parliamentary elections) is another major issue. And this election is expected to have even more participation and factionalism. Furthermore, as the confrontation with Iran over its nuclear program appears to be reaching a decision point, Iran may decide to use its assets in Iraq to retaliate against the United States. Though Odierno insisted that Iranian pressures would not influence the drawdown, Tehran has the ability to affect b
oth Iraq’s security situation and the government in Baghdad through Shiite proxies, a cause of concern for the Sunnis and their allies in the Arab states, especially Saudi Arabia. 

Events in Iraq have yet to play out. But the Iraq drawdown and the timetable it follows cuts across a broad spectrum of issues — not just Iraq, but Iran, Afghanistan and domestic U.S. politics. Any shift has potentially wide-reaching strategic significance.
1ac – Leadership Adv     2/
Conditioned withdrawal destroys US credibility and drains its global political capital 
Jarrar & Leaver 3/3/10 - Senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action & Research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies. [Raed Jarrar & Erik Leaver, “Sliding Backwards on Iraq,” Counterpunch, March 3, 2010, pg. http://www.counterpunch.org/jarrar03032010.html] 
Obama's out-of-control military brass once again leaked a statement contrary to the president's position. This time the statement came from Army Gen. Ray Odierno, the top U.S. commander in Iraq, who officially requested to keep a combat brigade in the northern part of the country beyond the August 2010 deadline.
Floating this idea just two weeks before the Iraqi national elections is dangerous for Iraqi democracy, for U.S. soldiers on the ground, and for the future of U.S.-Iraqi relations.

Pentagon Scramble

Quickly responding to his soldiers marching out of step, Defense Secretary Robert Gates announced that there would have to be a "pretty significant" deterioration in the security situation in Iraq before he would consider delaying the planned withdrawal. But much of the damage was already done. Those supporting an extension immediately created an echo chamber in the media. Thomas Ricks, senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security, published an op-ed in The New York Times and another in Foreign Policy urging Obama to delay the withdrawals of combat troops scheduled this year, and cancel final troop withdrawals scheduled for the end of 2011. Ricks, who reported the leak by Odierno, is publicly betting that in four years the United States will have nearly 30,000 troops still on the ground. That's no way to make policy in Iraq. Rick's Foreign Policy piece went as far as claiming that Odierno "got a polite nod from the president when the issue was raised during his recent meetings in Washington."

Obama has consistently said he would comply with the August 31 deadline to remove combat forces from Iraq. He repeated this dozens of times on the campaign trail, stated it clearly at Camp Lejeune last year, and also repeated this policy in his Cairo speech. Vice President Biden affirmed this policy numerous times, saying in February, "You're going to see 90,000 American troops come marching home by the end of the summer." And just last week, the White House reaffirmed its intention to call an end to operation Iraqi Freedom by August 31.

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

Outrage in Iraq

Flying in the face of these consistent messages of assurance by the White House and Congress, Odierno's statement has harmed the president's credibility in Iraq and caused the first major storm of criticism inside the country since Obama's election in 2008.

The Iraqi media has been overwhelmed with political statements, analysis, and press releases condemning the possible prolongation of the U.S. occupation. In one statement, MP Omar Al-Jubouri, a Sunni from the National Iraqi Coalition, rejected the attempts to change the withdrawal plans, telling the Nina News Agency that while he "acknowledges the troubled administrative and security situation," he still "holds the U.S. forces responsible" for the deterioration. In another statement, covered by Al-Sabaah newspaper, MP Jamal Jaafar, a Shiite from the United Iraqi Alliance, argued that prolonging the U.S. presence "will cause more tension" among Iraqis. Jaafar also stated that the United States must "get an approval from the Iraqi government" if it was planning to leave even "one single soldier in Iraq beyond the withdrawal deadline included in the bilateral security agreement."

MP Abdul-Karim As-Sameraie, chairman of the Parliamentary Defense Committee, criticized the attempt to change the withdrawal plans and asked again for a public referendum on the bilateral security agreement. Such a measure could result in the cancellation of the agreement, potentially leading to an earlier U.S. withdrawal or having troops operate in Iraq without international legal safeguards.

Consequences of Waffling

An Obama flip-flop on the timetable for withdrawing U.S. troops would have serious consequences in the United States and Iraq. The U.S. global image will be tarnished, Obama's credibility will be called into question, and the administration will likely lose what little global political capital it gained in the last year.

But reneging on withdrawal would have the gravest consequences in Iraq. The Bush administration adopted a conditions-based withdrawal plan. The mantra was "as Iraqis stand up, we will stand down." But such plans for "condition-based" withdrawal create the very deteriorating conditions that lead to an extension of the military occupation.

Unfortunately, there is considerable support both inside and outside Iraq for the continuation of U.S. occupation. Some groups, such as the Iraqi ruling parties or the military industrial complex in the United States, believe occupation is in their self-interest. Others, such as al-Qaeda, hope to cripple the United States by keeping it engaged in a conflict that takes an enormous toll on human lives, money, and global reputation. And Iran and other regional players fear the reemergence of a strong, independent, and united Iraq.

Obama's current plan is based on two sets of time-based deadlines that avoid the pitfalls of a conditions-based withdrawal. Obama's plan to withdraw combat forces by August 31, 2010 and Bush's bilateral agreement for the withdrawal of all troops and contractors by December 31, 2011 both put the responsibility for military, economic, and political security squarely where it should be: on Iraqis.
1ac – Leadership Adv     3/ 
This “escape clause” signals that our word is not our bond. It devastates our credibility 
Martel 09 - Professor of international security studies @ Tufts University. [William C. Martel, “Pull Back, No Matter What,” USA Today, July 01, 2009, pg. http://fletcher.tufts.edu/news/2009/op-eds/Martel_July1.shtml]

First, America's commitment is sacrosanct. When the U.S.-Iraq security agreement went into effect on Jan. 1, we agreed to withdraw combat troops from Iraqi cities and towns by Tuesday — and withdraw all combat forces by the end of August 2010 and all U.S. forces by the end of 2011. States that renege on such public commitments devalue their very credibility. Washington cannot afford to give states the opportunity to believe our pledges do not bear close scrutiny.

Second, strictly adhering to withdrawal could strengthen Iraq by telling insurgents and Iran's leaders that Baghdad intends to defend itself against forces that seek to rip it apart. A crucial test of democracy is whether the state can and will defend itself. If Iraq cannot, then it is doomed to fail. Because failure is not an option for Iraqis, they must successfully manage the withdrawal of U.S. forces.

Third, withdrawal demonstrates the United States is confident that Iraq's government and army can succeed. Signaling Washington's doubts about Iraq's leadership under Prime Minister al-Maliki would instantly undermine Iraq's government.

Fourth, withdrawal has geostrategic benefits well beyond Iraq. It reassures the Middle East that the U.S. has no imperial ambitions to conquer and exploit Iraq. Reinforcing Washington's message that our word is our bond has immense dividends for restoring America's tattered image abroad.

While U.S. policymakers rightly worry about Iraq's future, we cannot renege on withdrawal without weakening Iraq, strengthening insurgents and undermining our credibility. Even invoking an "escape clause" should Iraq descend into catastrophe carries great strategic risks.
Preserving a military role guts US bargaining power.  Acceptance of its failures is key to restoring US credibility 
Stueck 09 - Research Professor of International History @ University of Georgia. [William Stueck, “Iraq, Afghanistan, and American Credibility: Historical Parallels, Part II,” Society for Historians of American Foreign Relations (SHAFR), January 8th, 2009 at 2:42, pg. http://www.shafr.org/2009/01/08/iraq-afghanistan-and-american-credibility-historical-parallels-part-ii/]
Credibility is a tricky concept, with different meanings and implications in different circumstances.  Yet if our past experience with credibility is any guide, its significance in relation to Iraq and Afghanistan will be determined no more by the outcomes there than by our actions at home and in other places.   In the midst of the Chinese offensive against the United States and its allies in Korea in late 1950, an event that in itself was a huge blow to American credibility and threatened to get worse, George F. Kennan wrote a memo to Secretary of State Dean Acheson, with whom he was not on the best of terms:

In international, as in private, life what counts most is not really what happens to someone but how he bears what happens to him….  Almost everything depends from here on out on the manner in which we Americans bear what is unquestionably a major failure and disaster to our national fortunes.  If we accept it with candor, with resolve to absorb its lessons and to make it good by redoubled and determined effort … we need lose niether our self-confidence nor our allies nor our power for bargaining, eventually, with the Russians {sic}.  But if we try to conceal from our own people or from our allies the full measure of our misfortune, or permit ourselves to seek relief in any reactions of bluster or petulance or hysteria, we can easily find this crisis resolving itself into an irreparable deterioration of our world position–and of our confidence in ourselves.

Robert Gates and others determined to avoid defeat in Iraq and Afghanistan would do well to take this advice to heart, not only in striving to develop favorable solutions in those places but in working to develop policies elsewhere that can compensate for potential failures there.  In the end, the self-discipline and sophistication of the American people in addressing the energy issue is likely to have a more enduring impact on American credibility worldwide than ambiguous outcomes in Iraq and Afghanistan.

1ac – Leadership Adv     4/ 
Obama must take control of the withdrawal debate.  His decisive action is key to US credibility 

Malley 6/30/10 - Middle East program director @  International Crisis Group [Robert Malley, “‘Tactical Missteps’,” Tablet, Jun 30, 2010 7:00 AM, pg. http://www.tabletmag.com/news-and-politics/37905/obama-in-the-mideast/]
Second, there have been several tactical missteps, from the early focus on a full Israeli settlement freeze and Arab moves toward normalization with Israel to the overly cautious approach toward Syria. These are not irreversible, but they have led to a feeling of stagnation, of lost time, from which the administration has yet to fully recover.

Third, the administration appears to be extremely president-centric, which is not a bad thing in itself but leads to an impression of drift unless and until he puts his personal stamp on a given policy. We witnessed this clearly on the domestic front with the evolving dynamics of the health-care debate. We see it, too, on the question of the peace process. The president will need to show his hand and make it clear to his team where he wants to go, and at what political price, for clarity to emerge and a sense of direction to take hold.

Finally, and this is both the most interesting and in some respects troubling aspect, the administration—for all its attempts to disentangle itself from the past—remains wedded to a particular way of perceiving the region, namely as divided between militants beholden to Iran (who must be weakened) and moderates close to the United States (who we must bolster). This paradigm assumes the existence of “axes” that are not quite as coherent as believed, overlooks the degree to which some countries operate in the grey “in between,” and thus misses important opportunities to influence regional actors.

This is the more serious of the various issues. For it suggests that we are fighting the last war, guided by an obsolete model. So much has changed since 2000, the last time Democrats were in power. Because of wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, because of what has happened in Iran, because of our long disregard of the peace process, the United States no longer has the authority or legitimacy it once had to shape events. Our traditional Arab allies are running out of steam. New, more dynamic states and movements are gaining in influence. And faith and even interest in the peace process is fading. All of this matters because it determines what we can do, how, and with whom.
A declaration of withdrawal is not enough.   Only an actual policy change will sustain our ability to build coalitions needed to solve global problems 
Zuckerman 6/18/10 - Editor-in-chief of U.S. News & World Report [Mort Zuckerman, “World Sees Obama as Incompetent and Amateur,” US News and World Report, Posted: June 18, 2010, pg. http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/mzuckerman/articles/2010/06/18/mort-zuckerman-world-sees-obama-as-incompetent-and-amateur.html?PageNr=3]
President Obama came into office as the heir to a great foreign policy legacy enjoyed by every recent U.S. president. Why? Because the United States stands on top of the power ladder, not necessarily as the dominant power, but certainly as the leading one. As such we are the sole nation capable of exercising global leadership on a whole range of international issues from security, trade, and climate to counterterrorism. We also benefit from the fact that most countries distrust the United States far less than they distrust one another, so we uniquely have the power to build coalitions. As a result, most of the world still looks to Washington for help in their region and protection against potential regional threats.

Yet, the Iraq war lingers; Afghanistan continues to be immersed in an endless cycle of tribalism, corruption, and Islamist resurgence; Guantánamo remains open; Iran sees how North Korea toys with Obama and continues its programs to develop nuclear weapons and missiles; Cuba spurns America's offers of a greater opening; and the Palestinians and Israelis find that it is U.S. policy positions that defer serious negotiations, the direct opposite of what the Obama administration hoped for.

The reviews of Obama's performance have been disappointing. He has seemed uncomfortable in the role of leading other nations, and often seems to suggest there is nothing special about America's role in the world. The global community was puzzled over the pictures of Obama bowing to some of the world's leaders and surprised by his gratuitous criticisms of and apologies for America's foreign policy under the previous administration of George W. Bush. One Middle East authority, Fouad Ajami, pointed out that Obama seems unaware that it is bad form and even a great moral lapse to speak ill of one's own tribe while in the lands of others.

Even in Britain, for decades our closest ally, the talk in the press—supported by polls—is about the end of the "special relationship" with America. French President Nicolas Sarkozy openly criticized Obama for months, including a direct attack on his policies at the United Nations. Sarkozy cited the need to recognize the real world, not the virtual world, a clear reference to Obama's speech on nuclear weapons. When the French president is seen as tougher than the American president, you have to know that something is awry. Vladimir Putin of Russia has publicly scorned a number of Obama's visions. Relations with the Chinese leadership got off to a bad start with the president's poorly-organized visit to China, where his hosts treated him disdainfully and prevented him from speaking to a national television audience of the Chinese people. The Chinese behavior was unprecedented when compared to visits by other U.S. presidents.

Obama's policy on Afghanistan—supporting a surge in troops, but setting a date next year when they will begin to withdraw—not only gave a mixed signal, but provided an incentive for the Taliban just to wait us out. The withdrawal part of the policy was meant to satisfy a domestic constituency, but succeeded in upsetting all of our allies in the region. Further anxiety was provoked by Obama's severe public criticism of Afghan President Hamid Karzai and his coterie of family and friends for their lackluster leadership, followed by a reversal of sorts regarding the same leaders.

Obama clearly wishes to do good and means well. But he is one of those people who believe that the world was born with the word and exists by means of persuasion, such that there is no person or country that you cannot, by means of logical and moral argument, bring around to your side. He speaks as a teacher, as someone imparting values and generalities appropriate for a Sunday morning sermon, not as a tough-minded leader. He urges that things "must be done" and "should be done" and that "it is time" to do them. As the former president of the Council on Foreign Relations, Les Gelb, put it, there is "the impression that Obama might confuse speeches with policy." Another journalist put it differently when he described Obama as an "NPR [National Public Radio] president who gives wonderful speeches." In other words, he talks the talk but doesn't know how to walk the walk. The Obama presidency has so far been characterized by a well-intentioned but excessive belief in the power of rhetoric with too little appreciation of reality and loyalty.

1ac – Leadership Adv     5/ 
The alternative is apolarity. There is no replacement for US leadership 
Zakaria 07 – Ph.D in Political Science from Harvard University (93) [Fareed Zakaria (Editor of Newsweek International), “Preview of a Post-U.S. World,” Newsweek, updated 1/27/2007 3:14:40 PM, Pg. http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/16843382/site/newsweek/print/1/displaymode/1098/]

German Chancellor Angela Merkel called for a new round of trade talks and asked that everyone be "flexible." In fact, the United States has exhibited considerable flexibility, relaxing its position on many contentious issues, including agricultural subsidies. On the other hand, France, that eloquent critic of U.S. unilateralism, has refused to budge on its lavish subsidies for farmers. As a result, the European Union is fractured and paralyzed. For their part Brazil, China and India speak of flexibility in the abstract but have made no new proposals. The ball for every problem is in everybody's court, which means that it is in nobody's court.

The problem is that this free ride probably can't last forever. The global system—economic, political, social—is not self-managing. Global economic growth has been a fantastic boon, but it produces stresses and strains that have to be handled. Without some coordination, or first mover—or, dare one say it, leader—such management is more difficult.
The world today bears some resemblance to the 1920s, when a newly globalized economy was booming, and science and technological change were utterly transforming life. (Think of the high-tech of the time—electricity, radio, movies and cars, among other recent inventions.) But with Britain declining and America isolationist, that was truly a world without political direction. Eventually protectionism, nationalism, xenophobia and war engulfed it.

In a provocative essay in Foreign Policy three years ago, the British historian Niall Ferguson speculated that the end of American hegemony might not fuel an orderly shift to a multipolar system but a descent into a world of highly fragmented powers, with no one exercising any global leadership. He called this "apolarity." "Apolarity could turn out to mean an anarchic new Dark Age," Ferguson wrote, "an era of waning empires and religious fanaticism, of economic plunder and pillage in the world's forgotten regions, of economic stagnation, and civilization's retreat into a few fortified enclaves." That might be a little farfetched. But for those who have been fondly waiting for the waning of American dominance—be careful what you wish for.
That results in a economic and war 
Ferguson 04 – Professor of Financial History @ NYU and Harvard University [Niall Ferguson, "A World Without Power," Foreign Policy, July/August 2004, pg. http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/afp/vac.htm]
So what is left? Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous—roughly 20 times more—so friction between the world's disparate “tribes” is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on freshwater and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too, so it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it. 

For more than two decades, globalization—the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital—has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization—which a new Dark Age would produce—would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe's Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists' infiltration of the EU would become irreversible, increasing trans-Atlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the Communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returns at home are preferable to the risks of default abroad. 

The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy—from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai—would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of AIDS and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there? 

Those war will include great power diversionary nuclear wars 
Friedberg & Schoenfeld 08 - Professor of politics and international relations @ Princeton University & Visiting scholar @ Witherspoon Institute [AARON FRIEDBERG and GABRIEL SCHOENFELD, “The Dangers of a Diminished America: In the 1930s, isolationism and protectionism spurred the rise of fascism.”, Wall Street Journal, “The Dangers of a Diminished America”, OCTOBER 21, 2008, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122455074012352571.html]
 In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability. The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity. None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures.
1ac – Leadership Adv     6/ 
Obama must fight the tough fight on Iraqi withdrawal.  Showing he can master those who oppose the policy is essential to sustaining US credibility and leadership.. 

Rosati 97 - Professor of Government & International Studies @ University of South Carolina (Jerel, “United States Leadership into the Next Millennium: A Question of Politics”, 52:2, Spring, JSTOR p. 309-315)

It is also important to point out that presidents are increasingly constrained by the existence of a huge bureaucracy that, as is the nature of bureaucracies, remains oriented more to the past then to the future. The president presides over six million personnel in thirteen major departments and hundreds of other organizations and agencies, who spend over one trillion dollars a year on thou- sands of programmes and policies throughout the United States and the world. Not surprisingly, presidential policies are heavily affected by what the bureaucracy is able and willing to implement. Therefore, the president's ability to manage the bureaucracy successfully will be a crucial determinant of his ability to govern effectively in foreign policy. Because the foreign policy bureau- cracy has become so large, complex, and entrenched over the years, this remains a very difficult - if not impossible - task. Despite all the talk about the collapse of Soviet communism and the need for reform, the huge national security bureaucracy which developed in the aftermath of the Second World War to fight the Cold War largely remains intact and acts as a further con- straint on American leadership into the future.16 To reiterate, the domestic political landscape in which presi- dents must operate has become incredibly complex since Vietnam and the collapse of the Cold War. On the one hand, the collapse of the Cold War consensus has given presidents the opportunity to take United States foreign policy in new direc- tions. On the other hand, the fragmentation of beliefs and the rise of pluralist politics mean that presidents run the risk of quickly losing political support. The constraints and political uncertainty faced by presidents in today's domestic political envi- ronment does not bode well for a strong proactive foreign policy in the future. THE IMPORTANCE OF PRESIDENTIAL LEADERSHIP How can presidents maximize their power and success? How can they overcome or minimize the crisis of governance embedded in American politics? How can they increase their ability to govern foreign policy? The key is presidential 'leadership.' Strong leaders are able to maximize their strengths and capabilities, minimize the constraints they face, and force the uncertain elements to work harder, more effectively, and longer in their favour. Strong presidents are more able to exercise power and to govern. Weak leaders, on the other hand, operate in a world of insurmountable obstacles and constraints that severely limit their ability to exer- cise power and to govern effectively. Although this applies partic- ularly to domestic policy, presidential leadership is also important for presidential power and governance in foreign policy. The con- cepts of professional reputation, public prestige, and prerogative government, developed by Richard Neustadt and Richard Pious, are helpful in understanding presidential leadership. The classic statement on presidential leadership is Richard Neustadt's Presidential Power: The Politics of Leadership.17 His basic argument is that the key to presidential power is the 'power to persuade/ and this is a function of political leadership. Presidents who enter office and expect to 'command' are quickly disap- pointed and frustrated. Because of the paradox of presidential power and the existence of the presidential life cycle, presidents cannot command. In fact, as Neustadt points out, efforts at exert- ing presidential power through command are an indication of presidential weakness, for presidents should rely on their legal and formal authority only as a last resort. The command model of governing may be consistent with the way many think about pres- idential power, but the key for presidential governance is to per- suade others that it is in their best interest to do what the presi- dent wants them to do. Neustadt identified three crucial elements of political leader- ship and presidential power: professional reputation, public pres- tige, and presidential choices. Professional reputation refers to how other political actors in Washington and beyond judge the president's ability to get things accomplished. Presidents with a reputation for being very skilful in exercising power, for being a force to be reckoned with when opposed, are most persuasive. Public prestige refers to how other political actors, whether in the bureaucracy, Congress, interest groups, or the media, perceive the level of public support for the president. Presidents with a positive public image are more powerful because high credibility and pop- ular support throughout the country are important political assets in Washington. Strong presidents who are able to persuade successfully are those with high levels of professional reputation and public prestige. According to Hedrick Smith in The Power Game, 'presidents - past, present, and future - have less power than the country imagines, but the successful ones convey the impression of power and get reputations as strong presidents by playing down their problems and trumpeting their few clear victories/18 The third important element of presidential leadership is presidential choice. A president's ability to lead and persuade is a function of the choices and the decisions that he makes for which only he is responsible. The choices a president makes affect his professional reputation and public prestige. Presidential choices may allow a president to take advantage of opportunities as they arise, exercising power when little opportunity seems available because of existing constraints. Ultimately, this requires that the president, and his staff, be skilful in managing the executive branch and the decision-making process, in interacting politically with other players in Washington and beyond, and in symbolically communicating his priorities and preferences throughout society and the world. These are the political requirements for successful presidential leadership. Richard Pious, in The American Presidency, has added impor- tant insights concerning the impact of presidential choice and activism on presidential leadership. He argues that the paradox of presidential power has become so constraining that a president must exercise 'prerogative government' - that is, push the Constitution to its limits - if he wants to govern and lead the country, especially in foreign affairs. 'The president justifies his decisions on constitutional grounds, on powers enumerated, or on those claimed ... When his expansive interpretation is chal- lenged, he appeals to the public for support by defining his actions in terms of "national security" or "the national interest."'19 Those presidents who have a more expansive view of presi- dential power tend to be the most successful in governing. However, activist presidents who exercise prerogative government also run the political risk of abusing their power, and this can damage or even destroy them. The Constitution is an ambiguous document: it is often unclear whether a president is exercising power legitimately or abusing his authority. Presidents have the greatest opportunity to exercise prerogative government during times of crises and national emergencies. However, the final determinant of the legitimate exercise of presidential power is the political environment. The concepts of professional reputation, public prestige, and prerogative government are helpful in understanding the presi- dent's ability to lead and govern the country. These three ele- ments of presidential leadership come together to explain why Franklin Roosevelt was the most successful president in modern times. Not only did he enjoy a high professional reputation and public prestige, he operated during times of domestic and inter- national emergency which allowed him to exercise prerogative government. These concepts also help to explain why presidents Harry Truman, Dwight Eisenhower, and John Kennedy were able to dominate foreign policy during the Cold War years - another time of national emergency in the minds of most Americans who were, therefore, prepared to give presidents extraordinary power over national security and foreign affairs. Ironically, the Vietnam War represented both the apex of presidential power and the beginning of the decline of the exer- cise of prerogative and presidential power in foreign affairs. Lyndon Johnson was the first president to discover that what was accepted as a legitimate exercise of presidential 
Rosati 97     1/2

1ac – Leadership Adv     7/ 
Rosati 97     2/2
power at the height of the Cold War was increasingly seen as presidential abuse of power in the political climate of the Vietnam era. Presidents must realize that they can no longer exercise power and prerogative government in the name of national security unless they are prepared to risk considerable political backlash. The ultimate risk is that they will overshoot the mark and be forced to resign or be voted out of office. Such was the experience of Richard Nixon with Watergate, despite his foreign policy initia- tives and successes. And as the Iran-Contra affair demonstrated, not even Ronald Reagan, with his formidable rhetorical skill and high public prestige, was able to rise above the paradox of presi- dential power. Since Vietnam, for all the reasons discussed above, strong and judicious presidential leadership has become increasingly impor- tant in the conduct of United States foreign policy. To be able to govern foreign policy, not only must presidents exercise preroga- tive government without being perceived as abusing power, they must also exercise the kind of leadership that maximizes political support behind their policies and results in electoral success. Unfortunately, most of those elected to the presidency have not been viewed as particularly strong and successful leaders. George Bush was shocked to discover that, despite his great victory in the Persian Gulf War, he was soon voted out of office, largely because of perceptions that he paid little attention to the domestic ills of the United States. As the United States approaches the complex world at the turn of the century, the quality of presidential leader- ship is of greater consequence than ever for the future of United States foreign policy. INTO THE NEXT MILLENNIUM The future of America's global leadership role cannot be predicted with any degree of certainty. Contradictions abound. The end of the Cold War has created increasing global complexity, posing both greater opportunities and greater constraints for the evolution and exercise of American power. The continued existence of instability and conflict throughout the world, although on a smaller scale than that seen during the Cold War, reinforces the likelihood of an active United States presence in the world and the continued exercise of presidential power in the name of national security. The collapse of communism and the Soviet Union provide unique opportunities for more foreign policy change in a direction away from the Cold War policies of the past, but it has also further weakened the president's ability to govern foreign policy into the future. It was the sense of national emergency associated with the Cold War during the 1950s and 1960s, after all, that was the ulti- mate source of presidential power and American global leader- ship following the Second World War. Clearly, such a sense of national emergency no longer exists in the post-Cold War era - the perception of a 'Cold War* has been replaced with the per- ception of a time of 'relative peace' abroad in the minds of most Americans. This means that the fragmented and pluralist political environment that has prevailed since Vietnam will likely continue in the foreseeable future, posing greater foreign policy opportunities and political risks for presidents and for American leadership abroad. There is no doubt that the United States will continue to have a powerful international presence given its relative power and its legacy of global leadership since the Second World War. There is also little doubt that the future leadership role of the United States in the world will be influenced by who becomes president. Presidents can affect the general direction of United States for- eign policy, within the parameters of legitimate foreign policy views that prevail throughout American politics. But much will depend on the image that Americans have of a president's policies and of their relative success, at home and abroad - a function of the fate of events and the strength of presidential leadership. In other words, it is the dynamic interaction between global developments and the domestic environment that will determine the politics and future of United States foreign policy. This makes it difficult to envision a strong, proactive global leadership role across different administrations adapting to the challenges of the twenty-first century over a sustained period of time. It may simply be that the Cold War era has been superseded by an increasingly complex global and domestic environment where the days of grand design in foreign policy have given way to a time in which United States foreign policy is more likely to be reactive - a time of muddling through. This may not be what most people mean by global leadership. But this appears to be the case thus far under Presidents George Bush and Bill Clinton, the first two post-Cold War presidents. In the final analysis, one can debate the global leadership role that 'should' prevail in United States foreign policy until one is blue in the face; however, the future of United States foreign policy 'will' ultimately be grounded in political reality.
1ac – Iran Adv     1/ 
Advantage: ______ Iran  

Conditional withdrawal is an open invitation for Iran to destabilize Iraq 

Jarrar 5/25/10 - Senior fellow on the Middle East @ Peace Action [Raed Jarrar, “Don’t reward violence in Iraq by extending U.S. troop withdrawal deadline,” The Progressive, May 25, 2010, pg. http://www.progressive.org/mpjarrar052510.html]
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.

Iran has the motive to do so. The want to keep the US bogged-down in Iraq.  
Saikal 07 – Professor of Political Science @ Australian National University. [AMIN SAIKAL (Director of the Centre for Arab and Islamic Studies (the Middle East and Central Asia) @ Australian National University), “Iran’s new strategic entity,” Australian Journal of International Affairs Vol. 61, No. 3, September 2007, pp. 296_305]
Similarly, but more importantly, Tehran has been able to access the empowerment of the Shi’ite majority under the impulse of the American push for democratisation in Iraq. Although a majority of Iraqi Shi’ites are of Arab origins, and the rule of the country by its Arab Sunni minority has historically forged Iraq’s national identity with the Arab world, Tehran has developed close sectarian and non-sectarian ties with some of the most powerful Iraqi figures across the Iraqi Shi’ite range, most notably the Grand Ayatullah al-Sistani, Muqtadar al-Sadr and Abdul Aziz al-Hakim, as well as some of the Shia political organisations, such as the Supreme Council for Islamic Revolution in Iraq and Da’wa Party, Virtue Party and the Badr Organisation, as well as al-Sadr’s Mehdi Army and the Badr Brigade. Tehran’s policy approach to the Iraq conflict has all along been two-pronged. On the one hand, it has encouraged its Shi’ite allies to act within a united alliance and let the US-induced processes of democratisation deliver power to them without fighting for it. On the other hand, it has wanted to see the US bogged down and bleeding in Iraq for whatever length of time required to prevent Washington from acting against it, and to enable the regime to consolidate a position of paramount regional influence. Pg. 301
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It’s blind to downside risks.  Tehran thinks it can “manage the chaos” 
ICG 05 – An independent, non-profit, multinational organization working through field-based analysis and high-level advocacy to prevent and resolve deadly conflict. [International Crisis Group, “IRAN IN IRAQ: HOW MUCH INFLUENCE?,” Middle East Report N°38 – 21 March 2005, pg. 22]
The picture that emerges is of widespread, diversified, but also cautious Iranian involvement that aims at securing the regime's fundamental interests: preserving Iraq's territorial integrity, avoiding a descent into chaos or civil war, promoting a Shiite-dominated, friendly and nonthreatening government, maintaining ties and influence with a range of actors, and, importantly, keeping the U.S. preoccupied. To be sure, concerns about Iraq emerging as a competing political -- i.e., democratic -- or religious -- i.e., moderate Shiite -- model also play. But these for the most part are seen as less immediate preoccupations; besides, the current policy of investing in a wide array of Iraqi actors and maintaining a degree of instability mitigates those risks. To meet its various ends, Iran's security agencies likely have run interference in Iraqi affairs, collected intelligence, supplied funds (and possibly weapons), promoted certain parties and personalities, and occasionally even backed insurgents.

In short, Iran's strategy is premised on the requirement that Iraq not emerge as a threat, whether of a military, political or ideological nature, and whether deriving from its definitive failure (its collapse into civil war) or definitive success (its emergence as a genuinely democratic model). To paraphrase a U.S. official, Iran is interested in the unity of Iraq, but even more so in its own immunity from Iraq.155 That strategy translates into a policy of:

Managed Chaos. While continued and expanded unrest in Iraq would threaten Iranian interests, in the short term Tehran has seen protracted but controllable disorder as the optimal way of safeguarding the full range of those interests. The words of Naser Chaderchi, head of Iraq's National Democratic Party (which won no seats in the transitional national assembly), were echoed widely among Iraqi officials and Western observers. Iran's aim in Iraq, he said, was to prevent complete stabilisation: The Iranians believe that if there is stability in Iraq, the Americans would consider moving against Iran next. I don't think the Iranians want to create uncontrollable chaos in Iraq, though. They want a manageable chaos, and they share this approach with other neighbouring states.156 Just so, say European observers in Iran and Iraq. "Iran is always trying to balance its lines", a diplomat based in 155 Crisis Group interview, Washington, 1 March 2005. 156 Crisis Group interview with Nassir al-Chadirchi, leader of the National Democratic Party, Baghdad, 17 October 2004. Baghdad said. "They do not want Iraq to be completely stable, nor completely unstable".157 In other words, Iran wants to be the manager of "manageable" chaos in Iraq.

While Tehran so far has proved adept at this fine balancing act, the risks of miscalculation are evident. "They are trying to balance between chaos and civil war", explained a diplomat in Tehran. "But they do not have a clear idea of where that balance lies".158 In November 2004, an Iranian cleric and close associate of Ayatollah Sistani warned about the fallout from Tehran's involvement with Iraqi affairs: "Iran's policy in Iraq is 100 per cent wrong. In trying to keep the Americans busy they have furthered the suffering of ordinary Iraqis….We are not asking them to help the Americans, but what they are doing is not in the interests of the Iraqi people; it is making things worse. We [Iranians] have lost the trust of the Iraqi people [Mardom-e Aragh az dast dadeem]".159 pg. 22
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There is a high risk of a miscalculated war.  
Halliday 07 – Research professor in International Relations & Middle East Studies @ the Barcelona Institute for International Studies [Fred Halliday, “The matter with Iran,” 1 March 2007, OpenDemocracy, pg. http://www.opendemocracy.net/globalization-irandemocracy/iran_matter_4396.jsp] 

Yet there is another side to the US-Iranian polarisation that could prove dangerous not only to Washington but also the Islamic Republic and which arises from the miscalculations of the Iranian leadership itself. Iran's President Ahmadinejad has made himself popular in much of the Arab world, and among Muslims more broadly, for his outspoken denunciations of the US. He has also heartened many by his calls for the destruction of Israel (something he did indeed call for, despite claims by some inside and outside Iran that he was mistranslated: the words mahv bayad bashad [must be wiped out] leave no room for doubt). 

Yet Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has also thrown caution, and a due evaluation of the enmity and strength of his enemies, to the wind. (Ayatollah Khomeini once rebuked Ali Akbar Velayati for following him in a violent denunciation of Saudi Arabia, reminding the longstanding the foreign minister that it was his job to maintain relations with other states.) At the same time the president has indulged in a set of ill-conceived economic policies at home, squandering oil revenue to boost consumption, launching retrograde educational and cultural campaigns against secularism, while failing to meet the campaign promises to the poor that, in 2005, secured his surprise election. The failure of his candidates to prevail in the December 2006 elections to the Expediency Council, an important constitutional watchdog, and a growth of criticism even from conservatives and other clerics, augurs ill for his future. 

No one can tell where the current confrontation between Tehran and Washington will lead to. Perhaps, as a result of impatience, miscalculation or innate risk-taking, Iran and the US will be at war in the near future. Or it may prove to be the case that both are playing for time: the Iranians want to spin out negotiations with the west over the nuclear issue until the US position in Iraq is even weaker, the US may want to stay its hand in the hope that domestic economic and social problems will further weaken the regime and allow them to precipitate political upheaval. Everything is possible. 

The roots of turbulence 

In this context it is worth looking more closely at the way in which Iran formulates its foreign policy, and the roots of its high-risk policy. Much is made of the fact that Iran is an ancient imperial power, one of the four countries in the world - along with China, Egypt and Yemen - which can claim continuity as a state over 3,000 years. 

It may also be some satisfaction to Iranian leaders that with their influence in Lebanon and Palestine, Iran now has a military emplacement on the shores of the Mediterranean for the first time since the Achaemenid empire (c 550-350 BCE). Moreover, Iran's aspiration to nuclear capability, in whatever form, is as much due to the aspiration to be a major power as to military factors, just as is the retention of what are in practice useless and expensive weapons by Britain and France. 

Certainly, Iranian official, and popular, attitudes towards nearly all their neighbours (with the interesting exception of the Armenians) are replete with prejudice and a sense of superiority. "You colonialists left your goat's droppings around the region, but sooner or later we will sweep them away", one interlocutor in Tehran said to me. When I asked what these "goat's droppings" were, he replied: "Pakistan, Iraq and Israel". 

It is in part this self-perception which explains one of the most constant features of Iranian foreign policy over the past century, and one to which my diplomat companion was drawing attention during our lunch in Tehran: namely, the recurrent tendency of Iranian leaders to overplay their hand. Even a brief list is striking: 

in the second world war, Reza Shah, the first of the two Pahlavi monarchs, thought he could balance British and Russian pressure by maintaining relations with Germany, but in the end, and as soon as Russia entered the war in 1941, Iran was invaded and Reza Shah sent off to exile in Mauritius

in the early 1950s, the nationalist prime minister Mohammad Mossadeq thought he could nationalise Iranian oil (hitherto a monopoly of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, today's BP) on his own terms and avoid a compromise with western governments: in the end, he was overthrown in the CIA and MI6 coup of August 1953 during the Iran-Iraq war of the 1980s, Ayatollah Khomeini failed to grasp the Iraqi near-surrender of 1982, a consequence of his belief that Iranian forces could topple the Iraqi regime and impose a Shi'a substitute; the result was six more years of war, the deaths of hundreds of thousands of Iranians, the entry of the US navy into the war on the side of the Iraqis, and (in August 1988) a far less favourable peace.

Much is made too of the fact that Iran is the most important Shi'a state and that the last great Persian dynasty, the Safavid (1502-1736) made Shi'ism a powerful political and military, as well as cultural, force in the region, a rival for centuries to the Sunni Ottoman empire to the west. This Shi'a identity, one that the mullahs have in any case overblown, has also proved to be a mixed blessing for the Islamic republic; for many outside Iran - and even for Shi'a in countries like Iraq, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait - Iran's projection of its Shi'ism has put them in a difficult situation, not least for the implied claim of the superior authority of clergy, and politicians, based inside Iran. Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani, the leading Shi'a cleric in Iraq, and himself an Iranian, has long sought to limit such influence, as has, in a much rougher way, the rising Shi'a leader, Muqtada al-Sadr. 

Iran's imperial and nationalist past and its Shi'a identity, are not, however, enough to explain the noisy and risky policy Iran is pursuing today. Here two other factors need to be brought into account. The first is that Iran is an oil-producing country, a fact that, especially at a time of high oil prices, gives to the state some leeway simultaneously to mollify the people and pursue expensive military programmes. 

The problem is that these expenditures do little to alleviate the long-term problems of the economy and are usually, is the Iranian case, and also that of Venezuela, accompanied by much waste, corruption and factionalism. In this regard, Ahmadinejad and Hugo Chávez are two of a kind: intoxicated with their own rhetoric, insouciant about the longer term economic development of their oil industries and economy as a whole, and wilfully provocative, towards the United States and immediate neighbours alike, in foreign policy. 

The second and indeed the most important (and neglected) factor explaining contemporary Iran, however, is a fact evident in its historical origin, policy and rhetoric: that the Islamic Republic of Iran is a country that has emerged from a revolution and that this revolution has far from lost its dynamic, at home or abroad. 
It is not in the imperial dreams of ancient Persia, or the global vision of Shi'a clergy, but in the repetition by Iran of the same policies, aspirations and mistakes of previous revolutionary regimes, from France in the 1790s, to Cuba in the 1960s and 1970s that the underlying logic of its actions can be seen. 
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This inadvertent war that will quickly escalate 

Chubin 08 – Director of Studies @ Geneva Centre for Security Policy [Shahram Chubin (Former Director of Regional Security Studies @ International Institute for Strategic Studies), “Iran's 'Risk-Taking' in Perspective,” The Institut Français des Relations Internationales (Ifri) Winter 2008]
In Afghanistan as in Iraq, Iran has an interest in the stability of its neighbor, and preventing the emergence of extremism on its doorstep. However, as in Iraq, Iran also sees an interest in weakening the United States. It does this by supporting elements hostile to Western troops, thus running the risk of a political implosion in that country that could harm Iran’s own interests. Iran thus covers all bets by supporting the Karzai government, warlords in the Herat (Shi’i) regions and insurgents opposed to the NATO presence including their former foes, the Taleban.25 While investing in Afghanistan, Iran is also destabilizing it by the forcible mass expulsion of refugees and permitting (if not facilitating) arms trafficking into that country.26

Iranian risk-taking is most clear in recent activities in the Persian Gulf, which raise questions pertinent to its conduct in Iraq and Afghanistan: to what extent is the central government in Tehran actually in control of Iranian policy? Are there freelancers or rogue elements that can influence policy by precipitating crises?

The question of the influence of the Revolutionary Guard has been raised in relation to the Al Qods brigade in Iraq and the arms flows into Afghanistan. It is also posed with regard to Iran’s provocative capture and subsequent release of British marines in the Gulf in March 2007 (An incident that followed a similar one earlier, in 2004). Coming on the heels of increased tensions between Tehran and Washington, and in the wake of a U.S. military build-up in the Gulf, the incident could easily have provoked a crisis if the British had resisted arrest and deaths had occurred. Such a fight might have escalated rapidly. Iran’s Revolutionary Guard appears to have acted on its own initiative, just as earlier they had been responsible for painting graffiti on U.S. warships, another dangerously irresponsible act in a war-zone.27

The evidence that the Iranian government may not be in full control raises the question of civilian control of the military but also suggests that the military may have less concern for the “diplomatic consequences” of specific incidents.28 This insensitivity may be explained by a fixation on domestic politics discussed earlier. More recently attempts to further exploit the incident and “humiliate” the British is suggested by the decision to parade the boats captured in March on the streets of Tehran.29 Another naval incident that risked hostilities and escalation occurred in January 2008. A number of small revolutionary guards in well armed, high speed boats converged on the US fleet near the Hormuz straits while making threatening noises and demands. Interpretations differed. What an Iranian Foreign Ministry spokesman called “an ordinary occurrence”, President Bush called a “provocative act” noting “this not the time for any provocation in the region.” Admiral Michael Mullen, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, while warning Iran not to underestimate US resolve said “We are not anxious to see a miscalculation here which could occur, and certainly not anxious to get into combat with them.”30 France considered Iran’s behavior dangerous. This was also the view of the GCC states, although they remained silent.31

What made this incident especially risky was the fact that the overall context of Iran-US relations was tense with Iran’s proxy war in Iraq and U.S. hints of military strikes on facilities and retaliation. But over and above that, the incident was indicative of the two states’ perceptions. The US was concerned about the vulnerability of its fleet in an enclosed area, to landbased missiles, mines and the swarming of fast patrol-boats that could overload its timely means of detection and retaliation, and inflict a major loss on it.32 In probing and posturing Iran may have been testing U.S. defences, U.S. will, or simply demonstrating the Guards’ swashbuckling reliance on asymmetrical war. Whatever the explanation, the risks of an inadvertent clash that could escalate was high. Again the question raised, but not answered, was whether the incident was centrally controlled and planned, or the product of local – i.e. Guards – initiative.  Pg. 18-19
All life on the planet will be destroyed
Hirsch 06 - Professor of physics @ University of California, San Diego. [Jorge Hirsch, “Israel, Iran and the US: Who Will be Blamed for Nuclear War?,” Global Research, July 24, 2006, pg. http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=2807.]

In the end of course we will all lose. Because the nuclear genie, unleashed from its bottle in the war against Iran, will never retreat. And just like the US could develop nuclear weapons in only 4 years with completely new technology 60 years ago, many more countries and groups will be highly motivated to do it in the coming year.s

Think about the current disproportionate response of Israel, applied in a conflict where the contenders have nuclear weapons. 10 to 1 retaliation, starting with a mere 600 casualties, wipes out the entire Earth's population in eight easy steps. Who will be willing to stop the escalation? The country that lost 60,000 citizens in the last hit? The one that lost 600,000? 6 million?

As the nuclear holocaust unfolds, some will remember the Lebanon conflict and subsequent Iran war and blame it on Israel. Others will properly blame Americans, for having allowed their Executive to erase the 60-year old taboo against the use of nuclear weapons, first in doctrine and then in practice, despite having the most powerful conventional military force in the world. Others of course will blame "Muslim extremism".

And then the blaming will wither away as a three-billion-year old experiment, life on planet Earth, comes to an end. 

China will cease purchasing US debt. 

EU Times 09 [The European Union Times, “Russia and China Warn US That Israeli Attack On Iran Means World War,” Jul 19, 2009 |pg. http://www.eutimes.net/2009/07/russia-and-china-warn-us-that-israeli-attack-on-iran-means-world-war/] 

 

Most ominously in these reports though, both Russia and China state that they will have “no choice” but to place an “immediate embargo” against any oil and gas coming from the Middle East and weapons to the region the United States may try to supply. China further states in this warning that upon an Israeli attack upon Iran they will “immediately cease” to purchase any more US debt, and with the American deficit hitting $1 Trillion for the first time in their history, and with it expecting to exceed $2 Trillion by the end of the fiscal year on September 30th, a particually grave threat being that China’s $2 Trillion in reserves are the only thing keeping the US economy afloat.
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US-Sino trade war 

Herman 2/8/10 [ARTHUR HERMAN, “China's debt bomb: America's No. 1 creditor holds the ultimate weapon,” New York Post,  Last Updated: 4:28 AM, February 8, 2010, pg. http://www.nypost.com/p/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/china_debt_bomb_onc23nzJdiQR7gTLkrwSpL/1#ixzz0gvkwBVi9]
Suppose that in retaliation for some slight China decides to stop buying Treasury bonds, forcing our debt to cost us even more. A furious US Congress hits back with trade sanctions. China then responds by driving up the price of the dollar, crippling US exports -- or, alternately, it crashes the dollar by dumping its foreign reserves, even as Chinese computer hackers slow down our banks' ability to respond to the crisis. No one will call this a war. But it will certainly fit the classic definition of war as politics by other means. And the Pentagon knows it. 
Last March, the Pentagon held its first-ever economic-warfare war game, with China as the putative opponent and with economists and bankers (including from UBS) helping out. 
Details of what unfolded are still classified. However, sources told Fox Business News that the scenario played out as planned. That was the good news. 
The bad news is that China won. 
Today, some experts argue that rational self-interest will prevent China from waging this kind of economic warfare, because crippling the US would also severely wound its own economy. However, on an issue like Taiwan or Japan, rational judgment can take a backseat to national pride, and the desire to reverse old humiliations. 
It goes nuclear 

Taaffe 05 [Peter Taaffe, “China, A New Superpower?,” Socialist Alternative.org, Nov 1, 2005, pg. http://www.socialistalternative.org/news/article11.php?id=30] 
While this conflict is unresolved, the shadow of a trade war looms. Some commentators, like Henry C.K. Liu in the Asia Times, go further and warn that "trade wars can lead to shooting wars." China is not the Japan of the 21st century. Japan in the 1980s relied on the U.S. military and particularly its nuclear umbrella against China, and was therefore subject to the pressure and blackmail of the U.S. ruling class. 
The fear of the U.S., and the capitalists of the "first world" as a whole, is that China may in time "out-compete" the advanced nations for hi-tech jobs while holding on to the stranglehold it now seems to have in labor-intensive industries. 
As the OECD commented recently: "In the five-year period to 2003, the number of students joining higher education courses has risen by three and a half times, with a strong emphasis on technical subjects." 
The number of patents and engineers produced by China has also significantly grown. At the same time, an increasingly capitalist China - most wealth is now produced in the private sector but the majority of the urban labor force is still in state industries - and the urgency for greater energy resources in particular to maintain its spectacular growth rate has brought it into collision on a world scale with other imperialist powers, particularly the U.S. 
In a new worldwide version of the "Great Game" - the clash for control of central Asia's resources in the nineteenth century - the U.S. and China have increasingly come up against and buffeted one another. Up to now, the U.S. has held sway worldwide due to its economic dominance buttressed by a colossal war machine accounting for 47% of total world arms spending. But Iraq has dramatically shown the limits of this: "A country that cannot control Iraq can hardly remake the globe on its own." (Financial Times) 
But no privileged group disappears from the scene of history without a struggle. Donald Rumsfeld, U.S. defense secretary, has stated: "Since no nation threatens China, one must wonder: why this growing [arms] investment? Why these continuing large and expanding arms purchases?" 
China could ask the same question of the U.S. In order to maintain its position, the U.S. keeps six nuclear battle fleets permanently at sea, supported by an unparalleled network of bases. As Will Hutton in The Observer has commented, this is not because of "irrational chauvinism or the needs of the military-industrial complex, but because of the pressure they place on upstart countries like China." 
In turn, the Chinese elite has responded in kind. For instance, in the continuing clash over Taiwan, a major-general in the People's Liberation Army baldly stated that if China was attacked "by Washington during a confrontation over Taiwan... I think we would have to respond with nuclear weapons." 
He added: "We Chinese will prepare ourselves for the destruction of all of the cities east of Xian. Of course, the Americans would have to be prepared that hundreds... of cities would be destroyed by the Chinese." This bellicose nuclear arms rattling shows the contempt of the so-called great powers for the ordinary working-class and peasant peoples of China and the people of the U.S. when their interests are at stake. 
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Withdrawal – without preconditions – solves.  It creates new strategic options for the US and Iran.  Prefer our ev. The author is the most qualified person to speak on the issue  
Odom 07 – Professor of Political Science @ Yale University and Research Fellow @ Hudson Institute [William E. Odom (Retired Army Lieutenant General, Former head of Army intelligence (Reagan), former director of the National Security Agency (Reagan), and served on the National Security Council (Carter), “The Mission Can't Be Accomplished -- It's Time for a New Strategy,” Washington Post, Sunday, February 11, 2007, pg. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/02/09/AR2007020901917.html
2) We must continue the war to prevent Iran's influence from growing in Iraq. This is another absurd notion. One of the president's initial war aims, the creation of a democracy in Iraq, ensured increased Iranian influence, both in Iraq and the region. Electoral democracy, predictably, would put Shiite groups in power -- groups supported by Iran since Saddam Hussein repressed them in 1991. Why are so many members of Congress swallowing the claim that prolonging the war is now supposed to prevent precisely what starting the war inexorably and predictably caused? Fear that Congress will confront this contradiction helps explain the administration and neocon drumbeat we now hear for expanding the war to Iran. 

Here we see shades of the Nixon-Kissinger strategy in Vietnam: widen the war into Cambodia and Laos. Only this time, the adverse consequences would be far greater. Iran's ability to hurt U.S. forces in Iraq are not trivial. And the anti-American backlash in the region would be larger, and have more lasting consequences. 

3) We must prevent the emergence of a new haven for al-Qaeda in Iraq. But it was the U.S. invasion that opened Iraq's doors to al-Qaeda. The longer U.S. forces have remained there, the stronger al-Qaeda has become. Yet its strength within the Kurdish and Shiite areas is trivial. After a U.S. withdrawal, it will probably play a continuing role in helping the Sunni groups against the Shiites and the Kurds. Whether such foreign elements could remain or thrive in Iraq after the resolution of civil war is open to question. Meanwhile, continuing the war will not push al-Qaeda outside Iraq. On the contrary, the American presence is the glue that holds al-Qaeda there now. 

4) We must continue to fight in order to "support the troops." This argument effectively paralyzes almost all members of Congress. Lawmakers proclaim in grave tones a litany of problems in Iraq sufficient to justify a rapid pullout. Then they reject that logical conclusion, insisting we cannot do so because we must support the troops. Has anybody asked the troops? 

During their first tours, most may well have favored "staying the course" -- whatever that meant to them -- but now in their second, third and fourth tours, many are changing their minds. We see evidence of that in the many news stories about unhappy troops being sent back to Iraq. Veterans groups are beginning to make public the case for bringing them home. Soldiers and officers in Iraq are speaking out critically to reporters on the ground. 

But the strangest aspect of this rationale for continuing the war is the implication that the troops are somehow responsible for deciding to continue the president's course. That political and moral responsibility belongs to the president, not the troops. Did not President Harry S. Truman make it clear that "the buck stops" in the Oval Office? If the president keeps dodging it, where does it stop? With Congress? 

Embracing the four myths gives Congress excuses not to exercise its power of the purse to end the war and open the way for a strategy that might actually bear fruit. 

The first and most critical step is to recognize that fighting on now simply prolongs our losses and blocks the way to a new strategy. Getting out of Iraq is the pre-condition for creating new strategic options. Withdrawal will take away the conditions that allow our enemies in the region to enjoy our pain. It will awaken those European states reluctant to collaborate with us in Iraq and the region. 

Second, we must recognize that the United States alone cannot stabilize the Middle East. 

Third, we must acknowledge that most of our policies are actually destabilizing the region. Spreading democracy, using sticks to try to prevent nuclear proliferation, threatening "regime change," using the hysterical rhetoric of the "global war on terrorism" -- all undermine the stability we so desperately need in the Middle East. 

Fourth, we must redefine our purpose. It must be a stable region, not primarily a democratic Iraq. We must redirect our military operations so they enhance rather than undermine stability. We can write off the war as a "tactical draw" and make "regional stability" our measure of "victory." That single step would dramatically realign the opposing forces in the region, where most states want stability. Even many in the angry mobs of young Arabs shouting profanities against the United States want predictable order, albeit on better social and economic terms than they now have. 

Realigning our diplomacy and military capabilities to achieve order will hugely reduce the numbers of our enemies and gain us new and important allies. This cannot happen, however, until our forces are moving out of Iraq. Why should Iran negotiate to relieve our pain as long as we are increasing its influence in Iraq and beyond? Withdrawal will awaken most leaders in the region to their own need for U.S.-led diplomacy to stabilize their neighborhood. 
Withdrawal expands our bandwidth to deal with the Iran crisis 

Duffy 07 - Assistant managing editor of TIME [MICHAEL DUFFY, “How to Leave Iraq,” Time, Thursday, Jul. 19, 2007, pg. www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1644877,00.html]
As exhausting as the enterprise in Iraq has been for Americans, it remains merely the most urgent of a wide range of challenges to global stability. While it can only be glimpsed, an end to the debacle in Iraq does not mean an end to America's responsibilities in the world. With the U.S. drawing down, Iraq would diminish as a focal point of anti-Americanism. With most U.S. troops exiting the region, Washington would have more leverage with Iran, which has continued its march toward nuclear weapons while the U.S. has been bogged down in Iraq. And most important of all, the U.S. would regain the military, economic and intellectual bandwidth it once employed to advance its interests elsewhere and start rebuilding its reputation overseas. 

But that will require the kind of diplomatic effort that this Administration has been reluctant to pursue. The most obvious place to start is Iraq, where U.S. diplomacy will still be needed to bring about a sustainable accord between Sunnis and Shi'ites, should they ever tire of fighting. A State Department official says what is needed is a greater willingness to engage hard-line forces on both sides of the sectarian divide as well as the Iranians and Syrians, all of whom will have a say in Iraq's future. Resistance to this idea comes from the White House, a U.S. diplomat says. "There is a reality on the ground in Iraq that we never really wanted to confront too much, but there are real politics in Iraq," says the official. "If we can tap into that and start working and engaging with Iraqis in a different way, we might actually become part of what emerges as a solution." 

Beyond Iraq, a redoubled effort to build a viable Palestinian government that can eventually reach a settlement with Israel would undercut another source of anti-Americanism and Islamic radicalism. The U.S. must also attend to growing instability in Pakistan, a key but uncertain ally in its war on terrorism, and may need to send some of the troops coming out of Iraq to Afghanistan to shore up the shaky government in Kabul. 

Can it be done? Michael Mandelbaum, who teaches U.S. foreign policy at Johns Hopkins University, warns that potential gains in any salvage operation are limited, and this one is no different. "The goal here is damage limitation," he says, "not the kind of success envisioned when the operation began." Withdrawal from Iraq will be slow, messy and painful. But however difficult the passage, it is still possible to get to a place that is more secure than where we are now. 

U: Withdrawal is conditional 
US withdrawal is conditional.  External actors can influence timetable 
Reuters 2/22/10 [“U.S. won't alter Iraq drawdown without deterioration,” Mon Feb 22, 2010 5:09pm EST, pg. http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE61L4OH20100222]

(Reuters) - The United States would only slow down its troop withdrawal from Iraq if there were a serious deterioration in security conditions, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said on Monday.

"Before we would consider recommending anything like that we would have to see a pretty considerable deterioration of the situation in Iraq and we don't see that certainly at this point," Gates told reporters at the Pentagon.

The March 7 parliamentary ballot is seen as a critical test for Iraq, which is trying to move beyond years of sectarian carnage between Shi'ites and Sunnis and revamp its war-battered economy and oil sector.

A reduction in violence over the past year has raised hopes of a smooth transition as U.S. forces draw down in Iraq ahead of a complete withdrawal by the end of 2011.

The top U.S. military commander in Iraq, General Ray Odierno, told reporters earlier on Monday that he still expected to reduce U.S. troop levels in Iraq to 50,000 by the end of August, from about the current 96,000.

But Odierno also signaled he could slow the pace of this year's withdrawal if the situation deteriorated following March elections -- a scenario he did not expect to see.

"I could do that ... I would have to seek approval to do that, but yes," Odierno said, when asked whether he might keep troops above the 50,000 level past August.

Asked whether there was anything that neighbors like 

coverage of Iran" 
Iran
 could do to influence the timetable for withdrawal, Odierno said: "I don't think it's so much about Iranian interference that would delay our withdrawal, but it's about the overall situation in Iraq."

"And if Iran and any other country would cause some significant change in the conditions in Iraq, we certainly would have to consider our timeline," he said.
U: Withdrawal delay coming 
While Obama preaches withdrawal, delay is inevitable 

Pitt 5/14/10 [William Rivers Pitt, “Out of Iraq? Don't Hold Your Breath,” Friday 14 May 2010, pg. http://www.truthout.org/out-iraq-dont-hold-your-breath59458?print]

President Obama will not get the United States out of Iraq in his first term. If he wins a second term, it is highly unlikely he will get us out of Iraq before he finally leaves office.

Print that out and tack it to your wall. Six years from now, it will still be hanging there, yellow and curled, but entirely correct. We're not going anywhere.

Yeah, yeah, I know, the word from the White House ever since Obama first began to campaign has been that we'll be out of Iraq by 2011. That was the promise, oft-repeated, and I'm here to tell you that it's a load of bull. Iraq is the 51st state, now and forever, so praise the Lord and pass the taxpayer-funded ammunition, amen.

The reasons for this grim truth are myriad, and most recently have to do with another frenzy of violence and bloodshed in that ravaged, raped nation. A parliamentary election on March 7 failed to deliver majority control to either of the two major factions - one controlled by former Prime Minister Iyad Allawi, the other by current Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki - and the resulting power struggle has spilled into the streets. Again.

On Monday, more than 100 people were killed and 300 injured after a series of bombings and assassinations rippled across Iraq. In total, it appears there were more than 60 attacks; Baghdad, Mosul, Hilla, and other cities were rent by explosions and gunfire which, according to the power players, had a decidedly political edge. Matters have gotten so dangerous there that Allawi was compelled to lash out at his own government (such as it is) for sitting on their hands while people are getting killed:

Allawi says he is under constant threat and that the government is doing little to help protect him. "We live every single day under a threat that we are going to be assassinated," he says. "I ask for support from the government, as an ex-Prime Minister ... Nobody cares a damn." Asked to specify what kind of support he has asked for, Allawi says, "Cars, communication gear, these bomb-detection, anti-detonator things ... These cost a lot of money. It's not free of charge. We need the government to protect us as they protect others. But this is not happening. I have to go to personal friends to donate a car, an armored car. It's ridiculous."

Allawi is particularly furious that the impasse has allowed other rivals to whittle away at contested seats with a campaign of "de-Baathification" - that is, purging politicians with ties to Saddam Hussein's ousted Baath Party. "This smearing campaign was something unbelievable: the Baath Party is coming back to power, Saddam Hussein is coming out of his grave and things of this nonsense," he says. (Allawi's party crosses sectarian lines, while al-Maliki's is predominantly Shi'ite.)

The violence didn't end on Monday. On Tuesday, two bombs went off in Mosul, one targeting the Iraqi police force and the other targeting an Iraqi military patrol. A suicide car bomb went off at a police checkpoint in Falluja, and hundreds of students tried to storm a local Parliament building in the Kurdish region of Iraq after the abduction and killing of a Kurdish journalist.

This would all be disgusting by itself, but is made more so by the fact that these events have become so morbidly predictable. Advocates of the war, along with a herd of "professional" pundits, would argue that things are far better in Iraq than they used to be. Those unfortunate souls who have spent the first half of this week sweeping guts and eyeballs off the sidewalks, however, would probably beg to differ.

Which brings us to why we're not leaving. According to The Associated Press:

U.S. commanders, worried about increased violence in the wake of Iraq's inconclusive elections, are now reconsidering the pace of a major troop pullout this summer, U.S. officials said Tuesday. The withdrawal of the first major wave of troops is expected to be delayed by about a month, the officials said. Waiting much longer could endanger President Barack Obama's goal of reducing the force level from 92,000 to 50,000 troops by Aug. 31.

More than two months after parliamentary elections, the Iraqis have still not formed a new government, and militants aiming to exploit the void have carried out attacks like Monday's bombings and shootings that killed at least 119 people - the country's bloodiest day of 2010.

The threat has prompted military officials to look at keeping as many troops on the ground for as long as possible without missing the Aug. 31 deadline. A security agreement between the two nations requires American troops to be out of Iraq by the end of 2011.

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

Two senior administration officials said the White House is closely watching to see if the Aug. 31 date needs to be pushed back - if only to ensure that enough security forces are in place to prevent or respond to militant attacks. Both spoke on condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the administration's internal discussions.

Already, the violence, fueled by Iraq's political instability, will likely postpone the start of what the top U.S. commander in Iraq, Army Gen. Ray Odierno, has called the withdrawal "waterfall" - sending home large numbers of troops in a very swift period.

Read between the lines of that carefully-worded report, and the reality of the situation becomes all too clear. We made such an incredible mess in Iraq that continued violence is a brass-bound guarantee. Every act of violence gives more fuel to those who argue for staying. It's a perfect circle, and it is not going to stop.

George W. Bush and his merry men got us into Iraq with the absolute intention of staying there forever. We've built a bunch of massive bases for exactly that purpose. Most people consider the Bush administration to be an abject failure, but in this they succeeded beyond even the wildest expectations. The companies that continue to rake in cash from our expenditures in that war are going to be building golden statues of Bush for a long time to come.

Whether President Obama is a prisoner of this situation, or is actively continuing the policy, is entirely irrelevant at this point. He may hate this war, or he may love it, but at the end of the day, he will continue in the manner of his predecessor.

We're there, and unless this country erupts in a frenzy of furious protest and civil disobedience, we're staying. Even that may not make the nut, but it would be awfully nice to see this country shake itself out of its stupor and do what needs to be done.

Obama will miss the Iraq withdrawal deadline 

Ditz 5/19/10 [Jason Ditz, “Obama’s Iraq Drawdown a Virtual Impossibility,” Antiwar.com, Posted On May 19, 2010 @ 6:20 pm, pg. http://news.antiwar.com/2010/05/19/despite-virtual-impossibility-odierno-claims-august-iraq-drawdown-on-track/print/]

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

AP 5/4/10 [Associated Press, “Iraq’s Shiite parties unite”, msn, 5/4/2010, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/36945238/ns/world_news-mideastn_africa/

BAGHDAD — Iraq's two largest Shiite electoral blocs announced Tuesday they have formed an alliance that gives them a strong chance of setting up the next government, though they have yet to work out the contentious question of who would become prime minister. 

The coalition deal between Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki's State of Law coalition and the conservative Shiite Iraqi National Alliance leaves them just four parliamentary seats shy of a ruling majority.

The union could cement Shiite domination of Iraq's government and further alienate minority Sunnis who lost their positions of privilege with the fall of their patron Saddam Hussein in the 2003 U.S.-led invasion. 

Such an outcome threatens to stir further violence at an especially fragile moment in Iraq as American troops prepare to withdraw. It could also ensure that neighboring Shiite power Iran maintains influence in Iraqi affairs. 
Shia coalitions make violence inevitable

Bazzi 6/12/10 – senior fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at Council for Foreign Relations [Mohamad, “Appeasing a Tougher Tehran,” Council for Foreign Relations, June 12, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22431/appeasing_a_tougher_tehran.html?breadcrumb=/bios/13589/mohamad_bazzi]

 Before the latest parliamentary vote in March, Iran helped bring together two major Shiite parties: the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq, led by Iranian-backed cleric Ammar al-Hakim, and the Sadrist movement led by anti-American cleric Muqtada al-Sadr. The final reunification took place last month in Baghdad, when the State of Law coalition headed by Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki joined the other Shiite factions to form a single parliamentary bloc that is just four seats shy of a majority.

With Iran’s backing, this new alliance will likely claim the right to form a government despite the fact that it was created after the elections and is therefore disregarding the wishes of the Iraqi electorate. By joining this Shiite alliance, Maliki is trying to exclude his rival Ayad Allawi, whose secular coalition attracted strong Sunni support. This threatens to once again unleash the sectarian warfare that shattered Iraq from 2005 to 2007. 

Sunni exclusion makes violence inevitable

O’Sullivan 3/7/10 -  Professor of International Affairs at Harvard University, Former Deputy National Security Advisor for Iraq and Afghanistan [Meghan L., “After the Elections: Iraq’s Uncertain Future,” Council for Foreign Relations, March 7, http://www.cfr.org/publication/21612/after_iraqs_election_the_real_fight.html]

BG:That's the Iraq National Alliance and the State of Law?

MO: That's correct--together, they have 159 seats. It's not an absolute majority. They would need to get four more seats, but they could easily get that from the smaller parties or from the Kurds. And then they would get tasked to form a government. They could form a government that excluded Iraqiya entirely. That could be very bad for Iraqi stability. The Sunnis perceive that they "won" this election in the sense that Allawi, who was the person that they put most of their votes and support behind, has the most number of parliamentary seats. So their inability to be in government, or even be given the chance to try to form a government, after they won, could be explosive. The message that the Sunnis could take from this is, "even when we win, we're excluded." And this is very dangerous in a society where there are recent strong connections between political exclusion and violence. That's the scenario that could be least conducive to a stable Iraq. 

Coming sectarian-government causes civil war

Khalilzad 6/18/10, Former US ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq, and UN [Zalmay Khalilzad, “Zalmay Khalilzad’s take on Iraq – Part 1”, Iraq Oil Report, June 18, http://www.iraqoilreport.com/politics/oil-policy/zalmay-khalilzads-take-on-iraq-part-1-4630/]

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. 

Leadership Adv: Lk – Talk of timetable adjustment

Even hinting that the timetable will adjusted increase anti-Americanism and undermines our credibility 

Culhane 3/6/10 [Patty Culhane, “Could US troops remain in Iraq?”, Al Jazeera, March 06, 2010 21:01 Mecca time, 18:01 GMT, Pg. http://english.aljazeera.net/focus/iraqelection2010/2010/03/201036756891208.html] 
Wrong message

Critics of the war say that would be a mistake. Christopher Preble, the director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, says even hinting that the US could change the scheduled troop redeployment sends the wrong message. 

"Most Iraqis, the vast majority of Iraqi's want desperately to believe that Americans are leaving," Preble said.

"If we don't leave according to the time-table that President [George] Bush negotiated with Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki, that was endorsed by the Iraqi Parliament, that will feed into the narrative, the most Anti-American elements in Iraq and in the region that this was never about handing over power to the Iraqis," Preble says.

"It was about the United States maintaining a base of operation in Iraq."

Leadership Adv: Lk – Withdrawal key
Withdrawal key to improving US diplomatic effort

Odom 07 – Professor of Political Science @ Yale University and Research Fellow @ Hudson Institute [William E. Odom (Retired Army Lieutenant General, Former head of Army intelligence (Reagan), former director of the National Security Agency (Reagan), and served on the National Security Council (Carter), William E. Odom, "Victory Is Not an Option", The Washington Post, 2/11/07, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/02/09/AR2007020901917.html
Realigning our diplomacy and military capabilities to achieve order will hugely reduce the numbers of our enemies and gain us new and important allies. This cannot happen, however, until our forces are moving out of Iraq. Why should Iran negotiate to relieve our pain as long as we are increasing its influence in Iraq and beyond? Withdrawal will awaken most leaders in the region to their own need for U.S.-led diplomacy to stabilize their neighborhood.

Withdrawal key to sustaining US soft power

Odom 06 – Professor of Political Science @ Yale University and Research Fellow @ Hudson Institute [William E. Odom (Retired Army Lieutenant General, Former head of Army intelligence (Reagan), former director of the National Security Agency (Reagan), and served on the National Security Council (Carter), "Cut and Run? You bet.", Foreign Policy, 4/25/06, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2006/04/25/cut_and_run_you_bet?page=0,1

Two facts, however painful, must be recognized, or we will remain perilously confused in Iraq. First, invading Iraq was not in the interests of the United States. It was in the interests of Iran and al Qaeda. For Iran, it avenged a grudge against Saddam for his invasion of the country in 1980. For al Qaeda, it made it easier to kill Americans. Second, the war has paralyzed the United States in the world diplomatically and strategically. Although relations with Europe show signs of marginal improvement, the trans-Atlantic alliance still may not survive the war. Only with a rapid withdrawal from Iraq will Washington regain diplomatic and military mobility. Tied down like Gulliver in the sands of Mesopotamia, we simply cannot attract the diplomatic and military cooperation necessary to win the real battle against terror. Getting out of Iraq is the precondition for any improvement.
In fact, getting out now may be our only chance to set things right in Iraq. For starters, if we withdraw, European politicians would be more likely to cooperate with us in a strategy for stabilizing the greater Middle East. Following a withdrawal, all the countries bordering Iraq would likely respond favorably to an offer to help stabilize the situation. The most important of these would be Iran. It dislikes al Qaeda as much as we do. It wants regional stability as much as we do. It wants to produce more oil and gas and sell it. If its leaders really want nuclear weapons, we cannot stop them. But we can engage them.

None of these prospects is possible unless we stop moving deeper into the "big sandy" of Iraq. America must withdraw now.

Leadership Adv: I Lk – Trade
US Leadership key to Doha. WTO collapses without it.

Kruger 6/23 Professor of International Economics at the School for International Advanced Studies (Anne Kruger, “Obama’s lack of leadership on trade”, Forbes, June 23, 2010, http://www.forbes.com/2010/06/23/obama-trade-economy-business-opinion-gatt_2.html)
The silence is especially puzzling because of issues with China and other emerging markets. Those countries, whose rapid growth of exports has helped their own economic growth, are naturally increasing their share of world trade. Issues arising over the trading practices of those countries can be more readily dealt with in a multilateral forum than with bilateral U.S. relations. Given the array of other foreign policy issues that arise in bilateral relationships, especially with China, it would be far preferable to deal with trade concerns in multilateral fora. This is true not only because it could reduce frictions, but also because many trade remedies that are attempted bilaterally only serve to let third countries benefit. 

If the United States is to exert constructive leadership in the world economy in the difficult era of fiscal consolidation, moving toward further trade liberalization is surely an important avenue. There are three possible outcomes to the Doha Round: It is simply forgotten, with no conclusion; it is concluded on much the basis of agreements so far reached (some of which, such as prohibitions against subsidizing agricultural exports, would work greatly to the benefit of the U.S.); or the U.S. takes leadership to achieve even more prior to the completion of the round.

Forgetting the Doha Round would represent retrogression. It would weaken the WTO. Already, countries have adopted some protectionist measures in response to the recession, and failure to complete the Doha Round would lead to further erosion of the system. Completing the Doha Round largely on the basis of agreements already reached would be far preferable. That would restore some of the lost credibility of the WTO, and strengthen the bulwark against increased protectionism, although the potential was there for much greater gain.

Deciding to reach for an even more ambitious outcome would be desirable if there were commitment to the goal and if it were credible to both Congress and foreign trading partners. There is more to be gained, but if the cost were several more years of doubt and uncertainty as to the fate of Doha, it might be better to complete the Round as soon as possible, and then consider how best to proceed for further gains. 

US leadership completes Doha

Kruger 6/23 Professor of International Economics at the School for International Advanced Studies (Anne Kruger, “Obama’s lack of leadership on trade”, Forbes, June 23, 2010, http://www.forbes.com/2010/06/23/obama-trade-economy-business-opinion-gatt_2.html)
At a time when growth prospects for the world economy appear limited, it is astonishing that the Obama administration has not seized an opportunity for accelerating that growth with virtually no fiscal cost. That opportunity: Obama ought to provide U.S. leadership to complete the Doha Round of multilateral trade negotiations in the World Trade Organization (WTO). Successful completion would spur trade, which in turn would accelerate world growth.
International trade has been a major engine of growth. Total world trade has grown at about twice the rate of world real income, spurring productivity growth, the ultimate source of higher living standards, and technical change.

The most recent round of trade negotiations, the Doha Round, was started in November 2001. While barriers to manufactured trade had been greatly reduced, there were still some high tariffs on some manufactured goods, and distortions to trade in agriculture and services remained. Reduction or removal of those obstacles presented, and presents, an opportunity for accelerated growth of the world economy.

Leadership Adv: I Lk – Warming
US leadership solves global warming

Pegg 08 - Washington DC Bureau Chief for Environmental News Service (J.R.Pegg, “US lawmakers urged to lead global warming battle”, Environmental News Service, February 1, 2008, http://www.ens-newswire.com/ens/feb2008/2008-02-01-10.asp)
The head of the United Nations scientific climate panel spoke with U.S. lawmakers Wednesday, encouraging them lead the world in cooling the overheated planet. "We really don't have a moment to lose," said Rajendra Pachauri, chair of the UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, IPCC.

The massive reductions in greenhouse gas emissions needed to avoid serious disruptions to Earth's climate system are impossible without U.S. leadership, Dr. Pachauri told members of the House Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming. 

"It is essential for the U.S. to take action," said Pachauri, who also spoke at a public briefing Wednesday afternoon convened by the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee. 
US leadership solves global warming – new Kyoto treaty

Claussen and Diringer 07 - President of the Pew Research Center on Global Climate Change and Director of International Strategies of the Pew Center on Global Climate Change (Eileen Claussen and Elliot Diringer, “A New Climate Treaty”, Harvard International Review, Spring 2007, http://hir.harvard.edu/index.php?page=article&id=1594&p=)

For years, despite a steady accumulation of science showing the clear and present dangers of global climate change, efforts toward an effective international response have been at a virtual standstill. The principal reason is that the United States has refused to play. But with Washington now seemingly on a course to enact mandatory limits on US greenhouse gas emissions, it is plausible to begin envisioning a multilateral solution to this quintessentially global challenge. It is, in other words, time to contemplate a new climate change treaty.

The urgency of the task is irrefutable. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s latest assessment concluded with 90 percent confidence that human activity is warming the planet and warned of irreversible and potentially catastrophic consequences if emissions continue unabated. Politically as well, the next few years represent a critical window for action. The emission limits assumed by most industrialized countries under the Kyoto Protocol expire in 2012. What momentum the treaty has achieved and the multibillion-dollar carbon market it has spawned may well be lost unless a new agreement can be forged.

Any new treaty will be environmentally effective and politically feasible only to the degree that it successfully engages and binds all of the world’s major economies. Coming to terms with cost and equity while also bridging the gap between developed and developing is an extraordinary diplomatic challenge. Meeting it will require fresh thinking and approaches, a genuine readiness to compromise and a collective political will that, while perhaps emerging, is by no means assured. What is needed above all right now is US leadership, for no country bears greater responsibility for climate change, nor has greater capacity to catalyze a global response.

Iran Adv: Lk – They want the US to stay

Iran does want an independent Iraq. Conditional withdrawal allows them to lock the US in 

Jarrar 3/4/10 - Senior fellow on the Middle East @ Peace Action [Raed Jarrar, “A Military Coup in Iraq?,” Truthout, Thursday 04 March 2010, pg. http://www.truth-out.org/a-military-coup-iraq57374]

Going back to a condition-based withdrawal plan would not only further diminish US credibility worldwide, but it would also lead to more deterioration and destruction in Iraq. Linking the US withdrawal to conditions on the ground creates an equation by which further deterioration in Iraq will automatically lead to prolonging the US military presence. Some groups, like the Iraqi ruling parties, want the US 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 US stuck in the current quagmire, and would love to see the US continue to lose blood, treasure and reputation in Iraq. Linking the withdrawal to conditions on the ground would be an open invitation to those who want to ensure an endless war.
 The situation in Iraq is horrible, and it will most likely deteriorate further this year, but that should not be used as an excuse to delay or cancel the US withdrawal from the country. Prolonging the occupation will not fix what the occupation has broken, and extending the US military intervention will not help protect Iraq from other interventions. The only way we can help Iraq and Iraqis is to first withdraw from the country, and then do our best to help them help themselves - without interfering in their domestic issues.

They will enflame sectarian violence to force a delay.   

Stratfor 2/24/10 [“The Iraq Withdrawal and the Rigi Capture,” February 24, 2010 | 1159 GMT, pg. http://www.stratfor.com/geopolitical_diary/20100223_iraq_contingency_announcement_and_rigi_capture]

THE WORLD WAS ABUZZ ON TUESDAY with reports of the deteriorating political conditions in Iraq, and the impact they could have on the timetable for the U.S. military’s withdrawal. Iraq’s parliamentary elections are approaching on March 7, and a high degree of factional infighting is to be expected given Iraq’s status quo and the precarious settlement between the country’s opposed Shiite and Sunni sects and their political parties. But the U.S. withdrawal and heightened U.S.-Iranian tensions have exacerbated Iraq’s problems.

Underscoring Iraq’s rising troubles were comments made Monday by top U.S. officer in Iraq, Gen. Raymond Odierno, who said that there were “contingency plans” for the U.S. withdrawal in the event that Iran, or any other state, caused a “significant change” on the ground in Iraq. Odierno’s comments were noteworthy not because he suggested that the U.S. military has backup plans for the withdrawal — this can be taken for granted — but rather because of the context in which they were made.

Exiting Iraq in a timely fashion is at the core of the U.S. strategic interest at the moment. As long as U.S. forces are tied down there, the United States has limited ability to pursue other goals in its foreign policy, whether they be in Afghanistan, Iraq or in dealing with Russia’s reassertion of its sphere of influence or even China’s growing regional influence. Pulling out of Iraq is also a domestic political imperative for U.S. President Barack Obama. While it is of course true that the United States has alternatives for how it goes about its strategic withdrawal depending on conditions on the ground, it is significant that the U.S. general responsible for managing it all would state so publicly that the existing timetable might be adjusted. Odierno’s comments serve both to moderate expectations of the American drawdown, and to send the message to Iran that the United States still retains options in Iraq.

Iran and Iraq are neighbors and rivals, and their history — especially their devastating war in the 1980s — ensured that Iran did not pass up the opportunity provided by the U.S. invasion to expand its influence in the Iraqi political sphere. This influence is also Iran’s greatest threat against the United States at a time when Washington is bearing down on Iran over its opaque nuclear program and threatening to impose sanctions, with a military option never out of mind. Iran has used its Shiite political proxies in Iraq to ramp up political and sectarian tensions there, and it has also had troops conduct limited border incursions into Iraq, as a warning to the United States that forceful moves against Iran will invite Iran to destroy American plans in Iraq.

“The United States needs Iran for many reasons, hence the ongoing backchannel negotiations and constant threats.”

The United States needs to get out of Iraq, but knows that it can get bogged down again if Iran uses its covert levers to further undermine political and security stability. The United States also needs Iranian cooperation to placate Israel, which is pushing hard for crippling sanctions or military strikes against Iran over its nuclear program. Even in Afghanistan, the United States is looking to withdraw after its surge of forces, and to do so successfully not only requires Pakistani assistance, but a degree of cooperation between Afghanistan’s other neighbor, Iran. In other words, the United States needs Iran for many reasons, hence the ongoing backchannel negotiations and constant back and forth threats.
Meanwhile, Iran possibly received a major boon on Tuesday in the unconfirmed capture of Abdolmalek Rigi, the leader of the anti-regime Jundallah rebel group that operates in Iran’s southeastern Sistan-Baluchistan province. Rigi was responsible for damaging attacks on generals of Iran’s powerful Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps, and Iran’s intelligence chief hailed the capture as a blow against the United States and the United Kingdom, who are suspected by the Iranians of supporting Jundallah. There are multiple versions of his capture involving Iranian security forces and possibly assistance from Afghanistan or Pakistan. Media reports indicate that the Pakistanis turned over a number of Jundallah militants to Iran’s security forces — and Pakistani cooperation makes sense as Islamabad attempts to deal with Tehran over Afghanistan.

However, this version of Rigi’s capture may not be the whole truth. Iran claims Rigi was at a U.S. military base within 24 hours before his capture. And STRATFOR sources in Iran suggest that the United States allowed Pakistan to turn Rigi over to the Iranians, with the United States seeking in return greater assistance from Iran in stabilizing Iraq. This version of the story cannot be verified. Indeed, it is not entirely clear why Iran would relax its pressure in Iraq to help the United States at a time when the United States has gone so far down the path of punishing Iran over its nuclear program, especially knowing that a United States freed from Iraq is in a better position to strike Iran. Nevertheless the possibility of U.S. assistance — in an attempt to make Iran more willing to cooperate in other areas — cannot be ruled out.

Iran Adv: Lk – Iran Denclearization

Conditional withdrawal undermines US leverage needed to denuclearize Iran
London 10 - President of Hudson Institute and professor of Humanities at New York University  [Herbert London, “Iran’s Influence on Iraq Growing”, Pajamas Media, Feb 8, 2010, http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/irans-influence-on-iraq-growing/2/]
In an ironic twist of fate, the future of Iraq may be dependent on the goodwill of Iran. A Shiite-led government commission in Iraq is currently examining which Sunni politicians are eligible to participate in upcoming elections. This is disconcerting because the last time Sunnis were restricted (by a de-Baathification policy), the Sunnis launched an insurgency drive for political influence. A potential Shia-Sunni split represents an opportunity for Iran to assist its Shiite brothers with political intelligence and military assets, including, of course, the prospect of nuclear weapons.

For Iran, history appears to be moving in its direction. The desire to influence, indeed to dominate, Iraqi politics has long been a strategic goal going back to the Iran-Iraq war several decades ago. One might even contend that the nuclear weapons program is linked to its ambitions in Iraq.

In the days leading to Iraqi elections, Iran’s influence in this neighboring nation is palpable. The Iranian seizure of the al-Fakkah oil well in southern Iraq was a poignant example of encroaching dominance, an event that received almost no attention in the United States and one from which Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki averted his gaze. In fact, to demonstrate that Iraq’s government and Iran were dancing to the same tune, a government spokesman said any U.S. attempts to save a place at the government table for the Sunnis would “not achieve anything.” Our State Department may not read the signals and the Obama administration seems mired in domestic concerns, but the message being delivered loud and clear is that Tehran, not Washington, has the upper hand in Iraq.

Based on its influence in Iraq, Iran is using this development as a bargaining chip with the U.S. in nuclear negotiations. Since the Obama administration has made it clear it wants to disengage from Iraq, Iran holds the key to regional stability and must be considered a negotiating partner in any future arrangement. A potential Sunni insurgency could upset U.S. withdrawal plans. Hence Iran has the ability to assist or thwart U.S. goals, a position that complicates negotiations over Iran’s nuclear program and puts the U.S. in the position of seeking assistance on the one hand and chastisement on the other.

 This leverage gives Iran an enormous negotiating edge. If the U.S. wants to avoid an eruption in Iraq that is tantamount to a civil war, then according to Iranian leaders, Washington will have to meet Tehran’s terms on the nuclear weapons issue and forestall any military option by the U.S. or Israel. As Iran sees it at the moment, it is holding all the cards. Arguably, the ace in the deck is the apparent cooperation between Prime Minister Maliki and the Iranian mullahs. Since Maliki understands he cannot rely on U.S. forces to maintain stability — with withdrawal the overarching goal — he has thrown in his lot with the Iranians.

It is apparent the Obama administration has not considered the law of unintended consequences. The announced plan for withdrawal has set in motion actions American military commitments were designed to prevent. It is ironic that the United States is dependent on Iran to bail it out of a dicey situation at the same time that it claims to oppose Iranian nuclear ambitions.

As I see it, the die is cast. The United States’ government will allow Iran to develop nuclear weapons, notwithstanding rhetoric to the contrary. Furthermore, it will seek to obtain Iranian influence as a regional stabilizer even if it means the mullahs will insinuate themselves into Iraqi politics.

Clearly the spin doctors in Washington will attempt to put the best possible gloss on this situation, but as I see it, this is a loss-loss for American diplomacy and a significant blow to U.S. policy in the Middle East.

Iran Adv: Lk – A/T: Iran wants US out

Iran wants to set the terms of US withdrawal. It wants the US bloodied and shamed 
Beehner 06 – Former senior writer on the Council of Foreign Relations  [Lionel, “Iraq’s Meddlesome Neighbors,” Council on Foreign Relations, August 31, http://www.cfr.org/publication/11377/iraqs_meddlesome_neighbors.html#p4]

Tehran, which fought Saddam Hussein's Iraq throughout the 1980s, has a vested interest in seeing Iraq develop into a stable and united neighbor, provided it does not pose a future military threat. To be sure, experts say it is not in Tehran's interest to see Washington's regime-change experiment succeed in Iraq. "The Iranians want us to withdraw in embarrassment and shame," says F. Gregory Gause, a Middle East expert at the University of Vermont. "It's a threat to them if we can consolidate our position [in the Middle East]." That may partially explain Iran's logistical, financial, and political support for some of Iraq's southern-based Shiite militias, as well as the presence of Iranian paramilitary units in places like Baghdad and Basra. The longer a manageable conflict remains in Iraq, the thinking goes, the longer the U.S. military will be bogged down there and unable to threaten Iran militarily. 

A/T: DAs – Generic N/U (2ac)

US cannot stay in Iraq – costs too high

Carpenter 10 - Vice president for foreign policy studies at the CATO institute (Ted Galen Carpenter, “Iraq is Defenseless”, CATO Institute, June 11, 2010, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11890)

Predictably, there are calls, both in Iraq and at home, to have the United States stay on past the 2011 troop withdrawal date to play the role of regional stabilizer. Otherwise, advocates warn, there will be a dangerous rivalry for power involving, at a minimum, Iran, Saudi Arabia and Turkey.

That danger is all too real. But U.S. leaders need to consider the costs of keeping American military forces deployed in Iraq and providing a security shield for that country. Such a mission would be expensive. It could also prove quite dangerous. What exactly would the United States do, for example, if NATO ally Turkey decides that it can no longer tolerate the existence of a de facto independent Iraqi Kurdistan, and moves to occupy that region militarily? What would Washington's response be if Tehran attempts to expand its already considerable influence in Shiite-led Iraq. Or if Saudi Arabia continues to aid anti-government Sunni forces?

Shielding a vulnerable protectorate in a hostile neighborhood is neither cheap nor easy. Nor is it a mission that would end anytime soon. Indeed, it would likely go on for decades. U.S. leaders had better think long and hard before undertaking such a thankless commitment.

A/T: Civil War DA (2ac)

Withdrawal is key to prevent Iraqi fragmentation. It boosts the credibility of our diplomatic effort 

Katulis & Juul 3/5/10 - Senior Fellow & Research Associate @ Center for American Progress. [Brian Katulis & Peter Juul , “Iraqis Take Back Their Country: Iraq’s 2010 Elections as U.S. Policy Transitions,” Center for American Progress, March 5, 2010, pg. http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/03/iraq_elections.html/print.html]
Several Iraqi politicians have accused the United States of meddling in its affairs, and the United States for many years overestimated its power to affect political trends in Iraq such as intra-Shi’a politics or to bridge Arab-Kurdish divides in Ninevah or Kirkuk. But the United States under President Obama has nevertheless played a critical role as a mediator in helping resolve Iraq’s political disputes. It put forward considerable effort to intervene in the election law debate last fall and the de-Baathification dispute this year. Vice President Joe Biden flew to Baghdad in January, and Washington has hosted a steady stream of Iraqi leaders for consultations in advance of the March elections.

The first priority for U.S. policy during the 2010 elections and postelection coalition negotiations is to ensure that it meets at least a minimum of standards for an electoral process. Some argue that the lack of transparent processes that led to the banning of hundreds of candidates have already called into question the legitimacy of Iraq’s elections. Yet the United States going forward should work with the United Nations and other international actors to ensure Iraq’s elections are viewed as legitimate by Iraq’s voters.

A second priority is to play a supportive diplomatic role as Iraq’s leaders sort through what is likely to be a long, messy process for forming a new national government. The United States should avoid picking favorites in the election process and instead continue to affirm the importance of a fair and open process. in American officials Baghdad and Washington should be prepared to engage in diplomatic handholding and other efforts to defuse political crises and confrontations that are sure to arise during the process. The United States’ overall goal in the government formation process should be to ensure that Iraqi politics do not fragment further.

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.

A/T: Civil War DA – Turn: Delay prevents Compromise 

Delay undermines US leverage needed to get an Iraqi compromise agreement 

Lynch 2/23/10 - Associate Professor of Political Science and International Affairs at Elliot School of International Affairs, George Washington University [Marc Lynch, “Iraq contingencies”, Foreign Policy, February 23 @2:25 PM, pg. http://lynch.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/23/iraq_contingencies]

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, already marred 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.

This doesn't mean that the U.S. should do nothing, of course. It should be actively involved diplomatically, with the Embassy doing all it can to push for compromises and for political accommodation on crucial issues. I agree with the Kagans that the U.S. should do more to active the non-military aspects of the SFA and consolidate the long-term relationship. It should do all it can to ensure a free and fair election in a few weeks, and to calm nerves during the coalition formation and transition period to follow. After the election serious discussions should (and will) be commenced about the long-term future relationship between the U.S. and Iraq. But none of those efforts should interfere with the strategic imperative of continuing the drawdown of forces, or with recognizing the new political realities in the U.S.-Iraqi relationship.
U.S diplomacy is essential to keeping stability in Iraq—it is the glue holding everything together

Batiste 07 - Retired Army Major General and President of Klein steel services [John Batiste, “The September Report: What's Next For Iraq?”, Federal News Service, 9/6/2007, pg. www.internationalrelations.house.gov/110/37587.pdf]
On 22 -- or, 27 June of this year, I testified that our national security for the global war on terror lacks strategic focus; our Army and Marine Corps are at a breaking point with little to show for it; the current surge in Iraq is too little too late; the government of Iraq is incapable of stepping up to their responsibilities; our nation has yet to mobilize to defeat a very serious threat with implications well beyond Iraq; and it is past time to refocus our national strategy in the Middle East. Since late June, with the exception of the outstanding performance by our military, nothing has changed. Our troops are mired in the complexity of a brutal civil war and we have lost sight of the broader objective of defeating worldwide Islamic extremism. The Iraqi government is ineffective and exhibits no inclination or capacity to reconcile the Rubik's cube that defines Iraq. Years ago I was taught that a military organization should only be used for its intended purpose and only within its capabilities. Our government has yet to articulate a focused Middle East strategy, and the military is operating with an ill-defined purpose well beyond current capabilities. Our leaders apparently do not appreciate that only Iraqis can sort out Iraqi problems and only Islam can defeat Islamic extremism. A successful national strategy in Iraq is akin to a four-legged stool with legs representing diplomacy, political reconciliation, economic recovery, and the military. The glue holding it all together must be the mobilization of the United States in support of the incredibly important work to defeat worldwide Islamic extremism. The only leg on the stool of any consequence today is the military, the best in the world, solid titanium, high-performing. After almost six years since September 11th, however, our country is not mobilized behind this important work, and the diplomatic, political and economic legs are inconsequential and lack leadership. Most Americans now appreciate that military alone cannot solve the problems in Iraq. The administration failed to call the nation to action in the wake of 9/11. It is now virtually dependent on the military leg of the stool to accomplish the mission and has yet to frame the solutions in Iraq within the broader context of the region, to include Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Iran, Syria and Jordan.
Diplomatic focus key to stabilizing Iraq
Dobbins 07 - Director of the International Security and Defense Policy Center @ The RAND Corporation [James Dobbins, "POLICY OPTIONS IN IRAQ," Committee on House Foreign Affairs, CQ Congressional Testimony, July 17, 2007 Tuesday, pg. ln]
Last December the Iraq Study Group recommended a “diplomatic surge”. Two weeks ago, in the Washington Post, former Secretary of State Kissinger did the same. Last week Senators Warner and Lugar introduced legislation to the same effect. No one believes that diplomacy alone will reverse the tide in Iraq, nor can one be certain of obtaining the cooperation of states like Iran, Syria and Saudi Arabia, all of whom have been quite hostile to our efforts in Iraq for the reasons I have cited. Those who advocate a diplomatic surge simply believe that trying to engage these and other regional governments is the last, best hope of retrieving something from the impending debacle. Such a process cannot succeed unless the United States makes stabilizing Iraq its top objective in the region. In 1995 American diplomacy succeeded in ending the civil war in Bosnia because until peace was achieved, nothing else was more important. Other issues in American relations with Russia, our European allies and the Balkan states took second place to ending that war. Competing concerns, including ethic cleansing in Kosovo and democratization in Serbia were subordinated to that priority. Similarly, in 2001, the United States succeeded in overthrowing and replacing the Taliban in a matter of weeks because all other objectives were subordinated to that goal. The Bush Administration embraced Pakistan, despite its record of nuclear proliferation and support for terrorism, it stopped hectoring Putin about human rights in Chechnya, and it even collaborated with Iran. The United States has a number of important and legitimate objectives throughout the Middle East, to include denuclearizing Iran, curbing Syrian support for terrorism, preventing civil war in Lebanon, promoting the emergence of a Palestinian state willing to live at peace with Israel, and supporting democratic forces throughout the region. None of these interests should be abandoned, but some may need to be postponed. There is no way we can achieve, or even advance all these objectives simultaneously. It has never been likely, for instance, that the United States could stabilize Iraq and destabilize Iran and Syria at the same time, as it has been trying to do. Statecraft, after all, is all about choosing, prioritizing and sequencing the objectives of a nation’s diplomacy. In 1995, the United States and its allies brought peace to Bosnia at the expense of ignoring ethnic cleansing in Kosovo. In 1999 the United States and its allies liberated Kosovo while leaving Milosevic in power. Then in 2000, the United States and its allies supported his overthrow. Sequencing and prioritization allowed Washington to achieve all its objectives in the Balkans, but not all at the same time. Until the Administration makes hard choices of this sort in the Middle East, it will continue to fail across the board, as it has to date. 

Political consolidation needed to prevent an Iraqi civil war
Odom 06 – Professor of Political  @ Yale University and Research Fellow @ Hudson Institute [William E. Odom (Retired Army Lieutenant General, Former head of Army intelligence (Reagan), former director of the National Security Agency (Reagan), and served on the National Security Council (Carter),, "Cut and Run? You bet.", Foreign Policy, 4/25/06, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2006/04/25/cut_and_run_you_bet?page=0,0

Before U.S. forces stand down, Iraqi security forces must stand up. The problem in Iraq is not military competency; it is political consolidation. Iraq has a large officer corps with plenty of combat experience from the Iran-Iraq war. Moktada al-Sadr's Shiite militia fights well today without U.S. advisors, as do Kurdish pesh merga units. The problem is loyalty. To whom can officers and troops afford to give their loyalty? The political camps in Iraq are still shifting. So every Iraqi soldier and officer today risks choosing the wrong side. As a result, most choose to retain as much latitude as possible to switch allegiances. All the U.S. military trainers in the world cannot remove that reality. But political consolidation will. It should by now be clear that political power can only be established via Iraqi guns and civil war, not through elections or U.S. colonialism by ventriloquism.
A/T: Civil War DA – Turn: Delay decrease US leverage

Delay is political suicide for relations. Troops are not needed for stability.

Lynch, 2/23/10 - Associate Professor of Political Science and International Affairs at Elliot School of International Affairs, George Washington University [Marc Lynch, “Iraq contingencies”, Foreign Policy, February 23 @2:25 PM, 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,  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.

The belief that the US will stick to the withdrawal plan is key to US-Iraqi relations.

Hanna 4/4/10 - fellow and program officer at The Century Foundation [Michael Wahid Hanna, “When Should the United States Leave Iraq?”, Foreign Affairs, April 4, 2010, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66188/michael-wahid-hanna/stay-the-course-of-withdrawal]

Policymakers and analysts too often measure U.S. influence in Iraq according to troop levels. In fact, the United States has become better able to develop a productive relationship with Iraq by abiding by the terms of the security agreement in good faith -- which means reducing troop levels and withdrawing from Iraqi population centers, as the U.S. military did last June. Because of these actions, the U.S. presence was a relatively minor issue in last month’s elections, whereas in the recent past it was the central issue that drove Iraqi politics and fueled a broad-based insurgency. U.S.-Iraqi cooperation is only sustainable if Iraqis do not fear long-term U.S. plans. The United States will be able to play a stabilizing diplomatic role in Iraq’s ongoing political transition only if Washington and Baghdad continue along the path of normalizing bilateral relations. In this sense, it is the very act of withdrawal that will allow the United States to become a strategic partner for the emerging Iraqi state.
Troop presence increases Iraqi opposition to US
Odom 07 – Professor of Political Science @ Yale University and Research Fellow @ Hudson Institute [William E. Odom (Retired Army Lieutenant General, Former head of Army intelligence (Reagan), former director of the National Security Agency (Reagan), and served on the National Security Council (Carter), “The Mission Can't Be Accomplished -- It's Time for a New Strategy,” Washington Post, Sunday, February 11, 2007, pg. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/02/09/AR2007020901917.html
Second, to expect any Iraqi leader who can hold his country together to be pro-American, or to share American goals, is to abandon common sense. It took the United States more than a century to get over its hostility toward British occupation. (In 1914, a majority of the public favored supporting Germany against Britain.) Every month of the U.S. occupation, polls have recorded Iraqis' rising animosity toward the United States. Even supporters of an American military presence say that it is acceptable temporarily and only to prevent either of the warring sides in Iraq from winning. Today the Iraqi government survives only because its senior members and their families live within the heavily guarded Green Zone, which houses the U.S. Embassy and military command. 
A/T: Civil War DA – Turn: Delay = Fundamentalism

Obama has established a firm withdrawal timetable.  Delay will become a breeder reactor for Iraqi nationalism and Islamic fundamentalism 
Hayden 3/3/10 – Fomer CA State Representative & Senator [ Hayden, “Pressure from the 'longer warriors': Obama to cave on Iraq withdrawal?,” The Rag Blog, March 3, 2010, pg. http://theragblog.blogspot.com/2010/03/tom-hayden-obama-to-cave-on-iraq.html] 

Was it too good to be true? In February at Camp Lejeune, our new President Barack Obama surprised all observers by pledging to withdraw all U.S. troops from Iraq by 2012, in accord with a pact secretly negotiated at the end of the Bush era. Previously, Obama was promising to withdraw all combat troops, leaving a "residual force" dominating Iraq for years.
Obama has restated his commitment to the full withdrawal on several occasions. But heavy pressure is building to make the president drop his commitment.
The most ominous sign of the gathering campaign to make Obama cave in came in a February 24 op-ed piece in the New York Times by Thomas Ricks, the pre-eminent mainstream historian of the war. Given the political gridlock and growing turbulence in Iraq, Ricks says that breaking his campaign promise is the "best course" for Obama to pursue.
Ricks says "it would be best to let [read: pressure] Iraqi leaders to make the first public move to re-open the status of forces agreement" under which U.S. combat troops will soon be departing.
"As a longtime critic of the American invasion of Iraq, I am not happy about advocating a continued military presence there," Ricks writes. Perhaps he is forgetting his 2009 book celebrating Gen. David Petraeus, The Gamble, in which Ricks predicted that Obama would have to break his vow to remove all combat troops to avoid "abandoning Iraq." Or his prediction in the same book that the U.S. is only "halfway through" the Iraq War.
Ricks' epilogue was titled "The Long War," making him one of the earliest warrior-journalists to embrace the notion of a 50-80 year war projected by top counterinsurgency advisers to Petraeus and the Pentagon.
Everyone including Ricks agrees that the American public is completely soured on the Iraq War. Just this week a federal agency noted that the $53 billion spent on Iraq reconstruction, the largest aid effort since the Marshall Plan, has been squandered. [NYT, Feb. 22, 2010]
That doesn't phase our ideological fanatics who believe in permanent war until all their ideological fanatics are dead.
No matter that both Iraq and Afghanistan are trillion-dollar wars and, according to the latest federal budget analysis, there is "virtually no room for domestic initiatives for Mr. Obama or his successors." The neo-conservative stealth strategy of destroying government programs by "strangling the baby in the bathtub" (the phrase of Grover Norquist) is working.
The reason U.S. military combat may continue in Iraq is that the Pentagon has not won the war. On the one hand, the U.S. has installed a brutal authoritarian Shiite-dominated coalition in power in Baghdad, one closely aligned with the Pentagon's strategic enemies in Iran. That's not a victory. That same Shiite coalition has used its power to purge the minority Sunni candidates from running in the elections scheduled for next month. Gen. Ray Odierno recently stated the obvious, that the key Iraqi politicians purging the Sunni candidates "clearly are influenced by Iran." [NYT, Feb. 17, 2010]
Not surprisingly, the top Iraqi blocking Sunni participation, according to Gen. Odiorno, is the same Ahmed Chalabi who conspired with the neocons to pass along false information leading to the 2003 invasion.
These events may drive the Sunni community to revive its insurgency, which was contained by U.S. funding of the "Awakening" movement and promises of protection. The return of insurgency would mean civil war. The alternative may be more likely, a demand from the Sunnis that their former enemies, the Americans, stay in Iraq to protect them from the Shiites. This scenario would be in accord with the doctrine advocated by Petraeus advisor Stephen Biddle [see Foreign Affairs, March-April 2006]. Divide and conquer may succeed.
What are the chances Obama will keep to his commitment? At this point, the most likely withdrawal we can expect from the President is not from Iraq but from his previous commitment. How can he politically succeed in withdrawing against warnings from all sides that chaos and bloodshed will be the result? The Long War advocates have him where they want him.
The peace movement may protest, and public opinion may be unenthusiastic, but cannot be counted on to stop this Long War plan for Iraq if Obama caves. Last month there were only five American deaths in Iraq; for 2009, the count was 149 [compared to 822 in 2006].
If renewed American intervention cannot be stopped, neither can a reckoning down the road, however. The cost of occupation is more than a fiscal one. A permanent American occupation of Iraq will be like a giant breeder reactor generating deadly and unpredictable opposition from Iraqi nationalism and Islamic fundamentalism for years to come.

A/T: Civil War DA – Kurds N/U

Non-unique - Withdrawal from Northern Iraq now 

Baker & Nordland 4/27/10 [PETER BAKER and ROD NORDLAND, “Obama Sticks to a Deadline in Iraq,” New York Times, Published: April 27, 2010, pg. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/28/world/middleeast/28iraq.html]

Two former officials who worked on Iraq policy in the Obama administration said that after it became clear how late the elections would be, Gen. Ray Odierno, the commander in Iraq, wanted to keep 3,000 to 5,000 combat troops in northern Iraq after the Aug. 31 deadline. But the officials, who spoke on condition of anonymity because of the delicacy of the matter, said it was clear that the White House did not want any combat units to remain. 

A/T: Civil War DA – Kurds No Lk

No Link – US troops will not leave the Kurdish Region unil Dec 2011.  Training solves for Arab-Kurdish conflict in the interim 

Sly 6/16/10 [Liz Sly, “U.S. mission in north Iraq: Get Kurd and Arab forces cooperating,” Los Angeles Times, June 16, 2010, pg.  http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/16/world/la-fg-iraq-north-20100617]

After U.S. combat troops have completed their withdrawal this summer, leaving behind a force of 50,000 to focus on training and advising Iraqi security forces, these soldiers will remain as advisors. This mission won't be wrapped up until the end of 2011, when the last U.S. troops are scheduled to leave, U.S. military officials say.

The deployment is a sign of how seriously U.S. commanders view the threat of an Arab-Kurdish conflict. An initiative of Army Gen. Ray T. Odierno, the commander of American troops in Iraq, the deployment of U.S., Arab and Kurdish forces was originally billed as a means to protect lightly guarded towns and villages on both sides of the line that were hit last summer by Al Qaeda in Iraq suicide bombings.

U.S. commanders worried that the bombings were an attempt to ignite sectarian strife in an already tense area.

American officials say they hope cooperation between the Kurds and Arabs in the fight against Al Qaeda can grow into a longer-term working relationship that reduces the likelihood of conflict between them.

This is the first time U.S. troops have had a regular presence in many of these areas. The locations have been mostly calm through the seven years that the Americans have been in Iraq, but increasingly unstable over the last year.

It is also the first time Arab and Kurdish forces have worked together in these areas. The U.S. soldiers help run checkpoints and mount patrols, while also encouraging their Arab and Kurdish counterparts to do things such as play volleyball and dominoes as a way of learning to "They live together, work together and they become family," said Army Col. Max Dietrich, who oversees the effort in Nineveh along with Arabs and Kurds at a coordination center in the city of Mosul. "There's a lot of respect, and some of them are friends."

At Checkpoint 3, about 20 American soldiers live in small tents with Kurdish peshmerga fighters and Iraqi soldiers, and help supervise the control of traffic into the town.

A/T: Iraqi Democracy  
Iraq will not become a democracy 

Odom 07 – Professor of Political Science @ Yale University and Research Fellow @ Hudson Institute [William E. Odom (Retired Army Lieutenant General, Former head of Army intelligence (Reagan), former director of the National Security Agency (Reagan), and served on the National Security Council (Carter), “The Mission Can't Be Accomplished -- It's Time for a New Strategy,” Washington Post, Sunday, February 11, 2007, pg. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/02/09/AR2007020901917.html
First, the assumption that the United States could create a liberal, constitutional democracy in Iraq defies just about everything known by professional students of the topic. Of the more than 40 democracies created since World War II, fewer than 10 can be considered truly "constitutional" -- meaning that their domestic order is protected by a broadly accepted rule of law, and has survived for at least a generation. None is a country with Arabic and Muslim political cultures. None has deep sectarian and ethnic fissures like those in Iraq. 

A/T: Training Needed – It fails   
Training empirically fails

Odom & Korb 07  - – Professor of Political Science @ Yale University  & Senior fellow at the Center for American Progress & – Professor of Political Science @ Yale University [William E. Odom & Lawrence Korb, "Training Local Forces is No Way to Secure Iraq", Hudson Institute, 7/19/07, http://www.hudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=publication_details&id=5047

In Vietnam, training the South Vietnamese forces failed, not because they were incompetent, but because the government lost the banner of nationalism to the Viet Cong. In El Salvador in the 1980s, elections and the training of government forces ended up putting back into power the very politicians who had provoked the insurgency with death squads. Soon afterwards, their death squads were back in action. The insurgency failed because all outside supplies were cut off, not because of US military assistance training. In Iraq, the same politically naive illusion of success through training the local security forces will yield the same or worse results. We must set a deadline to withdraw our troops and cease supplying weapons and training to all sides, or our forces will be in jeopardy as we leave and the violence among all sides in the civil wars will be greater after we depart.

A/T: Training Needed – It causes violence   
Training increases the violence 
Odom & Korb 07  - – Professor of Political Science @ Yale University  & Senior fellow at the Center for American Progress & – Professor of Political Science @ Yale University [William E. Odom & Lawrence Korb, "Training Local Forces is No Way to Secure Iraq", Hudson Institute, 7/19/07, http://www.hudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=publication_details&id=5047

But continued training and equipping of the security forces will have the opposite effect. In effect we are arming different sides in a civil war. It is no accident that as the number of trained Iraqi security forces has grown, so have attacks on coalition forces, Iraqi civilians and the Iraqi security forces themselves. For example, in July 2005 the total number of attacks on coalition forces, Iraqi civilians and Iraqi security forces was about 2,500. Two years later, the number of attacks had more than doubled. During that same period, the number of Iraqi army and police trained and equipped had grown from about 150,000 to more than 350,000. Arming the Shia-dominated security forces makes about as much sense as arming the Bosnian Serbs to provide security after the Nato withdrawal. The reason for this spike in violence is obvious. It is a result of a sectarian struggle for power overlying several lesser civil conflicts, and the security problems are part of this struggle. Training or equipping these forces is not a solution. Many Iraqi soldiers have more training than some young American men and women who are being sent to Iraq right out of basic training so that our overstretched ground forces can support this ill-conceived surge. The fundamental problem with the Iraqi security forces is that they lack allegiance to the national government and the will to fight and die for a non-existent Iraqi nation.  The 350,000 security forces are not being asked to fight against a big foreign conventional military power but to deal with an insurgency that consists of a tiny section of the population totaling no more than 20,000. They are already equipped well enough for that task. Giving them more weapons and training will only increase the level of violence.

Training fuels genocide

Odom & Korb 07  - – Professor of Political Science @ Yale University  & Senior fellow at the Center for American Progress & – Professor of Political Science @ Yale University [William E. Odom & Lawrence Korb, "Training Local Forces is No Way to Secure Iraq", Hudson Institute, 7/19/07, http://www.hudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=publication_details&id=5047

Even assuming that the armed and trained Iraqi security forces do not continue to turn on each other, there is also the possibility that Shia-dominated national security forces could quite quickly turn their weapons against American troops as they begin to withdraw. Or after the US does leave, their forces could wage war against our Sunni allies such as Saudi Arabia in support of Iran. There are alarming signs that the Iraqi security forces are turning against each other as well as our forces. In March of this year, Shia police in Tal Afar killed dozens of Sunnis after a bombing that left some 150 Shia dead. US officers have accused the Iraqi fifth army division of engaging in an "ethnic cleansing" campaign.
A/T: COIN Needed – Breeds mistrust   
COIN operations increase public distrust

Said 05 - Research fellow at LSE Global Governance [Yahia Said, "Misunderstanding Iraq: Recommendations for US Policy", Revenue Watch, November 05, http://www.iraqrevenuewatch.org/reports/111705.pdf]

Innocent civilians are often caught in counterinsurgency operations. In the eyes of many Iraqis, such actions turn US troop from liberators and protectors to yet another threat to life, property and dignity. Civilian victims of US counterinsurgency operations are concentrated in Sunni and mixed areas. The heavy and intrusive troop presence in these areas, in contrast to Kurdistan and most cities in the Shia South, deepens mistrust and reinforces sectarian divisions. Where US troops operate alongside Iraqi units comprised of Shia and Kurdish militias, they can be seen as a party to emerging civil conflict. There is a need to review the effectiveness of counterinsurgency operations particularly large scale cordon and search operation and the use of heavy weapons in populated areas in the light of their effect on civilian populations and their contribution to fomenting civil strife.
Add-on: Al Qaeda 
Withdrawal solves for al Qaeda 

Said 05 - Research fellow at LSE Global Governance [Yahia Said, "Misunderstanding Iraq: Recommendations for US Policy", Revenue Watch, November 05, http://www.iraqrevenuewatch.org/reports/111705.pdf]

Iraqis including those in Sunni Arab areas have a common enemy in Al-Qaeda in Iraq and associated Baathist insurgents. However, many residents in areas where Al-Qaeda operates see the US military as just another threat to their basic security. This, in addition to deeply held feelings against the presence of foreign troops in their homeland, pushes many into the insurgency and prevents the population from taking a more active role in confronting Al-Qaeda terrorists. The terrorists will never be defeated without the cooperation of the local populace. However, nationalist insurgents will not lay down their weapons let alone join the critical fight against Al-Qaeda without a clear prospect of an end to the occupation. 

Add-on: Russia/China aggression
Troop withdrawal prevents Russia/China aggression

Stratfor 2/24/10 [“The Iraq Withdrawal and the Rigi Capture,” February 24, 2010 | 1159 GMT, pg. http://www.stratfor.com/geopolitical_diary/20100223_iraq_contingency_announcement_and_rigi_capture]

Exiting Iraq in a timely fashion is at the core of the U.S. strategic interest at the moment. As long as U.S. forces are tied down there, the United States has limited ability to pursue other goals in its foreign policy, whether they be in Afghanistan, Iraq or in dealing with Russia’s reassertion of its sphere of influence or even China’s growing regional influence. Pulling out of Iraq is also a domestic political imperative for U.S. President Barack Obama. While it is of course true that the United States has alternatives for how it goes about its strategic withdrawal depending on conditions on the ground, it is significant that the U.S. general responsible for managing it all would state so publicly that the existing timetable might be adjusted. Odierno’s comments serve both to moderate expectations of the American drawdown, and to send the message to Iran that the United States still retains options in Iraq.

Add-on: Afghanistan
Withdrawal key to Afghanistan surge 

Culhane 3/6/10 [Patty Culhane, “Could US troops remain in Iraq?”, Al Jazeera, March 06, 2010 21:01 Mecca time, 18:01 GMT, Pg. http://english.aljazeera.net/focus/iraqelection2010/2010/03/201036756891208.html] 
Preble says keeping troops in Iraq could also be a psychological blow to US troops, who are expecting to focus on one war instead of two. Pentagon officials say they can do both and adamantly insist that they have enough troops to be able to keep up the rotations.

If one looks at the sheer number of forces in the US military, that seems to be logical, but officials will tell you that staying in Iraq would stretch the force in other ways. 

There are certain specialities that are needed in both theatres of operation; explosive ordinance disposal teams and engineers, for example, would be stretched to the limit.

There is also the issue of equipment and the logistical challenge of moving an additional 30,000 troops into Afghanistan. In order to get the majority of troops into that country by this summer, it is going to take most of the air assets the military has at its disposal, a capability also needed in Iraq.

The military has suggested that one scenario for extending the deadline for withdrawal would involve a request from the Iraqi Government for US forces to remain in Iraq for a longer period of time. 

Delay forces withdrawal from Afghanistan

Friedman 3/2/10 - Ph.D., is an internationally recognized expert in security and intelligence issues [George Friedman, “The Unthinkable U.S.-Iran Deal”, Real Clear World, March 2, 2010, http://www.realclearworld.com/articles/2010/03/02/the_unthinkable_us-iran_deal_98832.html

Iraq, not nuclear weapons, is the fundamental issue between Iran and the United States. Iran wants to see a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq so Iran can assume its place as the dominant military power in the Persian Gulf. The United States wants to withdraw from Iraq because it faces challenges in Afghanistan — where it will also need Iranian cooperation — and elsewhere. Committing forces to Iraq for an extended period of time while fighting in Afghanistan leaves the United States exposed globally. Events involving China or Russia — such as the 2008 war in Georgia — would see the United States without a counter. The alternative would be a withdrawal from Afghanistan or a massive increase in U.S. armed forces. The former is not going to happen any time soon, and the latter is an economic impossibility.

Delay hurts US-Iraq relations

LaFranchi 4/28/10 – staff writer of The Christian Science Monitor [Howard, “ US-Iraq relations threatened by Iraq's political quarrels,” The Christian Science Monitor, April 28, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2010/0428/US-Iraq-relations-threatened-by-Iraq-s-political-quarrels]

 In a carefully worded admonition to the Iraqi government Tuesday, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton reminded Iraqi officials that “transparency and due process” are essential elements of an election and government-forming process that attains the confidence of the public. She called on Iraq’s leaders to “set aside their differences” and “to form quickly a government that is inclusive and represents the will of all Iraqis.”

Secretary Clinton’s statement followed concerns expressed earlier this week in Baghdad by US Ambassador Christopher Hill. It was time, he said, that Iraqi politicians “got down to business” and formed a government so that Iraq can “move ahead.”

Clinton’s communiqué contained one slightly veiled message: that the “sovereign” future sought by Iraq – a future free from a sizable foreign-troop presence – becomes more problematic in the aftermath of an opaque and questionable postelection political process.

Some Iraq analysts, in particular former officials from the Bush administration, believe that if Iraq remains politically fragile, the United States will have to consider extending the stay of some combat forces beyond President Obama’s August deadline for withdrawal. But that option, White says, raises other problems for the US – in particular in terms of its image with the Iraqi people and in the region.

“The US has essentially set a goal post,” he says. “But we could face a growing backlash from Iraqis and increased skepticism about our willingness to get out and make way for their full sovereignty if we start walking the deadline back.” 

Add-on: Iraqi civil war  

Withdrawal delay risks civil war
Hanna 4/4/10 - fellow and program officer at The Century Foundation [Michael Wahid Hanna, “When Should the United States Leave   Iraq?”, Foreign Affairs, April 4, 2010, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66188/michael-wahid-hanna/stay-the-course-of-withdrawal]

Taking an overly pessimistic view of the current political environment and appraising the ISF’s progress stringently, some U.S. commentators have recently been urging the Obama administration to reconsider its timeline, suggesting that its implementation would destabilize Iraq at its moment of greatest vulnerability. But this allegedly realist view of Iraq’s current predicament is decidedly unrealistic about the country it purports to describe. Indeed, for Washington to seek to abrogate its withdrawal commitments -- and thereby suggest that an extended occupation is back on the agenda -- would not enhance security but would undercut the Iraqi government and risk spurring renewed violence. There is simply no political space for such an eventuality. Moreover, these commentators misunderstand the role of U.S. troops in Iraq, which focuses on training, advising, and assisting the ISF -- tasks that, given the ISF’s increasing independence, can be carried out by the residual U.S. troops envisioned.

For Washington to seek to abrogate its withdrawal commitments -- and thereby suggest that an extended occupation is back on the agenda -- would not enhance security but would undercut the Iraqi government and risk spurring renewed violence.

Add-on: US-Iraq Relations Solves Fundamentalism
US- Iraq relations key to US diplomatic influence throughout the Middle East

Barzani 09 -  Representative of the Kurdistan Regional Government in France [Saywan Barzani, “Obama in the Mideast: Iraq as best ally of the US” Spero News, April 10, 2009, http://www.speroforum.com/a/18836/Obama-in-the-Mideast-Iraq-as-best-ally-of-the-US]

Iraq will continue to be important to President Obama because of its strategic position in relation to the three continents of the Old World and as a crossroad between the Persian, Turkish and Arab world. Plus Iraq’s Kurdish component brings it closer to countries with an important Kurdish population. If Iraq, which is at the core of an axis that contains 80 per cent of the world oil and gas reserves, becomes a democracy and remains close to the West, this could be a great asset for the United States in the coming decades. It would be the only country with an important role in the whole Middle East. The role and influence of America’s other allies is limited. First of all, Israel is almost totally isolated and cannot play any really positive role to restore the image of the United States. Saudi Arabia’s role is limited to its oil. Egypt is losing ground, especially at the cultural and diplomatic levels. For its part Turkey. cannot be the expected bridge between East and West because it is trying so hard to stay out of the East whilst at the same failing to become fully integrated into the West for obvious reasons. Anyway its influence is very limited in the Arab world and Iran.

US-Iraq relations solve for Islamic extremism. It will serve as a model for the rest of the Arab world. 

Krauthammer 08 - Pulitzer Prize-winning political commenter [Charles Krauthammer, “Iraq, American Ally” National Review, December 5, 2008 @12:00 AM, http://article.nationalreview.com/380096/iraq-american-ally/charles-krauthammer]
True, the war is not over. As Gen. David Petraeus repeatedly insists, our (belated) successes in Iraq are still fragile. There has already been an uptick in terror bombings, which will undoubtedly continue as what’s left of al-Qaeda, the Sadrist militias, and the Iranian-controlled “special groups” try to disrupt January’s provincial elections. The more long-term danger is that Iraq’s reborn central government becomes too strong and, by military or parliamentary coup, the current democratic arrangements are dismantled by a renewed dictatorship that abrogates the alliance with the United States. Such disasters are possible. But if our drawdown is conducted with the same acumen as was the surge, not probable. A self-sustaining, democratic, and pro-American Iraq is within our reach. It would have two hugely important effects in the region. First, it would constitute a major defeat for Tehran, the putative winner of the Iraq War according to the smart set. Iran’s client, Moqtada al-Sadr, still hiding in Iran, was visibly marginalized in parliament — after being militarily humiliated in Basra and Baghdad by the new Iraqi security forces. Moreover, the major religious Shiite parties were the ones who negotiated, promoted, and assured passage of the strategic alliance with the U.S. — against the most determined Iranian opposition. Second is the regional effect of the new political entity on display in Baghdad — a flawed yet functioning democratic polity with unprecedented free speech, free elections, and freely competing parliamentary factions. For this to happen in the most important Arab country besides Egypt can, over time (over generational time, the timescale of the war on terror), alter the evolution of Arab society. It constitutes our best hope for the kind of fundamental political-cultural change in the Arab sphere that alone will bring about the defeat of Islamic extremism. After all, newly sovereign Iraq is today more engaged in the fight against Arab radicalism than any country on earth, save the United States — with which, mirabile dictu, it has now thrown in its lot.


