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***Inherency/Uniqueness***

Inherency---COIN Fails
The Iraqi insurgency is significantly different from those of the past- current COIN strategy will not work

Metz 3(Steven Metz, on the RAND Corporation Insurgency Board, Ph.D, professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute,  Insurgency and Counterinsurgency in Iraq, November 5, 2003, The Washington Quarterly, <https://www.ciaonet.org/olj/twq/win2004/twq_win2004b.pdf>)

the insurgency taking shape in Iraq reflects its historical predecessors, however, it is very much a modern phenomenon. Every U.S. military officer and strategic thinker is familiar with insurgency, but their base of knowledge is a rural “people’s war” as developed in China, refined in Vietnam, and later adapted in Latin America and Africa. It is based on parallel political and military efforts: the former designed to mobilize supporters and provide an alternative government to the existing one, the latter designed to weaken the state through low-intensity and eventually mid-intensity conflict. On the military side, the insurgents traditionally begin with small terrorist or hit-and-run attacks but eventually build their military strength until they match up to and defeat the government. This pattern will not apply in Iraq. The movement there more clearly reflects the Palestinian strategy for insurgency, which targets an external occupier whose primary weaknesses are a potential lack of will for sustained casualties and sensitivity to public opinion or pressure. The insurgents have no hope of matching the military might of the occupiers, but because the governing force is not indigenous and has the option of simply leaving, the war becomes a contest of wills, with battles fought in the psychological, perceptual, and political realms. Because of the ingrained military weakness of the insurgents in the Palestinian formulation, the insurgents do not seek to control territory and create an alternative government as in the Maoist model but rely instead on internal and international psychological operations fueled by terrorism, riots, guerrilla raids, sabotage, civilian casualties, and uprisings. The intermediate goal is increased tension between the population and the occupiers intended to provoke the occupiers into using force against the civilians, further alienating themselves and building outside political pressure for withdrawal

Inherency---Withdrawal Delayed---General 
Obama’s deadline exercise in semantics- U.S withdrawal date will be extended

New York Times 10 (July 2, 2010,TIM ARANGO, New York Times Staff writer, “War in Iraq Defies U.S. Timetable for End of Combat” online: http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/03/world/middleeast/03iraq.html?_r=1&hp)

NEAR TULUL AL-BAQ, Iraq — President Obama has set an August deadline for the end of the combat mission in Iraq. Here at this makeshift desert camp in the insurgent badlands of northern Iraq, a mission is under way that is not going to stop then: American soldiers hunting terrorists and covertly watching an Iraqi checkpoint staffed by police officers whom the soldiers say they do not trust. “They’re not checking anybody, and they’re wondering why I.E.D.’s are getting in to town,” said Staff Sgt. Kelly E. Young, 39, from Albertville, Ala., as he watched the major roadway that connects Baghdad with Mosul, regarded as the country’s most dangerous city. He referred to improvised explosive devices, the military term for homemade bombs. The August deadline might be seen back home as a milestone in the fulfillment of President Obama’s promise to end the war in Iraq, but here it is more complex. American soldiers still find and kill enemy fighters, on their own and in partnership with Iraqi security forces, and will continue to do so after the official end of combat operations. More Americans are certain to die, if significantly fewer than in the height of fighting here. The withdrawal, which will reduce the number of American troops to 50,000 — from 112,000 earlier this year and close to 165,000 at the height of the surge — is a feat of logistics that has been called the biggest movement of matériel since World War II. It is also an exercise in semantics. What soldiers today would call combat operations — hunting insurgents, joint raids between Iraqi security forces and United States Special Forces to kill or arrest militants — will be called “stability operations.” Post-reduction, the United States military says the focus will be on advising and training Iraqi soldiers, providing security for civilian reconstruction teams and joint counterterrorism missions. “In practical terms, nothing will change,” said Maj. Gen. Stephen R. Lanza, the top American military spokesman in Iraq. “We are already doing stability operations.” Americans ceased major combat in Iraq long ago, and that has been reflected in the number of casualties. So far this year, 14 soldiers have been killed by hostile fire, and 27 more from accidents, suicides and other noncombat causes, according to icasualties.org. As fighting involving Americans tapered off, thousands of items of Iraq war matériel were packed and shipped to Afghanistan. The complex and flexible mission of cutting down forces while simultaneously keeping up the fight with a festering insurgency could prove a model for Afghanistan, where withdrawal is scheduled to begin next year. Next summer, the Americans will begin to leave Afghanistan, too, and they probably won’t be able to halt fighting completely as they do so. Beyond August the next Iraq deadline is the end of 2011, when all American troops are supposed to be gone. But few believe that America’s military involvement in Iraq will end then. The conventional wisdom among military officers, diplomats and Iraqi officials is that after a new government is formed, talks will begin about a longer-term American troop presence. “I like to say that in Iraq, the only thing Americans know for certain, is that we know nothing for certain,” said Brett H. McGurk, a former National Security Council official in Iraq and current fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. “The exception is what’s coming once there’s a new government: they will ask to amend the Security Agreement and extend the 2011 date. We should take that request seriously. ”
Initial withdrawal of combat troops from Iraq may be delayed

Whitlock, February 23-(Craig Whitlock, 2/23/10, Washington post staff writer, “U.S. Plans for Possible Delay in Iraq Withdrawal”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/02/22/AR2010022202933_2.html)
The U.S. military has prepared contingency plans to delay the planned withdrawal of all combat forces in Iraq, citing the prospects for political instability and increased violence as Iraqis hold national elections next month. Under a deadline set by President Obama, all combat forces are slated to withdraw from Iraq by the end of August, and there remains heavy political pressure in Washington and Baghdad to stick to that schedule. But Army Gen. Ray Odierno, the top U.S. commander in Iraq, said Monday that he had briefed officials in Washington in the past week about possible contingency plans. Odierno declined to describe the plans in detail and said he was optimistic they would not be necessary. But he said he was 
prepared to make the changes "if we run into problems" in the coming months. Iraqis are scheduled to go to the polls March 7 for parliamentary elections that Iraqi and U.S. officials describe as a political milestone for the country. With less than two weeks to go in the campaign, however, 

concern is rising over whether the results will be undermined by political boycotts, low turnout or an increase in bloodshed. Religious enmities and rivalries are already resurfacing. Although U.S. diplomats and military officials said they are working intensely behind the scenes to hold the political process together, they are finding that their influence in Iraq is steadily on the wane. "The Iraqi mood is very nationalistic at the moment and just not interested in extending the American presence," said Marc Lynch, a political science professor at George Washington University and an expert on Iraqi politics. "When the United States gets really involved in contentious issues now, it just turns into political dynamite." U.S. officials said the likelihood that they would keep combat forces in Iraq past August is remote. Many of the forces are needed in Afghanistan, where Obama has approved a surge of 30,000 troops. "We would have to see a pretty considerable deterioration of the situation in Iraq, and we don't see that, certainly, at this point," Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said Monday. Under Obama's plan, about 50,000 troops will remain in the country through 2011 to train Iraqi forces, perform counterterrorism operations and help with civilian projects. The United States has signed a legal agreement with the Iraqi government to withdraw all forces by the end of 2011, and Odierno said there has been no discussion about renegotiating that timetable. U.S. commanders have already reduced the presence in Iraq to about 96,000 military personnel, Odierno said -- the first time since the 2003 invasion that fewer than 100,000 U.S. troops have been in the country. The U.S. military presence reached a peak of 166,000 troops in October 2007. "Right now, our plan is to be at 50,000 by the 1st of September," he said. "And if you ask me today, I'm fully committed and I believe that's the right course of action." With several major coalitions competing for power, U.S. officials said they are bracing for a prolonged period of political instability in Iraq after the elections. Many predicted a repeat of 2005, when it took Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki several months to form a government. "How long this is going to take, this government formation, that is really the rub," Christopher R. Hill, U.S. ambassador to Baghdad, told the Council on Foreign Relations last week. "There's a good reason why people are worried." But Hill said the United States needs to be mindful of its limited ability to affect the political situation in Iraq these days. "I'll tell you what our leverage is," he added. "Our leverage is not somehow threatening to withdraw troops or threatening to invade some boardroom with troops. Our leverage is to say: Iraq, if you want a good relationship with us -- a long-term relationship with us -- we need to make sure these elections are democratic." A handful of violent incidents Monday highlighted how volatile the security situation remains just weeks before the parliamentary elections. Near the northern city of Kirkuk, which is contested by Arabs, Kurds and Turkmens, a Kurdish Iraqi army colonel was killed Monday, police said. Gunmen with automatic weapons ambushed Lt. Col Ali Ihasan east of the city, officials said. Meanwhile, police said gunmen stormed a house in the southern outskirts of Baghdad and killed eight members of a family, including children. Some of the residents were beheaded, police said. A spokesman for Ahmed Chalabi, the erstwhile U.S. ally and a candidate in the upcoming elections, said late Monday that the slaying targeted a man who had been active in the campaign. The spokesman, Entifadh Qanbar, also a candidate, identified the head of the family as Shahid Majeed Mayrosh and called him a "courageous activist" for the Iraqi National Alliance. Other Iraqi authorities declined to corroborate the assertion. Iraqi and U.S. officials have reported a spike in rocket attacks targeting the Green Zone in Baghdad and American bases. U.S. officials said Shiite militia groups have stocked up on rockets and other weapons, which they say are smuggled from Iran. American officials say it has become harder to understand the scope and dynamics of violence in Iraq now that the U.S. military has a small footprint in Iraqi cities. "Is this the beginning of sectarian warfare, is it tribal, is it AQI?" a U.S. military official said, using the abbreviation for the Sunni insurgency group al-Qaeda in Iraq. "It's hard to know if these are localized killings for political reasons or violence to spread a blanket of fear so people don't go to the polls.

Inherency---Withdrawal Delayed---Political Instability 
Increased violence and political instability set the stage for an extension of the 2010 withdrawal date

Whitlock 10 (February 23, 2010, Craig Whitlock, Washington Post Staff Writer. He was also awarded the German Marshall Fund's 2005 Peter R. Weitz senior prize for his coverage of international terrorist networks. “U.S. plans for possible delay in Iraq withdrawal” online: http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/02/22/AR2010022202933.html)
The U.S. military has prepared contingency plans to delay the planned withdrawal of all combat forces in Iraq, citing the prospects for political instability and increased violence as Iraqis hold national elections next month. Under a deadline set by President Obama, all combat forces are slated to withdraw from Iraq by the end of August, and there remains heavy political pressure in Washington and Baghdad to stick to that schedule. But Army Gen. Ray Odierno, the top U.S. commander in Iraq, said Monday that he had briefed officials in Washington in the past week about possible contingency plans. Odierno declined to describe the plans in detail and said he was optimistic they would not be necessary. But he said he was prepared to make the changes "if we run into problems" in the coming months. Iraqis are scheduled to go to the polls March 7 for parliamentary elections that Iraqi and U.S. officials describe as a political milestone for the country. With less than two weeks to go in the campaign, however, concern is rising over whether the results will be undermined by political boycotts, low turnout or an increase in bloodshed. Religious enmities and rivalries are already resurfacing. Although U.S. diplomats and military officials said they are working intensely behind the scenes to hold the political process together, they are finding that their influence in Iraq is steadily on the wane. "The Iraqi mood is very nationalistic at the moment and just not interested in extending the American presence," said Marc Lynch, a political science professor at George Washington University and an expert on Iraqi politics. "When the United States gets really involved in contentious issues now, it just turns into political dynamite." U.S. officials said the likelihood that they would keep combat forces in Iraq past August is remote. Many of the forces are needed in Afghanistan, where Obama has approved a surge of 30,000 troops. "We would have to see a pretty considerable deterioration of the situation in Iraq, and we don't see that, certainly, at this point," Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said Monday. Under Obama's plan, about 50,000 troops will remain in the country through 2011 to train Iraqi forces, perform counterterrorism operations and help with civilian projects. The United States has signed a legal agreement with the Iraqi government to withdraw all forces by the end of 2011, and Odierno said there has been no discussion about renegotiating that timetable. U.S. commanders have already reduced the presence in Iraq to about 96,000 military personnel, Odierno said -- the first time since the 2003 invasion that fewer than 100,000 U.S. troops have been in the country. The U.S. military presence reached a peak of 166,000 troops in October 2007. "Right now, our plan is to be at 50,000 by the 1st of September," he said. "And if you ask me today, I'm fully committed and I believe that's the right course of action." With several major coalitions competing for power, U.S. officials said they are bracing for a prolonged period of political instability in Iraq after the elections. Many predicted a repeat of 2005, when it took Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki several months to form a government. "How long this is going to take, this government formation, that is really the rub," Christopher R. Hill, U.S. ambassador to Baghdad, told the Council on Foreign Relations last week. "There's a good reason why people are worried." But Hill said the United States needs to be mindful of its limited ability to affect the political situation in Iraq these days. "I'll tell you what our leverage is," he added. "Our leverage is not somehow threatening to withdraw troops or threatening to invade some boardroom with troops. Our leverage is to say: Iraq, if you want a good relationship with us -- a long-term relationship with us -- we need to make sure these elections are democratic." A handful of violent incidents Monday highlighted how volatile the security situation remains just weeks before the parliamentary elections. Near the northern city of Kirkuk, which is contested by Arabs, Kurds and Turkmens, a Kurdish Iraqi army colonel was killed Monday, police said. Gunmen with automatic weapons ambushed Lt. Col Ali Ihasan east of the city, officials said. Meanwhile, police said gunmen stormed a house in the southern outskirts of Baghdad and killed eight members of a family, including children. Some of the residents were beheaded, police said. A spokesman for Ahmed Chalabi, the erstwhile U.S. ally and a candidate in the upcoming elections, said late Monday that the slaying targeted a man who had been active in the campaign. The spokesman, Entifadh Qanbar, also a candidate, identified the head of the family as Shahid Majeed Mayrosh and called him a "courageous activist" for the Iraqi National Alliance. Other Iraqi authorities declined to corroborate the assertion. Iraqi and U.S. officials have reported a spike in rocket attacks targeting the Green Zone in Baghdad and American bases. U.S. officials said Shiite militia groups have stocked up on rockets and other weapons, which they say are smuggled from Iran. American officials say it has become harder to understand the scope and dynamics of violence in Iraq now that the U.S. military has a small footprint in Iraqi cities. "Is this the beginning of sectarian warfare, is it tribal, is it AQI?" a U.S. military official said, using the abbreviation for the Sunni insurgency group al-Qaeda in Iraq. "It's hard to know if these are localized killings for political reasons or violence to spread a blanket of fear so people don't go to the polls." 
U.S. will extend its withdrawal deadline – failure to form a parliament

Alaaldin, 5/1/10

[Ranj, Middle East political and security risk analyst based at the London School of Economics and Political Science, “ Turmoil in Iraq threatens US withdrawal plans,” The Guardian,  http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/may/01/iraq-elections-allawi-maliki]

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

This means that the U.S. will stay in Iraq past the August deadline – Odierno will keep an extra brigade if he thinks the government is weak

Dreazan, 2/23/10

[Yochi, “ U.S. Will Slow Iraq Pullout  If Violence Surges After Vote,” Wall Street Journal] 
The top U.S. commander in Baghdad said some American combat forces could remain in Iraq after this summer's planned withdrawal date if the country's feuding leaders are unable to quickly form a new government. The comment from Army Gen. Ray Odierno is one of the clearest indications yet of how closely senior U.S. officials will be watching Iraq's national elections next month for signs of whether the country will be capable of governing itself--and maintaining its current level of security--once American forces head for the exits. Under terms of Washington's security pact with Baghdad, U.S. troop levels in Iraq are supposed to fall to 50,000 by the end of August as the overall American mission shifts from direct combat to supporting Iraqi security forces. The remaining U.S. forces are supposed to leave Iraq by the end of 2011. Speaking at the Pentagon, Gen. Odierno said he expected all U.S. combat forces to leave Iraq by Sept. 1, reducing American troop levels--already at their lowest point since the start of the war in March 2003--to 50,000. He said the continuing withdrawal was ahead of schedule, as initial plans had estimated there would be 115,000 U.S. troops left in Iraq now instead of the current 96,000. Still, Gen. Odierno he said, Iraq's uncertain political future meant the next phase of the drawdown could proceed more slowly than initially planned. The commander said he had prepared contingency plans that would leave some combat troops in Iraq past Sept. 1 if the country faced serious political unrest or widespread violence after the vote. "I have contingency plans that I've briefed to the chain of command this week that we could execute if we run into problems," Gen. Odierno said. "We're prepared to execute those." The commander said he would consider slowing the withdrawal "if something happens" in Iraq over the next two to three months. He said he would pay particular attention to how long it took Iraq's political leaders to assemble a new coalition government after the March 7 balloting and to whether the political maneuvering was accompanied by any new violence. Iraq's Previous elections have been marred by significant numbers of attacks and months of political instability as the country's leaders haggled over cabinet slots. 
Inherency---Withdrawal Delayed---Elections 
The U.S. will delay its Iraq troop withdrawal as a result of the Iraqi elections 

Chulov, 5/12/10

[Martin, Guardian's Iraq correspondent, “ Iraq violence set to delay US troop withdrawal,” The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/may/12/iraq-us-troop-withdrawal-delay] 
 The White House is likely to delay the withdrawal of the first large phase of combat troops from Iraq for at least a month after escalating bloodshed and political instability in the country. General Ray Odierno, the US commander, had been due to give the order within 60 days of the general election held in Iraq on 7 March, when the cross-sectarian candidate Ayad Allawi edged out the incumbent leader, Nouri al-Maliki. American officials had been prepared for delays in negotiations to form a government, but now appear to have balked after Maliki's coalition aligned itself with the theocratic Shia bloc to the exclusion of Allawi, who attracted the bulk of the minority Sunni vote. There is also concern over interference from Iraq's neighbours, Iran, Turkey and Syria. Late tonight seven people were killed and 22 wounded when a car bomb planted outside a cafe exploded in Baghdad's Sadr City, a Shia area, police and a source at the Iraqi interior ministry said. The latest bomb highlights how sectarian tensions are rising, as al-Qaida fighters in Iraq and affiliated Sunni extremists have mounted bombing campaigns and assassinations around the country. The violence is seen as an attempt to intimidate all sides of the political spectrum and press home the message to the departing US forces that militancy remains a formidable foe. Odierno has kept a low profile since announcing the deaths of al-Qaida's two leaders in Iraq, Abu Omar al-Baghdadi and Abu Ayub al-Masri, who were killed in a combined Iraqi-US raid on 18 April. The operation was hailed then as a near fatal blow against al-Qaida, but violence has intensified ever since. All US combat forces are due to leave Iraq by 31 August, a date the Obama administration is keen to observe as the president sends greater reinforcements to fight the Taliban in Afghanistan – a campaign he has set apart from the Iraq war, by describing it as "just". Iraqi leaders remain adamant that combat troops should leave by the deadline. But they face the problem of not having enough troops to secure the country if the rejuvenated insurgency succeeds in sparking another lethal round of sectarian conflict. "The presence of foreign forces sent shock waves through Iraqis," said Hoshyar Zebari, the foreign minister. "And at the beginning it was a terrifying message that they didn't dare challenge. But then they got emboldened through terrorism and acts of resistance. And as the Americans are leaving, we are seeing more of it. Zebari said Iraq's neighbours were taking full advantage of the political stalemate. He also hinted that they may be directly backing the violence. "They too have been emboldened, because we haven't been able to establish a viable unified government that others can respect," he said. "In one way or another, Iran, Turkey and Syria are interfering in the formation of this government. "There is a lingering fear [among some neighbouring states] that Iraq should not reach a level of stability. The competition over the future of Iraq is being played out mostly between Turkey and Iran. They both believe they have a vested interest here." The withdrawal order is eagerly awaited by the 92,000 US troops still in Iraq – they mostly remain confined to their bases. This month Odierno was supposed to have ordered the pullout of 12,500, a figure that was meant to escalate every week between now and 31 August, when only 50,000 US troops are set to remain – all of them non-combat forces.
The inconclusive Iraqi elections jeopardize the U.S. withdrawal timetable – it won’t be able to form a government for months

McFeatters, 6/16/10

[Dale, Korea Times, “Leaving Iraq  not as simple as it sounds,” Lexis]

Iraq's new parliament met for 18 minutes this week, just long enough for the members to be sworn in and postpone indefinitely their first order of business, choosing someone for the largely ceremonial post of president. Even so, U.S. officials counted the abbreviated session as a victory of sorts.

More than three months after the elections, Iraq still does not have a government and it may be weeks, even months, before it gets one. This could greatly complicate U.S. plans for withdrawal - all combat troops out by Aug. 31, except for 50,000 to remain as trainers of the Iraqi security forces and to conduct counterterrorism operations as needed. Those remaining troops are to be gone by the end of 2011. But absent a government, the U.S. military might be Iraq's only guarantee against anarchy and a resumption of sectarian fighting.

The problem is that the March 7 elections did not produce a clear winner, only a narrow plurality. The Iraqiya party of former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi won 91 seats in the 325-seat parliament. The State of Law party of incumbent Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki.

Allawi believes he should be given time to build a majority coalition. The two major Kurdish parties, with 43 seats, say they would be amenable to joining that coalition contingent on written guarantees about such issues as the division of oil revenues.

But Iran brokered a coalition of the two major Shiite parties. This new National Alliance has 159 seats, enough for al-Maliki and other Shiite leaders to claim the right to form the government. The question of whether a bloc created after the election can pre-empt the party with the most votes is before the Iraqi courts.

The danger in all this is that the Sunnis, who largely backed Allawi, will once again be shut out of power and once again take to the streets, in the worst case just as the U.S. military is packing up to leave.

In a column for the Washington Post, Allawi argued for the U.S. to remain "actively engaged" in Iraq. "While I have long supported the withdrawal of U.S. troops, Iraq cannot be allowed to revert to an unstable state of sectarian strife, dominated by regional influences," he wrote.
Inherency---Withdrawal Delayed---Elections

Obama will flake on withdrawal – Election instability is delaying the withdrawal “waterfall” which makes any risk of a delay catastrophic

Jakes, 5/12/10

[Lara, “ US reconsiders pace of troop withdrawal this summer in Iraq,” Associated Press, http://www.boston.com/news/world/middleeast/articles/2010/05/12/us_reviewing_pace_of_iraq_troop_pullout/] 

 American commanders, worried about increased violence in the wake of Iraq's inconclusive elections, are now reconsidering the pace of a major troop pullout this summer, U.S. officials said Tuesday. The withdrawal of the first major wave of troops is expected to be delayed by about a month, the officials said. Waiting much longer could endanger President Barack Obama's goal of reducing the force level from 92,000 to 50,000 troops by Aug. 31. More than two months after parliamentary elections, the Iraqis have still not formed a new government, and militants aiming to exploit the void have carried out attacks like Monday's bombings and shootings that killed at least 119 people — the country's bloodiest day of 2010. The threat has prompted military officials to look at keeping as many troops on the ground, for as long as possible, without missing the Aug. 31 deadline. A security agreement between the two nations requires American troops to be out of Iraq by the end of 2011. In Baghdad and Washington, U.S. officials say they remain committed to the deadline, which Obama has said he would extend only if Iraq's security deteriorates. Getting out of Iraq quickly and responsibly was among Obama's top campaign promises in 2008. Extending the deadline could be politically risky back home — but so could anarchy and a bloodbath following a hasty retreat. Two senior administration officials said the White House is closely watching to see if the Aug. 31 date needs to be pushed back — if only to ensure enough security forces are in place to prevent or respond to militant attacks. Both spoke on condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the administration's internal discussions. Already, the violence, fueled by Iraq's political instability, will likely postpone the start of what the top U.S. commander in Iraq, Army Gen. Ray Odierno, has called the withdrawal "waterfall" — sending home large numbers of troops in a very swift period. In a January interview with the AP, Odierno said he hoped to start withdrawing as many as a monthly average of 12,500 troops, starting in May, to meet the August deadline. He has long said he would not start the withdrawal until two months after Iraq's March 7 elections to ensure stability. But three U.S. officials in Baghdad and a senior Pentagon official said that the "waterfall" is now expected to begin in June at the earliest. All cited ongoing concerns about whether the political impasse would lead to violence, and spoke on condition of anonymity to discuss the process more candidly. "From a military perspective, the best way for us to maintain security is to hold as many forces on the ground until we need to redeploy them," said one of the senior officials in Baghdad. The official said it would be wise for Odierno to wait as long as he can, given the unsettled political conditions in Iraq. At the Pentagon, "there's been a renewed focus on Iraq lately," said the senior military official there. He said all options were being considered, including later delays, adding that "we need to get out in an appropriate way ... not completely tied to a timeline." Maj. Gen. 
Stephen Lanza, the top U.S. military spokesman in Iraq, said Tuesday that troops "are on track" to draw down by the president's Aug. 31 deadline, but he would not discuss whether the pace was being slowed. Although "there is still work to be done here," Lanza noted that overall violence across Iraq is lower than it has been in years. "There are still terrorists who wish to disrupt Iraq's forward progress and Monday's attacks are an example of that," Lanza said. Shortly before the election, there were 96,000 U.S. troops in the country. About 4,000 troops were sent home in April — including military dentists, postal workers, truck drivers and other support personnel. As of last week, there were about 92,000 U.S. troops in Iraq, meaning an average of 10,500 a month would have to be pulled out. Odierno can wait only so long to start the "waterfall." Keeping tens of thousands of soldiers in Iraq until the last minute will create a logistical nightmare with a limited number of planes, trucks and ships available to get troops and equipment out. 

Inherency---Withdrawal Delayed---Inconsistency 
Obama’s public statements are inconsistent – history shows that he is willing to privately push for a delay

Taheri, 8

[Amir, 12/30/8, “Obama tried to stall GIs’ Iraq withdrawal,” New York Post, http://www.nypost.com/p/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/item_4TDMCIC1dvWUjF8QWt3y1N;jsessionid=25880D3044D329DF6CE672F40E9D4FA8]

WHILE campaigning in public for a speedy withdrawal of US troops from Iraq, Sen. Barack Obama has tried in private to persuade Iraqi leaders to delay an agreement on a draw-down of the American military presence. According to Iraqi Foreign Minister Hoshyar Zebari, Obama made his demand for delay a key theme of his discussions with Iraqi leaders in Baghdad in July. "He asked why we were not prepared to delay an agreement until after the US elections and the formation of a new administration in Washington," Zebari said in an interview. Obama insisted that Congress should be involved in negotiations on the status of US troops - and that it was in the interests of both sides not to have an agreement negotiated by the Bush administration in its "state of weakness and political confusion." "However, as an Iraqi, I prefer to have a security agreement that regulates the activities of foreign troops, rather than keeping the matter open." Zebari says. Though Obama claims the US presence is "illegal," he suddenly remembered that Americans troops were in Iraq within the legal framework of a UN mandate. His advice was that, rather than reach an accord with the "weakened Bush administration," Iraq should seek an extension of the UN mandate. While in Iraq, Obama also tried to persuade the US commanders, including Gen. David Petraeus, to suggest a "realistic withdrawal date." They declined. Obama has made many contradictory statements with regard to Iraq. His latest position is that US combat troops should be out by 2010. Yet his effort to delay an agreement would make that withdrawal deadline impossible to meet.

***Solvency/Withdrawal Good Misc***

Solvency---Enforced Timeline
We should stick to the timetable – Iraqi politics

Michael Bowman  7/18/10 (writer for the Voice of America -“Biden: US Troop Withdrawal From Iraq Remains on Schedule”, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/Biden-US-Troop-Withdrawal-From-Iraq-Remains-on-Schedule-98703259.html)

The Obama administration says the United States will stick to a timetable for withdrawing troops from Iraq, despite the country's inability to form a coalition government and continuing sectarian violence. Just one month remains for the Obama administration to complete the scheduled withdrawal of U.S. combat forces from Iraq. Vice President Joe Biden says Iraq is ready to stand on its own. "Iraqi security is being provided by the Iraqis, with our [U.S.] assistance. We are still going to have 50,000 troops there. We will have brought home 95,000," he said. "There is no one in the military who thinks we cannot do that. I do not have a doubt in my mind that we will be able to meet the commitment of having only 50,000 troops there, and it will not in any way affect the physical stability of Iraq." The vice president was speaking on ABC's This Week program. Last week, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton urged Iraq's political parties to show greater urgency in forming a coalition government and end the political stalemate that has continued since inconclusive Iraqi elections in March. Vice President Biden expressed confidence a coalition government will be forthcoming, and suggested that political squabbling by Iraqi factions is preferable to full-blown sectarian civil war - a fate many observers feared for Iraq just a few years ago. "There will be a central government with control of its foreign policy, with control of the military," said Mr. Biden. "And look: this is their first crack at democracy. Politics has broken out [in Iraq], not war."

Withdrawal Good---Budget/Economy
Iraq withdrawal would save billions

CSM 10 (March 29, 2010 Monday, David R. Francis,” Defense budget: After Afghanistan and Iraq withdrawal, a peace dividend?; 

An Afghanistan and Iraq withdrawal could trim billions of dollars from the US defense budget.” Online: http://www.lexisnexis.com.tuaring.library.northwestern.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/)

With the withdrawal of its military forces in Iraq already under way and increasing talk of winding down operations in Afghanistan, the United States is poised to reap a "peace dividend." But it won't rival the one after the end of the cold war - a 40 percent drop in real defense spending during most of the 1990s, saving hundreds of billions of dollars. It won't even be as big as the Obama administration expects, defense budget experts say. The two wars are budgeted to cost $159 billion in fiscal 2011, which starts next October. That's down a tad from 2010. From fiscal 2012 to 2015, the administration pegs the cost at $50 billion a year. But the US won't really save $100 billion a year. "That's not realistic ... not likely to happen even if everything goes as well as planned," says Todd Harrison, a senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, a Washington think tank. The $50 billion is a "placeholder," a number neither the Defense Department nor outsiders can estimate given the uncertainties of war and political stabilization. Nevertheless, the election in Iraq has raised hopes that the US can shrink its military presence there to 50,000 noncombat troops by September. On March 10, Defense Secretary Robert Gates reportedly also raised the possibility that some of the 33,000 troops involved in the recent buildup in Afghanistan could leave before July 2011, the date set by President Obama for beginning withdrawal. If and when these wars wind down, the US may receive an even bigger peace dividend in the form of overall defense cuts. Huge federal budget deficits will force them. Right now, neither Republicans nor Democrats in Congress are inclined to make serious cuts for fear of being called weak on defense. Without a war, however, members of Congress, particularly Democrats, may begin asking hard questions about weapons programs. There's much to cut, says Christopher Hellman of the National Priorities Project in Northampton, Mass. He calls the defense budget "bloated." The Obama budget set 2011 defense spending at $739 billion. This amounts to 19 percent of total federal outlays. Carl Conetta, director of the Project on Defense Alternatives in Cambridge, Mass., suspects defense spending could be cut as low as $650 billion without seriously damaging American security needs. To trim the deficit, Mr. Obama called for a freeze in discretionary spending but exempted defense. The US defense budget adds up, at the very least, to 47 percent of total worldwide defense spending. That reflects the US role as the sole superpower, the various US interests abroad, and the relatively high costs of the US military. During the Vietnam War, Presidents Kennedy and Johnson raised defense spending almost 50 percent in constant dollars. President Reagan, with his ambition to financially clobber the Soviet Union, raised defense outlays by more than 50 percent. By contrast, US defense budgets have risen close to 100 percent since the low reached in 1998 after the end of the cold war, notes Mr. Conetta. Indeed, the Obama budget plans to spend more on the Pentagon over eight years than any administration has since World War II. Measured in 2010 dollars, the Korean War cost $393,000 per person involved per year. The cost in Vietnam was $256,000, reckons Conetta. Today's two wars cost $792,000 per person/year - and more than $1 trillion overall so far. 
Withdrawal Good---Diplomacy
Withdrawal key to solve diplomacy – propaganda 

Richardson 2k7 (Bill, Governor of New Mexico, www.washingtonpost.com, Washington Post, “Why we should exit Iraq now,” September 8, 2007)

In the most recent debate, I asked the other candidates how many troops they would leave in Iraq and for what purposes. I got no answers. The American people need answers. If we elect a president who thinks that troops should stay in Iraq for years, they will stay for years -- a tragic mistake.  Clinton, Obama and Edwards reflect the inside-the-Beltway thinking that a complete withdrawal of all American forces somehow would be "irresponsible." On the contrary, the facts suggest that a rapid, complete withdrawal -- not a drawn-out, Vietnam-like process -- would be the most responsible and effective course of action.  Those who think we need to keep troops in Iraq misunderstand the Middle East. I have met and negotiated successfully with many regional leaders, including Saddam Hussein. I am convinced that only a complete withdrawal can sufficiently shift the politics of Iraq and its neighbors to break the deadlock that has been killing so many people for so long.  Our troops have done everything they were asked to do with courage and professionalism, but they cannot win someone else's civil war. So long as American troops are in Iraq, reconciliation among Iraqi factions is postponed. Leaving forces there enables the Iraqis to delay taking the necessary steps to end the violence. And it prevents us from using diplomacy to bring in other nations to help stabilize and rebuild the country.  The presence of American forces in Iraq weakens us in the war against al-Qaeda. It endows the anti-American propaganda of those who portray us as occupiers plundering Iraq's oil and repressing Muslims. The day we leave, this myth collapses, and the Iraqis will drive foreign jihadists out of their country. Our departure would also enable us to focus on defeating the terrorists who attacked us on Sept. 11, those headquartered along the Pakistan-Afghanistan border -- not in Iraq.  

Withdrawal Good---Iraqi Security Forces
Obama's plan allows for the success of ISF forces 

Hanna, April 4-(Michael Wahid Hanna, 4/4/10, Michael Wahid Hanna is a fellow and program officer at The Century Foundation. In 2008 he was a consultant for Human Rights Watch in Iraq conducting research for a report on the Central Criminal Court of Iraq. Prior to joining The Century Foundation, Hanna was a senior fellow at the International Human Rights Law Institute, where he conducted research on post-conflict justice, victims’ rights under international law, and the Iraqi High Criminal Court. Hanna is a term-member of the Council on Foreign Relations , "Stay the Course of Withdrawal-When Should the United States Leave Iraq", Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66188/michael-wahid-hanna/stay-the-course-of-withdrawal?page=show)
The ISF displayed that independence during the recent elections, when it took the lead in providing security and did not require any unplanned assistance from the United States. U.S. forces played a background role that did not depend on large numbers of U.S. military personnel.  In the future, even the most forward-deployed U.S. forces (based in northern Iraq along internal boundaries disputed by Arabs and Kurds) will not rely on large numbers of troops. Under current plans, those forces will include two advisory and assistance brigades constituting approximately 7,000–8,000 troops. The commander of U.S. forces in northern Iraq, Major General Anthony Cucolo, recently indicated that he may need 800 additional troops to constitute a sufficient presence along the region’s fault lines. But even with those additional troops, the total number would be well within the parameters of the Obama administration’s plans and existing U.S.-Iraqi agreements. The past months have shown that violence levels are remaining on a positive overall trajectory even during a critical and tense moment of transition. Although Baghdad witnessed a series of spectacular terrorist attacks in the summer and fall that targeted symbols of government, the sensitive period of campaigning, voting, and vote counting has not seen such devastating attacks or coordinated insurgent activity. This is particularly noteworthy, coming at a time when the ISF has taken greater responsibility and when terrorists would be especially motivated to undermine the political process by executing spectacular attacks. Despite all this, the ISF continues to have glaring deficiencies in the realms of logistics, intelligence, air power, and border control. In light of these shortcomings, it is possible that Iraqi leaders may request security assistance that goes beyond the scope of the current binding framework to include help controlling airspace and borders, defending critical maritime oil infrastructure, and conducting counterterrorism operations. Under the terms of the security agreement, any such request for assistance would have to be initiated by the Iraqi government, not the United States. If Iraq makes such a request, the Obama administration should give it a fair hearing, balancing any possible future commitments with other pressing U.S. concerns around the world and considering the potential radicalizing effects of a continued U.S. presence. This would rule out a South Korea–style military commitment or the establishment of permanent military bases, which would be anathema to Iraq’s emerging political culture and unwise in light of current Middle Eastern realities. Instead, such a mission would be limited to temporary advice, assistance, and support, all of which would be contingent on ISF self-sufficiency. At a minimum, such a mission would require an Office of Security Cooperation based in the U.S. embassy, which would be similar to other arrangements Washington has in other regional capitals, where teams of fewer than 1,000 uniformed military personnel manage foreign military sales and limited training programs. Even the upper limit of any such effort -- possibly including military transition teams (small groups of U.S. forces that live with and train Iraqi counterparts), air support, and intelligence programs -- would be temporary in nature, restricted in size to under 10,000 troops, and not intended to establish a strategic beachhead from which to project U.S. power. Policymakers and analysts too often measure U.S. influence in Iraq according to troop levels. In fact, the United States has become better able to develop a productive relationship with Iraq by abiding by the terms of the security agreement in good faith -- which means reducing troop levels and withdrawing from Iraqi population centers, as the U.S. military did last June. Because of these actions, the U.S. presence was a relatively minor issue in last month’s elections, whereas in the recent past it was the central issue that drove Iraqi politics and fueled a broad-based insurgency. U.S.-Iraqi cooperation is only sustainable if Iraqis do not fear long-term U.S. plans. The United States will be able to play a stabilizing diplomatic role in Iraq’s ongoing political transition only if Washington and Baghdad continue along the path of normalizing bilateral relations. In this sense, it is the very act of withdrawal that will allow the United States to become a strategic partner for the emerging Iraqi state.
Withdrawal Good---Terrorism
The war in Iraq has increased terrorism, the solution is to withdraw troops

Conetta, 2007 (Carl Conetta, co-director of the Project on Defense Alternatives and Research Fellow of the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, “Resolving Iraq: Progress depends on a short timeline for troop withdrawal,” Project on Defense Alternatives, January 18, 2007 <http://www.comw.org/pda/0701bm40.html> )
The Bush administration's misadventure in Iraq constitutes a splendid catastrophe -- "splendid" in the sense of being manifest, multifaceted, and profound. It is the strategic equivalent of Katrina, but man-made. Born of disinformation, it has -- at great cost in lives, money, and prestige -- spawned anti-Americanism, civil war, and a surge in terrorism.1 Failing to see this is dangerous. Even more dangerous is mistaking the malady for the cure -- which is precisely what President Bush has done with his "troop surge" proposal. Operation Iraqi Freedom is not the type of folly that one can fix by staying the course. Nor can it be fixed by putting more shoulders to the wheel. Indeed, we cannot truly fix this disaster at all -- not without recourse to time travel. However, we can begin to repair the damage. And it is worth remembering that the United States and its armed forces rebounded relatively quickly from the Vietnam War debacle. What is most important now is to recognize as bankrupt the Bush administration's crusader vision? its notions of coercive transformation. We must see and set a distinctly new course, beginning with Iraq.

Iraq has become a breeding ground for terrorists

Baldwin, 2006

(Tom Baldwin, The Times Washington Bureau chief, “U.S. admits Iraq is terror ‘cause’”, The Times, April 29, 2006, <http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/us_and_americas/article711133.ece>)

THREE years after its invasion of Iraq the US Administration acknowledged yesterday that the war has become “a cause” for Islamic extremists worldwide and there is a risk of the country becoming a safe haven for terrorists hoping to launch fresh attacks on America. According to CIA data released yesterday, there were 11,111 terrorist incidents last year, killing more than 14,600 non-combatants, including 8,300 in Iraq. Of the 56 American civilians killed by terrorists in 2005, some 47 of them were in Iraq.
The figures in the State Department’s annual report on terror represented a fourfold rise compared with 2004, partly because it has adopted a broader definition of such incidents since having to withdraw data used two years ago on the ground that it was grossly understated. Officials conceded yesterday that the rising violence in Iraq was a factor in last year’s figures, saying that fatalities from terrorism there had “probably doubled”. The State Department said that al-Qaeda as a worldwide terrorist network was getting weaker — but a growing threat had emerged from small and “difficult to detect” groups who were using the internet.

“This trend means there could be a larger number of smaller attacks, less meticulously planned, and local rather than transnational in scope,” it said. These included the attacks on London last year which, the US says, were followed by two further thwarted plots. It was not yet clear if the July 7 bombers “had any ties to al-Qaeda or other international terrorist organisations”. Instead, they pointed to “a new phenomenon in global terrorism — that of homegrown terrorism in Europe”. The State Department said: “Extremist groups continue to proselytise heavily in some European cities. The presence and activity of such terrorist cells was dramatically highlighted by the London bombings.” Support among the US public for the war in Iraq has been sapped by the 2,396 American combat deaths since the invasion. The Pentagon hopes to limit deaths among American troops to “one KIA (killed in action) a day” — a figure that strategists believe will be politically sustainable. This month 68 US servicemen have died, more than double the number for last month. There are also plans to withdraw up to 50,000 soldiers, a third of those in the country, by the end of this year as Iraq’s own forces take on more responsibility for security. But Ambassador Henry Crumpton, the US special co-ordinator for counter-terrorism, came close yesterday to suggesting that the war was exacerbating the terrorist problem, saying that for some international recruits “Iraq is a cause”. Whilst arguing that Iraq was “not currently a safe haven” for terrorists, the report stated: “AlQaeda’s senior leaders have fully supported the Iraq terrorist movements and see it both as a means to influence and radicalise Muslim public opinion worldwide and as a magnet to draw in as many recruits as possible.”Attacks on Iraq’s energy infrastructure “not only made the Iraqi Government appear incapable of providing essential services but . . . also sought to undercut public and international support for Iraq”. Foreign fighters are believed to represent 4 to 10 per cent of the estimated 20,000 insurgents in Iraq.

Shortly after the report was released, Ayman al-Zawahri, al-Qaeda’s deputy leader, issued a rare video claiming that Iraqi insurgents had “broken America’s back”. “Al-Qaeda in Iraq alone has carried out 800 martyrdom operations in three years, besides the victories of the other Mujahidin. And this is what has broken the back of America in Iraq,” Zawahri said in the video, posted on an Islamist Web site. “America, Britain and their allies have achieved nothing but losses, disasters and misfortunes,” he added.

Lieutenant-Colonel Steven Jordan, who headed the interrogation centre at Abu Ghraib jail in Iraq, was charged last night by the US Army with maltreatment of detainees, interfering with investigators and other counts. He is the highest-ranking person to face charges over the scandal — twelve criminal counts relating to seven different charges. Ten low-ranking soldiers have been convicted in military courts over the physical abuse and sexual humiliation of detainees.(Reuters)

Withdrawal Good---Terrorism
War in Iraq is discouraging international cooperation

Matthews, 2004

(Robert Matthews, history preofessor at NYU and analyst for the Center for the Investigation of Peace, “Nuclear Games: Iran and North Korea,” Center for the Investigation of Peace, 2004, www.cipresearch.fuhem.es/.../Nuclear_Games_Iran_and_North_Korea.pdf)

There are also indications that the war in Iraq has had serious negatives for foreign policy in the region and elsewhere-- especially the loss of credibility of the U.S. in failing to substantiate its stated reasons for going to war. For example, the U.S. War College has just published a report that concludes that the war in Iraq is not only not solving the problem of terrorism; it constitutes an obstacle to addressing that threat effectively. Syria, despite Bush Administration neo-conservative ideologues who have been urging regime change in Damascus for years, had been an important source of information on terrorism in the region. But Seymour Hersh in an article last summer in The New Yorker revealed that Syrian intelligence sources had dried up after the war in Iraq and a corresponding tough line on Syria. One Syrian foreign-ministry official said, “There is no security relationship now. It saddens us as much as it saddens you. We could give you information on organizations that we don’t think should exist. If we help you on Al Qaeda, we are helping ourselves.” The issue of administration hard- liners subordinating practical measures to fight terrorism to the war angered officials in the State Department and CIA. One operative said that his colleagues were extremely upset that a great channel at Aleppo had been closed. The Syrians were a lot more willing to help us, but [Rumsfeld and his colleagues] want to go in there next.” (5) To complicate matters, in late 2003, reports surfaced of Pakistani nuclear scientists transferring nuclear technology to Iran, Libya and other countries. This raised the question of whether Pakistan, a U.S. ally and WMD producer, led by the fragile government of Pervez Musharaf, and with a military and intelligence service heavily influenced by Moslem extremists, was not in fact more of a proliferation concern than any of the "axis of evil" countries. 

The goal of eradicating terrorism in Iraq only creates more opportunity for terrorism

Record, 2003

(Dr. Jeffrey Record is a well-known defense policy critic and teaches strategy at the Air War College in Montgomery, Alabama. He has served as a pacification advisor in the Mekong Delta during the Vietnam War, Rockefeller Younger Scholar on the Brookings Institution’s Defense Analysis Staff, and Senior Fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, the Hudson Institute, and the BDM International Corporation. Dr. Record also has extensive Capitol Hill experience, serving as Legislative Assistant for National Security Affairs to Senators Sam Nunn and Lloyd Bentsen, and later as a Professional Staff Member of the Senate Armed Services Committee. He is the author of eight books and received his Doctorate at the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, “Bounding the Global War on Terrorism,” December 2003, www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/report/2003/record_bounding.pdf) 
In the wake of the September 11, 2001, al-Qaeda terrorist attacks on the United States, the U.S. Government declared a global war on terrorism (GWOT). The nature and parameters of that war, however, remain frustratingly unclear. The administration has postulated a multiplicity of enemies, including rogue states; weapons of mass destruction (WMD) proliferators; terrorist organizations of global, regional, and national scope; and terrorism itself. It also seems to have conflated them into a monolithic threat, and in so doing has subordinated strategic clarity to the moral clarity it strives for in foreign policy and may have set the United States on a course of open-ended and gratuitous conflict with states and nonstate entities that pose no serious threat to the United States. Of particular concern has been the conflation of al-Qaeda and Saddam Hussein’s Iraq as a single, undifferentiated terrorist threat. This was a strategic error of the first order because it ignored critical differences between the two in character, threat level, and susceptibility to U.S. deterrence and military action. The result has been an unnecessary preventive war of choice against a deterred Iraq that has created a new front in the Middle East for Islamic terrorism and diverted attention and resources away from securing the American homeland against further assault by an undeterrable al-Qaeda. The war against Iraq was not integral to the GWOT, but rather a detour from it. Additionally, most of the GWOT’s declared objectives, which include the destruction of al-Qaeda and other transnational terrorist organizations, the transformation of Iraq into a prosperous, stable democracy, the democratization of the rest of the autocratic Middle East, the eradication of terrorism as a means of irregular warfare, and the (forcible, if necessary) termination of WMD proliferation to real and potential enemies worldwide, are unrealistic and condemn the United States to a hopeless quest for absolute security. As such, the GWOT’s goals are also politically, fiscally, and militarily unsustainable.

Withdrawal Good---Terrorism

Despite U.S. efforts in Iraq, terrorism is spreading

Mazzetti, 2006 (Mark Mazzetti is a correspondent for The New York Times, he shared a Pulitzer Prize for reporting on the intensifying violence in Pakistan and Afghanistan, he was the Pentagon correspondent for U.S. News & World Report, during the war in Iraq in 2003, he spent two months embedded with the 1st Marine Expeditionary Force and as a reporter in Baghdad, he worked as a correspondent for The Economist, received his Bachelor of Arts degree in public policy and history from Duke University in 1996, graduating Summa Cum Laude. He went on to earn a Masters degree in modern history from Oxford University in 1997.  Mr. Mazzetti was the recipient of the 2006 Gerald R Ford Prize for Distinguished Reporting on National Defense. In 2008, Mr. Mazzetti won the Livingston Award in the category of national reporting for breaking the story of the C.I.A.'s destruction of videotapes showing harsh interrogation of Qaeda detainees, “Spy agencies say Iraq war worsens terrorism threat,” New York Times, September 24, 2006, http://www.nytimes.com/2006/09/24/world/middleeast/24terror.html?pagewanted=1&_r=1 ) 
On Wednesday, the Republican-controlled House Intelligence Committee released a more ominous report about the terrorist threat. That assessment, based entirely on unclassified documents, details a growing jihad movement and says, “Al Qaeda leaders wait patiently for the right opportunity to attack.” The new National Intelligence Estimate was overseen by David B. Low, the national intelligence officer for transnational threats, who commissioned it in 2004 after he took up his post at the National Intelligence Council. Mr. Low declined to be interviewed for this article.  The estimate concludes that the radical Islamic movement has expanded from a core of Qaeda operatives and affiliated groups to include a new class of “self-generating” cells inspired by Al Qaeda’s leadership but without any direct connection to Osama bin Laden or his top lieutenants.  It also examines how the Internet has helped spread jihadist ideology, and how cyberspace has become a haven for terrorist operatives who no longer have geographical refuges in countries like Afghanistan.  In early 2005, the National Intelligence Council released a study concluding that Iraq had become the primary training ground for the next generation of terrorists, and that veterans of the Iraq war might ultimately overtake Al Qaeda’s current leadership in the constellation of the global jihad leadership.  But the new intelligence estimate is the first report since the war began to present a comprehensive picture about the trends in global terrorism.  In recent months, some senior American intelligence officials have offered glimpses into the estimate’s conclusions in public speeches.  “New jihadist networks and cells, sometimes united by little more than their anti-Western agendas, are increasingly likely to emerge,” said Gen. Michael V. Hayden, during a speech in San Antonio in April, the month that the new estimate was completed. “If this trend continues, threats to the U.S. at home and abroad will become more diverse and that could lead to increasing attacks worldwide,” said the general, who was then Mr. Negroponte’s top deputy and is now director of the Central Intelligence Agency.  For more than two years, there has been tension between the Bush administration and American spy agencies over the violence in Iraq and the prospects for a stable democracy in the country. Some intelligence officials have said the White House has consistently presented a more optimistic picture of the situation in Iraq than justified by intelligence reports from the field.  Spy agencies usually produce several national intelligence estimates each year on a variety of subjects. The most controversial of these in recent years was an October 2002 document assessing Iraq’s illicit weapons programs. Several government investigations have discredited that report, and the intelligence community is overhauling how it analyzes data, largely as a result of those investigations.  The broad judgments of the new intelligence estimate are consistent with assessments of global terrorist threats by American allies and independent terrorism experts.  The panel investigating the London terrorist bombings of July 2005 reported in May that the leaders of Britain’s domestic and international intelligence services, MI5 and MI6, “emphasized to the committee the growing scale of the Islamist terrorist threat.”  More recently, the Council on Global Terrorism, an independent research group of respected terrorism experts, assigned a grade of “D+” to United States efforts over the past five years to combat Islamic extremism. The council concluded that “there is every sign that radicalization in the Muslim world is spreading rather than shrinking.” 

***Stability Advantage***

Stability Advantage---Uniqueness/Impact 
Iraq is on the brink – political cooperation between different ethnic groups will be key 

The Associated Press 7/9 (Blasts mar Biden’s call for new gov’t, unity, Las Vegas Sun, http://www.lasvegassun.com/news/2010/jul/09/blasts-mar-bidens-call-for-new-govt-unity/) 

On his fifth trip to Iraq since he was elected, Biden sat down separately with Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki, a Shiite who is struggling to keep his job after his party lost the March 7 election, and his chief challenger, former premier Ayad Allawi. The Sunni-backed Iraqiya political alliance that Allawi heads won the most seats in the vote, but it fell far short of securing enough seats in parliament to control the government. That has led to four months of both men trying to woo support from allied lawmakers, ultimately delaying the decision of who will be the next prime minister. Biden made clear that a government that is not represented by all sides _ no matter who leads it _ will fall short of a thriving democracy. "All are going to have to play a meaningful role in this new government in order for it to work," Biden told Iraqi leaders of some of the top vote-getting political coalitions at a U.S. Embassy reception Sunday evening. "My plea to you is finish what you started." Earlier, talking to U.S. troops, Biden said: "When the new government is formed, it will mark something absolutely extraordinary: a peaceful transition of power encompassing all the people of Iraq, maybe for the first time in their history." Biden met first with Allawi, where he was kept waiting for a few minutes at the home of Deputy Prime Minister Rafia al-Issawi, an Iraqiya lawmaker. After the hourlong, closed-door talk, Allawi said that Biden offered no specific proposals to end the impasse "but there was an interest in Iraq's stability, and that the forming of the government should not be prolonged." Allawi called the discussion "frank and constructive." Several hours later, al-Maliki spokesman Ali al-Dabbagh said Biden warned the prime minister in their 90-minute meeting that delays in forming the government "will bring crisis in Iraq, and the political alliances should make an effort to avoid this crisis." 

Political cooperation is key to stop violence - Government collapses triggers an Iraqi civil war that draws in the entire region 

Fahim 05 (Ashraf, Aug 20, 2005, “Iraq at the gates of hell,”  http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/GH20Ak01.html)

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

This escalation will kill us all - Regional instability causes global crises and nuclear war

Steinbach 02 (John, nuclear specialist, Secretary of the Hiroshima-Nagasaki Peace Committee of the National Capitol Area, 2002, Centre for Research on Globalisation, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat to Peace,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html)

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

Stability Advantage---Solvency---Enforced Timeline

Plan solves instability  - Remaining troops help provide security and training 

Washington Post, 09 [The Washington Post, 3/1/09, "Obama lays down Iraq Exit Strategy", http://www.theage.com.au/world/obama-lays-down-iraq-exit-strategy-20090228-8kzu.html]
 US PRESIDENT Barack Obama has called on Iraqis to take control of their destiny when American forces withdraw, mapping out plans yesterday for a dramatic troop reduction by August 2010. In a speech to members of the armed forces received with a mixture of cheers and muted applause, Mr Obama said that an end to the combat mission in Iraq is on the horizon. "Let me say this as plainly as I can: by August 31, 2010, our combat mission in Iraq will end," he said. The time frame is longer than he promised during his presidential bid, and he pledged to proceed cautiously and to closely consult military commanders. But under his plan, roughly 100,000 troops would leave Iraq by mid-2010. Another 35,000 to 50,000 would remain to help provide security and training — and, most importantly, counter-terrorism operations, which military officials note may include combat. Mr Obama sought to emphasise diplomacy as he announced that Christopher Hill will be his ambassador to Iraq, and cast the move as a "transition to Iraqi responsibility" rather than an American withdrawal. Just six weeks into his Administration, the President spoke directly to the Iraqi public, citing a "bond forged by shared bloodshed and countless friendships among our people" as reason to trust his sincerity in promising to help the country rebuild. Mr Obama acknowledged that the troop withdrawal would take two months longer than he promised as a candidate, but he emphasised the need for a balance between swiftness and responsible action. "There will surely be difficult periods and tactical adjustments, but our enemies should be left with no doubt: this plan gives our military the forces and flexibility they need to support our Iraqi partners and to succeed. After we remove our combat brigades, our mission will change from combat to supporting the Iraqi Government and its security forces as they take the absolute lead in securing their country." In Washington, Republican senator John McCain called Mr Obama's plan a "reasonable one". Once a fierce critic of Mr Obama's drawdown plan, Senator McCain said he was "cautiously optimistic that the plan as laid out by the President can lead to success". Still, in a Senate speech, Senator McCain said the plan was "not without risk" given that the steps made in Iraq "remain fragile". Democrats have been wary of the plan, demanding that Mr Obama both hasten the process and leave behind a smaller US military footprint. Mr Obama called Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki to brief him on the troop withdrawal plan and to request his acceptance of the new US ambassador. Defence Secretary Robert Gates acknowledged that while major combat units will leave Iraq, the remaining forces may be involved in combat. Mr Gates said that the President would retain some flexibility over the timing of troop withdrawals but that there was no reason to anticipate a delay. Asked whether an upswing in violence might require Mr Obama to send back more troops, Mr Gates said planners had taken such considerations into account. 
US will leave troops to maintain stability post-withdrawal  
CNN 2/27/09 (CNN, www.cnn.com, Obama: US to withdraw most troops by August 2010)
Administration officials, who briefed reporters on the plan, said the remaining troops would take on advisory roles in training and equipping Iraqi forces, supporting civilian operations in Iraq and conducting targeted counterterrorism missions, which would include some combat. But the ultimate success or failure of the war in Iraq, Obama said, would rest with the Iraqi people themselves. The U.S. "cannot police Iraq's streets indefinitely until they are completely safe," the president said.  It is up to the Iraqis, he said, to ensure a future under a government that is "sovereign, stable and self-reliant." "We sent our troops to Iraq to do away with Saddam Hussein's regime and you got the job done," he said, referring to the troops.  The U.S. military had also "exceeded every expectation" suppressing the insurgency in the years that followed.  

No violence post-withdrawal – empirically proven 
Engelhardt 3/10/2010 (Tom, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com. He is the author of "The End of Victory Culture" and the novel "The Last Days of Publishing, writer for Los Angeles Times, LA Times, part A page 18
We have convinced ourselves that we can see the future of Iraq, and that an Iraqi future without us would be desolation itself. What makes the arguments of the warrior pundits particularly potent is the fact that they base them almost entirely on things that have yet to happen and may never happen. After all, humans have such a lousy track record as predictors of the future. History regularly surprises us. Few remember anymore, but we went through a version of this 40 years ago in Vietnam. In that conflict too, Americans were repeatedly told that the U.S. couldn't withdraw because, if we left, the enemy would launch a "blood bath" in South Vietnam. This future blood bath of the imagination appeared in innumerable official speeches and accounts. It became so real that it sometimes seemed to put the actual, ongoing blood bath in Vietnam in the shade, and for years it provided a winning explanation for why any departure would have to be interminably and indefinitely delayed. But when the last American took that last helicopter out, the blood bath didn't happen. In Iraq, only one thing is really known: After our invasion, and with U.S. and allied troops occupying the country in significant numbers, the Iraqis did descend into a monumental blood bath. It happened in our presence, on our watch, and in significant part thanks to us. But why should the historical record be taken into account when our pundits and strategists have such privileged access to an otherwise unknown future? In the year to come, based on what we're seeing now, such arguments are likely to intensify. Terrible prophesies about Iraq's future without us will multiply. It's true that terrible things may happen in Iraq. They could happen while we are there. They could happen with us gone. But history delivers its surprises more regularly than we imagine -- even in Iraq. In the meantime, it's worth keeping in mind that not even Americans can occupy the future. It belongs to no one.
Stability Advantage---Solvency---Enforced Timeline 
Obama's plan withdraws from Iraq by august, but remaining forces may still be involved in combat
Washington Post, 09 [The Washington Post, 3/1/09, "Obama lays down Iraq Exit Strategy", http://www.theage.com.au/world/obama-lays-down-iraq-exit-strategy-20090228-8kzu.html]

US PRESIDENT Barack Obama has called on Iraqis to take control of their destiny when American forces withdraw, mapping out plans yesterday for a dramatic troop reduction by August 2010. In a speech to members of the armed forces received with a mixture of cheers and muted applause, Mr Obama said that an end to the combat mission in Iraq is on the horizon. "Let me say this as plainly as I can: by August 31, 2010, our combat mission in Iraq will end," he said. The time frame is longer than he promised during his presidential bid, and he pledged to proceed cautiously and to closely consult military commanders. But under his plan, roughly 100,000 troops would leave Iraq by mid-2010. Another 35,000 to 50,000 would remain to help provide security and training — and, most importantly, counter-terrorism operations, which military officials note may include combat. Mr Obama sought to emphasise diplomacy as he announced that Christopher Hill will be his ambassador to Iraq, and cast the move as a "transition to Iraqi responsibility" rather than an American withdrawal. Just six weeks into his Administration, the President spoke directly to the Iraqi public, citing a "bond forged by shared bloodshed and countless friendships among our people" as reason to trust his sincerity in promising to help the country rebuild. Mr Obama acknowledged that the troop withdrawal would take two months longer than he promised as a candidate, but he emphasised the need for a balance between swiftness and responsible action. "There will surely be difficult periods and tactical adjustments, but our enemies should be left with no doubt: this plan gives our military the forces and flexibility they need to support our Iraqi partners and to succeed. After we remove our combat brigades, our mission will change from combat to supporting the Iraqi Government and its security forces as they take the absolute lead in securing their country." In Washington, Republican senator John McCain called Mr Obama's plan a "reasonable one". Once a fierce critic of Mr Obama's drawdown plan, Senator McCain said he was "cautiously optimistic that the plan as laid out by the President can lead to success". Still, in a Senate speech, Senator McCain said the plan was "not without risk" given that the steps made in Iraq "remain fragile". Democrats have been wary of the plan, demanding that Mr Obama both hasten the process and leave behind a smaller US military footprint. Mr Obama called Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki to brief him on the troop withdrawal plan and to request his acceptance of the new US ambassador. Defence Secretary Robert Gates acknowledged that while major combat units will leave Iraq, the remaining forces may be involved in combat. Mr Gates said that the President would retain some flexibility over the timing of troop withdrawals but that there was no reason to anticipate a delay. Asked whether an upswing in violence might require Mr Obama to send back more troops, Mr Gates said planners had taken such considerations into account. 

Stability Advantage---Solvency---Enforced Timeline
The U.S. must maintain its withdrawal timeline – extending troop deployments destroys Iraqi stability by incentivizing insurgent violence

Jarrar, 10

[Raed, May 27, 2010, political consultant for the American Friends Service Committee, and a senior fellow at Peace Action, “Don't reward violence in Iraq by extending US troop withdrawal deadline,” Juneau Empire, http://www.juneauempire.com/stories/052710/opi_645328218.shtml]
President Obama should not bow to the Beltway voices urging him to keep U.S. troops longer in Iraq. At a speech at West Point on Saturday, Obama said: "We are poised to end our combat mission in Iraq this summer." His statement, which the cadets greeted with applause, is a reaffirmation of his pledge to have all U.S. combat forces leave Iraq by Aug. 31. Any remaining armed forces are required to leave Iraq by the end of 2011 in accordance with the binding bilateral Security Agreement, also referred to as the Status of Forces Agreement. But Washington pundits are still pushing Obama to delay or cancel the U.S. disengagement, calling on him to be "flexible" and take into consideration the recent spike of violence in Iraq. Hundreds of Iraqis have been killed and injured during the last few months in what seems to be an organized campaign to challenge U.S. plans. While most Iraqis would agree that Iraq is still broken, delaying or canceling the U.S. troop removal will definitely not be seen as "flexibility," but rather as a betrayal of promises. Iraqis believe that prolonging the military occupation will not fix what the occupation has damaged, and they don't think that extending the U.S. intervention will protect them from other interventions. The vast majority of Iraqis see the U.S. military presence as a part of the problem, not the solution. Linking the U.S. withdrawal to conditions on the ground creates an equation by which further deterioration in Iraq will automatically lead to prolonging the U.S. military presence. Some of the current Iraqi ruling parties want the U.S. occupation to continue because they have been benefiting from it. Some regional players, including the Iranian government, do not want an independent and strong Iraq to re-emerge. And other groups, including al-Qaeda, would gladly see the United States stuck in the current quagmire, losing its blood, treasure and reputation. Connecting the pullout to the prevalent situation would be an open invitation to those who seek an endless war to sabotage Iraq even further, and delaying it will send the wrong message to them. By contrast, adhering to the current time-based plan would pull the rug from under their feet and allow Iraqis to stabilize their nation, a process that may take many years but that cannot begin as long as Iraq's sovereignty is breached by foreign interventions. If the Obama administration reneges on its plans, it will effectively reward those responsible for the bloodshed and further embolden them. Such a decision would most likely have serious ramifications for the security of U.S. troops in Iraq, and will impede the security and political progress in the country. And delaying the U.S. pullout will not only harm the U.S. image around the world, which Obama has been trying hard to improve, but it will also be the final blow to U.S. credibility in Iraq. The mere promise of a complete withdrawal has boosted Iraqi domestic politics and enhanced the U.S. perception in the country. Unless Obama delivers on his promises, many of these achievements will be lost, and Iraq will be sent back to square one
American troop withdrawal will stop violence and increase stability in Iraq – Sunni empowerment 

Diamond, 2006 (Larry Diamond, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and founding co-editor of the Journal of Democracy, “Iraq and Democracy: The Lessons Learned,” Current History, January 2006, www.journalofdemocracy.org/articles/gratis/Diamond-16-1.pdf)
There are now three imperatives. First, power-sharing must be made to work so that all groups see that they can better secure their interests through peaceful participation in politics and government than through violence. Second, compromise must be achieved in the forthcoming process to review and amend the constitution adopted in October (over the bitter objections of the Sunni Arab communities, which voted overwhelmingly against it). In particular, the federal system must be revised to clearly establish central government control over future (as well as current) oil and gas production, and to rule out the creation of new governing regions, or at least to limit the number of provinces that can come together into a single region. This would remove one of the most alarming Sunni concerns, a Shiite super-region with control over most of the country’s oil resources. And third, comprehensive negotiations are needed between the United States and the insurgents, involving as well the new Iraqi government and the mediation of the United Nations and the Arab League. Through such negotiations, it may be possible to entrench power-sharing provisions and develop a mutually acceptable plan for American military withdrawal. This would lead many of the Sunni insurgent groups to suspend the violent struggle and to take visible public steps to discourage and delegitimize the continuation of the insurgency. With greater Sunni cooperation, it may also become possible to isolate, capture, kill, or expel the Al Qaeda fighters who have been responsible for the most destructive and destabilizing violence. After nearly three years and a bitter cost in lives and treasure, the United States now has a real chance to help Iraq move toward stabilization. It will not be quick or easy, and real democracy may be years away. But compared with the tyranny of Hussein or the chaos since the invasion, stabilization would count as considerable progress. It would also improve long-term prospects for democratization efforts elsewhere in the region, if the bitter lessons learned in Iraq are heeded.


Stability Advantage---Solvency---Enforced Timeline 
Withdrawal key to solve stability  - it will stabilize the Iraqi government

Holland and Jarrar, 2007

(Joshua Holland, senior editor and Raed Jarrar, Iraq Consultant to the American Friends Service Committee, “Only a U.S. withdrawal will stop Al Qaeda in Iraq,” Alternet, October 5, 2007, http://www.alternet.org/world/64429/)

"The U.S. presence is making our work harder," he said. "For example, the Anbar Salvation Front [the Sunni tribal leadership group that declared war against Al Qaeda in Iraq], is not getting a lot of public support because they think we're collaborating with the U.S. and the Al-Maliki government." Al Jumaili was confident that Iraqis wouldn't tolerate Al Qaeda in Iraq's presence in an independent Iraq. "If the U.S. was to pull out from Iraq and let Iraqis have a national government instead of the puppet one now, Iraqis with their government and tribal leaders would quickly eliminate Al Qaeda from all Iraq," he said. It's a credible statement -- most estimates of the terror group's strength suggest its membership is in the low thousands, no match for the larger organized militias or the fledgling security forces without the support of some of the residents of the areas in which they operate. Contrary to the neat media narrative of a unified "Sunni" leadership that has turned on AQI and joined with the Americans -- a narrative wholly fabricated by the White House and repeated without skepticism by most of the traditional media -- the Sunni community in Iraq is fragmented and divided by a variety of shifting loyalties and interests. Canadian journalist Patrick Graham, who spent a year with Sunni militias, wrote of the "Anbar Awakening":
â€¦ It is still a shaky union, a desperate marriage of convenience based on shared enemies: Iran, and the Sunnis' former-friend-turned-foe Al Qaeda. Many of America's new allies are former insurgents and Saddam Hussein loyalists (Saddam was a Sunni) who only a short while ago were routinely called terrorists, "anti-Iraqi fighters," and "Baathist dead-enders." They are suspicious of one another and strongly anti-American, although willing to work, for the moment, with the U.S. Iraq's Sunnis are divided; while there's a dramatic backlash against the AQI, the group receives its support from within the community. But according to Sunni leaders with whom we spoke, there won't be a unified opposition to the terror group as long as U.S. forces remain in the country.

Withdrawal solves stability - Once the U.S. withdraws the country can begin to stabilize and rebuild

GAO, 2006 (Government Accountability Office, “Rebuilding Iraq: Stabilization, Reconstruction, and Financing Challenges,” United States Government Accountability Office testimony, February 8, 2006, www.gao.gov/new.items/d06428t.pdf) 
The security situation in Iraq has deteriorated since June 2003, with significant increases in attacks against Iraqi and coalition forces. In addition, the security situation has affected the cost and schedule of rebuilding efforts. The State Department has reported that security costs represent 16 to 22 percent of the overall costs of major infrastructure projects.
Second, inadequate performance data and measures make it difficult to determine the overall progress and impact of U.S. reconstruction efforts. The United States has set broad goals for providing essential services in Iraq, but limited performance measures present challenges in determining the overall impact of U.S. projects. Third, the U.S. reconstruction program has encountered difficulties with Iraq's inability to sustain new and rehabilitated infrastructure projects and to address basic maintenance needs in the water, sanitation, and electricity sectors. U.S. agencies are working to develop better performance data and plans for sustaining rehabilitated infrastructure. As the new Iraqi government forms, it must plan to secure the financial resources it will need to continue the reconstruction and stabilization efforts begun by the United States and international community. Iraq will likely need more than the $56 billion that the World Bank, United Nations, and CPA estimated it would require for reconstruction and stabilization efforts from 2004 to 2007. More severely degraded infrastructure, post-2003 conflict looting and sabotage, and additional security costs have added to the country's basic reconstruction needs. However, it is unclear how Iraq will finance these additional requirements. While the United States has borne the primary financial responsibility for rebuilding and stabilizing Iraq, its commitments are largely obligated and future commitments are not finalized. Further, U.S. appropriations were never intended to meet all Iraqi needs. In addition, international donors have mostly committed loans that the government of Iraq is just beginning to tap. Iraq's ability to financially contribute to its own rebuilding and stabilization efforts will depend on the new government's efforts to increase revenues obtained from crude oil exports, reduce energy and food subsidies, control government operating expenses, provide for a growing security force, and repay $84 billion in external debt and war reparations.

***Hegemony Advantage***

Hegemony Advantage---1AC
Advantage __: Hegemony

Military readiness strained by war in Iraq – this hurts Afghanistan military strategy

Youssef 10 (Nancy,  Chief Pentagon correspondent for McClatchy news wire, Covered Iraq war, Attended Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies "U.S. lacks enough troops for low-risk Afghan option"  for the McClatchy Newspapers,  http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=15723)

The U.S. military can send only about 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan in the next three months without putting excessive strains on the Army and Marine Corps, but the top Afghanistan commander has said he needs more than twice that number to have the best chance of success, military and administration officials told McClatchy Newspapers. Army Gen. Stanley McChrystal has said that even if it sent 30,000 additional troops, the U.S. would risk failure in Afghanistan under the current strategy. His resourcing plan offers President Barack Obama three options based on the estimated risk, said two U.S. military officials, who requested anonymity because they weren't authorized to speak publicly and because the proposal remains classified. The low-risk option, which McChrystal has said offers the best chance to contain the Taliban-led insurgency and stabilize Afghanistan, calls for 80,000 additional U.S. troops, while his medium-risk option puts the number at 40,000 to 45,000, the officials said.  "This is a fully resourced COIN (counterinsurgency) strategy with the low-risk option," one official said. The current Army counterinsurgency manual, however, estimates that an all-out COIN campaign in a country with Afghanistan's population would require about 600,000 troops. Some 20,000 additional forces would be deployed under McChrystal's high-risk option, but that would mean the greatest risk of failure, the same official said. There now are 67,000 U.S. troops and 52,000 coalition forces in Afghanistan. White House officials have leaked word that McChrystal's maximum option calls for 60,000 to 80,000 or more troops, but that many aren't available in the near future. According to Army readiness figures, four lighter brigades needed for Afghanistan's rough terrain - three from the 101st Airborne Division at Fort Campbell, Ky., and one from the 10th Mountain Division at Fort Drum, N.Y. - will be ready by December. A fifth brigade, also from the 101st Airborne, could deploy by March. Those would total roughly 25,000 troops who would be accompanied by several thousand support troops.  Marine Corps Commandant James T. Conway has said the Marines could deploy no more than 18,000 troops in Afghanistan, where 10,600 Marines already are serving. Marine officials said an additional 7,400 Marines could be available in three months. The Army and Marines could deploy that many more troops to Afghanistan without extending tours of duty or reducing time at home between tours, which could further strain the forces. Indeed, the Army, led by Gen. Peter Chiarelli, the vice chief of staff of the Army, has said that extending tours to 15 months, as the military did during the 2007 surge in Iraq, could break the forces. Army soldiers serve now one year of combat and get a minimum of one year off. Marines serve seven-month deployments and get at least 14 months off. In addition, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates could order airmen, seamen and members of National Guard and Reserves, but military officials said that wouldn't substantially boost the total number of troops available. Military readiness figures are fluid, and today's numbers are a snapshot of what the military could deploy. If the military accelerated the drawdown in Iraq, which would present serious logistical hurdles, the number of troops available for Afghanistan could rise, for example. A change in strategy also could alter the size and type of forces needed. The Obama administration could ask for more trainers and fewer combat troops to build up the Afghan National Army, which currently has 95,000 troops. Afghanistan also could demand more U.S. troops, however. Many coalition countries, including Britain, Germany and Italy, are facing mounting domestic pressure to leave Afghanistan. But earlier this week, British Prime Minister Gordon Brown authorized an additional 500 troops to reinforce the roughly 9,000 British forces serving there. The Obama administration is reviewing its Afghanistan strategy as violence against U.S., coalition and Afghan forces is at the highest levels of the war, which entered it ninth year earlier this month."McChrystal has already said that the status quo cannot be sustained," the U.S. military official pointed out, referring to a separate assessment written by the U.S. commander that described the situation in Afghanistan as "dire." It was delivered to Obama last month.  In that assessment, McChrystal argued for more resources."Our campaign in Afghanistan has been historically under-resourced and remains so today. Almost every aspect of our collective effort and associated resourcing has lagged behind a growing insurgency," he wrote. "Resources will not win this war, but under-resourcing could lose it."
Withdrawal of troops solves readiness – Iraq troops will be sent elsewhere 

Korb and Katulis 07

[Lawrence J. Korb - Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress,  senior advisor to the Center for Defense Information and an adjunct professor at Georgetown University. Brian Katulis - Senior Fellow at American Progress. “Resolution Time.” February 12, 2007. Center for American Progress. http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2007/02/decision_time.html]
The escalation of our troops in Iraq is a flawed strategy that the Bush administration has already tried and seen fail. The administration has “surged” troops into Baghdad twice in the past six months, yet the violence and death of Americans and Iraqis is increasing dramatically. That’s why Congress must act swiftly to stop the escalation. Congress can and should use its power to cut off funding for troop escalation and begin the process of redeploying troops. The Center for American Progress has detailed how to accomplish both of these moves (see The Critical Choice in Iraq and Congressional Limitations and Requirements for Military Deployments and Funding). But let us briefly review the reasons for doing so before the Senate votes on several measures to rein in the Bush escalation. Additional escalation will create more targets, put more American lives at risk, increase Iraq’s dependence on the U.S., further undermine the precarious readiness of our ground forces, do nothing to help Iraqis settle their internal conflicts, and go against the will of both the American and Iraqi people. The only responsible course left is to strategically redeploy our troops out of Iraq and engage in a diplomatic surge that brings all six of Iraq’s neighbors—Iran, Turkey, Syria, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and Kuwait—into a constructive discussion about how to stabilize Iraq. All American troops should be redeployed from Iraq over the next 18 months. This is the only way that we can regain control of our security interests. It is also the only leverage that we have to push the Iraqis to make the difficult political compromises that are necessary in order to begin the reconciliation process, including balancing the roles of central and provincial governments, distributing oil revenues, and protecting minority rights.

Hegemony Advantage---1AC 
Military readiness is the key to heg.

Spencer 00

[Jack Spencer - Research Fellow, Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, September 15, 2000.]
The evidence indicates that the U.S. armed forces are not ready to support America's national security requirements. Moreover, regarding the broader capability to defeat groups of enemies, military readiness has been declining. The National Security Strategy, the U.S. official statement of national security objectives,3 concludes that the United States "must have the capability to deter and, if deterrence fails, defeat large-scale, cross-border aggression in two distant theaters in overlapping time frames."4According to some of the military's highest-ranking officials, however, the United States cannot achieve this goal. Commandant of the Marine Corps General James Jones, former Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Jay Johnson, and Air Force Chief of Staff General Michael Ryan have all expressed serious concerns about their respective services' ability to carry out a two major theater war strategy.5 Recently retired Generals Anthony Zinni of the U.S. Marine Corps and George Joulwan of the U.S. Army have even questioned America's ability to conduct one major theater war the size of the 1991 Gulf War.6Military readiness is vital because declines in America's military readiness signal to the rest of the world that the United States is not prepared to defend its interests. Therefore, potentially hostile nations will be more likely to lash out against American allies and interests, inevitably leading to U.S. involvement in combat. A high state of military readiness is more likely to deter potentially hostile nations from acting aggressively in regions of vital national interest, thereby preserving peace.

Withdrawal solves US-Middle East relations – Iraqi stability expands US influence

Korb 08 (Lawrence, Senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, Senior advisor to the Center for Defense Information , Former assistant U.S. Secretary of Defense from 1981-1985, adjunct professor at Georgetown University ,"How to Redeploy: Implementing a Responsible Drawdown of U.S. Forces from Iraq", Aug 11, www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6788)

In fact, a continued large-scale U.S. presence in Iraq has allowed Iraq’s warring factions to stall on making the tough choices that they would have to make if faced with a timetable for U.S. withdrawal. Provincial elections, originally scheduled for October 2008, are a case in point, as they are not likely to take place this year. The United States can truly take advantage of what security gains have been made over the last 18 months by using a withdrawal timetable as a lever to force political change in Iraq, while pushing Iraq’s competing powers to recalculate their self-interest in light of a U.S. withdrawal. By putting the Iraqi government and its neighbors on notice that they—not the United States—will be responsible for the consequences of any instability in Iraq, the United States will give all players involved an incentive to begin acting constructively in Iraq. President Bush and his supporters, undeterred, continue to reject setting a timetable for withdrawal. The White House justified a recent agreement that sets a vaguely worded “general time horizon for withdrawal,” by asserting that the “success” of the surge necessitates an indefinite large-scale U.S. presence in Iraq. This is the wrong course. In order to solidify recent security gains and bring about meaningful reconciliation, the United States must move beyond the surge and begin a withdrawal of all American troops as soon as possible from Iraq. This is what the majority of the American people and the Iraqi people want. Withdrawal will not only improve the chances of stabilizing the region; it will allow the United States to reset its entire Middle East policy. Over the past seven years, U.S. influence throughout the greater Middle East has diminished to such a degree that we are no longer liked, feared, or respected.
Hegemony Advantage---1AC
Relations with Middle East key to soft power – benevolent policy improves global image

Devin Hartman, Writer for the University Wire. 4/24/07. “Ending terrorism involves more than fighting a war.”

Terrorism is a new brand of fight. Conventional tactics - hard power - aren't as effective in traditional inter-state conflicts. The enemy lies hidden, highly mobile and is difficult to account for. The disease is no longer a large, isolated tumor. It's now fragmented, with small barely recognizable pockets recurrently emerging. Surgery is a limited option - internal methods will prove more useful.  The world is a stage. The projection of Americanism abroad plays an integral role in foreign responses, which is particularly applicable to terrorist networks. The legitimacy of their claims is crucial to their recruitment, which comprises the backbone of their sustained support. The more foreign crowds view the United States as imperialistic, evil or a number of other negative traits, the more successful these networks become. In this sense, it's not our intentions that matter, but how they're perceived.  The greatest lesson in the ideological struggle is the detrimental impacts on terrorist prevention from the invasion of Iraq. The 2006 National Intelligence Estimate, released by the CIA last April, precisely affirmed this. It noted the conflict has become the "cause celebre for jihadists," breeding anti-Americanism and "cultivating supporters for the global jihadist movement." Sure enough, polls indicate that support for the United States has dropped considerably within the publics of nearly every Arab state after the invasion.  The foreign public relations nightmare in Iraq serves as a wake-up call to counterterrorism strategy.  The danger is that anti-Americanism continues to grow, as does the appeal of threatening ideologies. It's the young, discontent and vulnerable - but still undecided - minds that will determine future security threats.  The most ethical and practical technique to manage America's global impression is through genuine, benevolent policy. This approach serves American security interests in the long run. U.S. foreign policy has frequently lacked, even contradicted, this principle and felt harsh repercussions.  Look no further than United States-Iranian relations. In the 1950s, a CIA operation overthrew a democratically elected leader and installed the shah, who descended the country into a harsh dictatorship. Needless to say, after leading to the Iranian Revolution and subsequent hostile events, the stage was set for fervid American opposition in Iran. As evidenced by today's headlines, Iran is now a bastion of anti-Americanism.  Today, the Unites States continues a legacy of short-sighted, self-centered foreign policy. America ranks among the lowest of industrialized countries of foreign aid as a percent of Gross National Product.  As of 2006, just 0.17 percent of Gross National Income went to official development assistance. America should start a more responsible path by first meeting the United Nations target of 0.7 percent, followed by the target of the ONE campaign; provide an additional 1 percent of the federal budget to foreign development aid.  Such actions would have a profoundly positive impact on suppressing future terrorist threats. The areas where dangerous ideologies are most pervasive - North Africa and the Middle East - tend to be ones needing drastic political, economic and social reforms. The aforementioned intelligence estimate specifies the lack of these reforms as being underlying factors contributing to the spread of the jihad movement.  Stronger foreign policies to promote democracy, economic stability, poverty alleviation and educational improvement act as a wise national security investment.  If the substance of U.S. foreign policy were to improve in such ways, so would its global image. The capacity of terrorist networks, specifically jihadists, to exploit anti-American sentiment would be strongly diminished.  Their ideological weakness is their vulnerability. America would be wise to better expose this internationally, while improving its own credibility by realigning policy in a morally acceptable manner.  The United States has the opportunity to act in a humanitarian fashion that bolsters national security. Let's hope ethics and pragmatism connect in time to suit both these concerns.
Soft power key to hegemony

Nye 04

[Joseph Nye - former Assistant Secretary of Defense and Dean of Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government. “The Benefits of Soft Power.” 8/2/2004. http://hbswk.hbs.edu/archive/4290.html]

Soft power rests on the ability to shape the preferences of others. In the business world, smart executives know that leadership is not just a matter of issuing commands, but also involves leading by example and attracting others to do what you want. Similarly, contemporary practices of community-based policing rely on making the police sufficiently friendly and attractive that a community wants to help them achieve shared objectives. Political leaders have long understood the power that comes from attraction. If I can get you to want to do what I want, then I do not have to use carrots or sticks to make you do it. Soft power is a staple of daily democratic politics. The ability to establish preferences tends to be associated with intangible assets such as an attractive personality, culture, political values and institutions, and policies that are seen as legitimate or having moral authority. If a leader represents values that others want to follow, it will cost less to lead. Soft power is not merely the same as influence. After all, influence can also rest on the hard power of threats or payments. And soft power is more than just persuasion or the ability to move people by argument, though that is an important part of it. It is also the ability to attract, and attraction often leads to acquiescence. Simply put, in behavioral terms, soft power is attractive power. Soft power resources are the assets that produce such attraction. If I am persuaded to go along with your purposes without any explicit threat or exchange taking place—in short, if my behavior is determined by an observable but intangible attraction—soft power is at work. Soft power uses a different type of currency—not force, not money—to engender cooperation. It uses an attraction to shared values, and the justness and duty of contributing to the achievement of those values.
Hegemony Advantage---1AC
Loss of US heg causes extinction

Dennis Florig 10, Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, “Hegemonic Overreach vs. Imperial Overstretch,” 2/6, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.cfm/SSRN_ID1548783_code1259934.pdf?abstractid=1548783&mirid=1

There is an even larger question than whether the U.S. will remain the hegemonic state within a western dominated system. How long will the West remain hegemonic in the global system?25 Since Spengler the issue of the decline of the West has been debated. It would be hard to question current western dominance of virtually every global economic, political, military, or ideological system today. In some ways the domination of the West seems even more firm than it was in the past because the West is no longer a group of fiercely competing states but a much more cohesive force. In the era of western domination, breakdown of the rule of each hegemonic state has come because of competition from powerful rival western states at the core of the system leading to system-wide war. The unique characteristic of the Cold War and particularly the post-Cold War system is that the core capitalist states are now to a large degree politically united and increasingly economically integrated.  In the 21st century, two factors taking place outside the West seem more of a threat to the reproduction to the hegemony of the American state and the western system than conflict between western states: 1. resistance to western hegemony in the Muslim world and other parts of the subordinated South, and 2. the rise of newly powerful or reformed super states.  Relations between the core and periphery have already undergone one massive transformation in the 20th century—decolonization. The historical significance of decolonization was overshadowed somewhat by the emergence of the Cold War and the nuclear age. Recognition of its impact was dampened somewhat by the subsequent relative lack of change of fundamental economic relations between core and periphery.  But one of the historical legacies of decolonization is that ideological legitimation has become more crucial in operating the global system. The manufacture of some level of consent, particularly among the elite in the periphery has to some degree replaced brute domination. Less raw force is necessary but in return a greater burden of ideological and cultural legitimation is required. Now it is no longer enough for colonials to obey, willing participants must believe. Therefore, cultural and ideological challenges to the foundations of the liberal capitalist world view assume much greater significance. Thus the resurgence of Islamic fundamentalism, ethnic nationalism, and even social democracy in Latin America as ideologies of opposition have increasing significance in a system dependent on greater levels of willing consent. As Ayoob suggests, the sustained resistance within the Islamic world to western hegemony may have a “demonstration effect” on other southern states with similar grievances against the West.26  The other new dynamic is the re-emergence of great states that at one time or another have been brought low by the western hegemonic system. China, in recent centuries low on the international division of labor, was in some ways a classic case of a peripheral state, or today a semi-peripheral state. But its sheer size, its rapid growth, its currency reserves, its actual and potential markets, etc. make it a major power and a potential future counter hegemon. India lags behind China, but has similar aspirations. Russia has fallen from great power to semi-peripheral status since the collapse of the Soviet empire, but its energy resources and the technological skills of its people make recovery of its former greatness possible. No one knows exactly what the resurgence of Asia portends for the future. However, just as half a century ago global decolonization was a blow to western domination, so the shift in economic production to Asia will redefine global power relations throughout the 21st century.  Classical theory of hegemonic cycle is useful if not articulated in too rigid a form. Hegemonic systems do not last forever; they do have a life span. The hegemonic state cannot maintain itself as the fastest growing major economy forever and thus eventually will face relative decline against some major power or powers. The hegemon faces recurrent challenges both on the periphery and from other major powers who feel constrained by the hegemon’s power or are ambitious to usurp its place. Techniques of the application of military force and ideological control may become more sophisticated over time, but so too do techniques of guerilla warfare and ideological forms of resistance such as religious fundamentalism, nationalism, and politicization of ethnic identity. World war may not be imminent, but wars on the periphery have become quite deadly, and the threat of the use of nuclear weapons or other WMD by the rising number of powers who possess them looms.  The hegemonic state tends to become overstretched, but more importantly the U.S., because of its messianic sense of mission, tends to overreach. Some of the burden the hegemon has to assume is inevitable, but the U.S. is particularly prone to massive miscalculation.

Hegemony Advantage---Uniqueness---Middle East Leadership 
US heg in Middle East declining – Russia and Syria are increasing their own influence in the region

The Guardian 5/31/10

[“US Hegemony in the Middle East is ending.” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/may/31/us-hegemony-middle-east-ending]

A recent arms deal between Russia and Syria has raised the prospect of a new cold war in the Middle East. Foreign Policy's Josh Landis, for example, suggests that unconditional US support for Israel will draw Moscow back into its pre-1989 role as supporter and arms supplier for the enemies of Tel Aviv and Washington.

Yet Russia's return to Syria, whether it be the sale of MiG-29s or building a naval dock on the Syrian coast, is not the action of a superpower challenging US hegemony as it was in 1945-89 but rather an assertive regional power taking advantage of the emerging power vacuum in the region. Instead of a new bi-polar cold war, regional powers such as Russia and Turkey are increasing their influence at the United States' expense.
The idea of a new cold war has gained currency in some quarters for the wrong reasons. Syrian president Bashar al-Assad himself told La Repubblica last week that "Russia is reasserting itself. And the cold war is just a natural reaction to the attempt by America to dominate the world".

In the same interview he asserted that there was a new triple alliance between Syria, Turkey and Iran – part of a "northern alliance" that Damascus has been trying to construct against Israel and the US – with Russia now cast in the role as superpower benefactor.

As leader of a small power attempting to defy the global hegemon, it is in Assad's interests to exaggerate the strength of such an alliance. Yet no such cohesive united bloc actually exists. Russia is pursuing a realist regional agenda, ensuring it can maximise its influence without unnecessarily confronting the US – a cornerstone of Dmitry Medvedev's foreign policy. A recent spat with Tehran over Russian support for Washington's new UN sanctions on Iran hardly suggests a united anti-American/anti-Israeli front.

Turkey, too, is not tying itself to any camp. Damascus may regard Ankara's rekindled relationship with Iraq, Iran and Syria as crucial for any new alignment, but Turkey's "zero problems with neighbours" policy is not limited to those states on its southern border. Turkey is seeking influence and markets for its rapidly expanding economy across the region, including Israel.
Though prime minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan's rhetoric has been increasingly populist and anti-Israeli since the Gaza war of 2008-2009, the deep commercial, economic and military ties between the Turkish and Israeli establishments show no signs of receding. Like Russia, Turkey is pursuing its own interests by asserting its influence in the whole Middle East, not just as the lynchpin of an anti-America/Israel bloc.

Yet even though the return to cold war bi-polar blocs in the Middle East is unlikely, the region's international relations are changing. US power is waning. Though Washington remains the world's only superpower, the quagmires of Iraq and Afghanistan have exposed the limits of US ambitions, while the economic crisis has forced the Obama administration to focus energy elsewhere.
While the Bush era saw the US hegemonic in the region, squeezing the defiant few like Syria and Saddam Hussein's Iraq, today's Middle East sees a power vacuum led by partial US retreat being filled by assertive regional and middle powers. Turkey and Brazil's recent nuclear deal with Iran typify this emerging new climate.

Stephen Walt has highlighted that this shift in power is global, with Asia's share of GDP already outstripping that of the US or Europe. As ever, it seems the Middle East could prove a microcosm of these international changes. If the age of American uni-polarity is coming to an end, perhaps hastened by unnecessary wars and economic shortsightedness, it is much more likely that international relations in the Middle East will come to reflect the multi-polar world that will follow rather than revert to a bi-polar cold war.

In such circumstances, it won't just be Russia and Turkey expanding their reach in the region, but China, India and Brazil will all bid for a role, too – presumably having fewer demands than Washington about their clients pursuing democratic reforms and peace with Israel. Saudi Arabia'sgrowing relationship with China might signify the shape of things to come.

Not that this era is yet upon us. The US remains the superpower and could still effect serious change in the region, should it desire. However, the recent actions of Russia and Turkey in the Middle East do show a new assertiveness from regional powers to pursue their own path in defiance of US will, whether through arms deals, trade agreements or diplomatic coups. A new cold war is unlikely, but the age of unchallenged US hegemony in the Middle East could be ending.
Hegemony Advantage---Withdrawal Key to Readiness 

The US will not be able to continue providing troops in Iraq

Friedman, Sapolsky, and Preble 8 (Benjamin H. Friedman, Ph.D in political science, Harvey M. Sapolsky, Ph.D in political economy and government, professor of public policy and organization at MIT, and Christopher Preble, director of foreign policy studies, Ph.D.in history, Learning the Right Lessons from Iraq, February 13, 2008, The Cato Institute, < http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-610.pdf>)
the president last year announced a plan to expand the army by 65,000 soldiers and the Marines by 27,000 over five years.11 The expansion plan has the support of majorities in both parties and is slated to become law with the passage of the 2008 Defense Authorization Bill.12 The expansion will take three to five years to implement. Given this timeframe, it is justified less by Iraq than by the notion that fighting terrorism will require other occupation and state-building missions that require large numbers of American ground forces. The idea that more troops could have saved Iraq from violent discord is flawed on several accounts. First, as David Hendrickson and Robert Tucker argue in a paper prepared for the U.S. Army War College, it would have been difficult, if not impossible, for the United States to keep several hundred thousand troops in Iraq for long.13 Although the United States could have mustered a force level of 400,000–500,000 troops temporarily, normal rotation schedules would have required the troops to return home after being deployed a year or less. The nation would then have lacked enough replacement forces to maintain even close to the 130,000 it kept on hand for most of the occupation of Iraq, unless it wanted to either prevent troops from rotating home or rely heavily on National Guard and Reserve units, both politically dicey propositions likely to damage morale. The more troops sent in initially, the fewer can remain indefinitely. In a conflict that lasts three or five years, in a large country like Iraq, the United States cannot maintain a ratio of one soldier or marine for every 50 civilians, even with a significantly larger military.

The operation in Iraq overstretches the U.S. military 

Record, 2003

(Dr. Jeffrey Record is a well-known defense policy critic and teaches strategy at the Air War College in Montgomery, Alabama. He has served as a pacification advisor in the Mekong Delta during the Vietnam War, Rockefeller Younger Scholar on the Brookings Institution’s Defense Analysis Staff, and Senior Fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, the Hudson Institute, and the BDM International Corporation. Dr. Record also has extensive Capitol Hill experience, serving as Legislative Assistant for National Security Affairs to Senators Sam Nunn and Lloyd Bentsen, and later as a Professional Staff Member of the Senate Armed Services Committee. He is the author of eight books and received his Doctorate at the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, “Bounding the Global War on Terrorism,” December 2003, www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/report/2003/record_bounding.pdf) 

But these “wars” on terrorism and drugs are not really wars as most Americans, including the professional military, have come to understand the meaning of the term since the United States became a world power. By traditional standards of what constitutes a war, the GWOT, like the drug war, qualifies, in so far as it encompasses the military’s participation, as a “military operation other than war,” or MOOTW (to employ an officially discarded but very useful term.) To be sure, the GWOT has so far encompassed two major military campaigns, in Afghanistan and Iraq, but those campaigns were part of a much broader grand strategy and struggle that has mobilized all elements of national power as well as the services of many other countries. The proper analogy here may be the Cold War, a much larger and longer contest than the occasional hot wars--e.g., the Korean and Vietnam conflicts--that were waged on its behalf. Moreover, Operation IRAQI FREEDOM saddled the U.S. armed forces, especially the U.S. Army, with costly and open-ended imperial policing and nation-building responsibilities outside the professional military’s traditional mission portfolio. The major combat operational phase of the war against Iraq unexpectedly and seamlessly morphed into an ongoing insurgent phase for which most U.S. ground combat forces are not properly trained. Traditionally, most wars, especially those waged in the European tradition, have also had clear beginnings and endings. On a certain day hostilities were declared or initiated, and on another certain day one side agreed to stop fighting. But the line between war and peace was never as clear in the non-European world, and has been steadily blurring for the United States since the end of the Cold War in part because it is difficult to obtain conclusive military victories against irregular enemies who refuse to quit precisely because they cannot be decisively defeated. Thus even though the Taliban and Saddam Hussein regimes were militarily smashed, combat continues, even escalates, in Afghanistan and Iraq. Traditional wars also provided clear standards of measuring success in the form of territory gained and enemy forces destroyed or otherwise removed from combat. But these standards were always of limited utility against irregular enemies that fought to different standards of success, and they are of practically no use in gauging success against a terrorist threat like al-Qaeda. Terrorism expert Bruce Hoffman notes that terrorists “do not function in the open as armed units, generally do not attempt to seize or hold territory, deliberately avoid engaging enemy military forces in combat and rarely exercise any direct control or sovereignty over either territory or population.”2 Additionally, al-Qaeda has demonstrated impressive regenerative powers, in part because, as Daniel Byman points out, it is: 

Hegemony Advantage---Redeployment Key to Readiness
Withdrawal from Iraq is key to US hard power – the war has paralyzed the US military

Odom 07

[William E. Odom - Lieutenant General, United States Army, Adjunct Professor of Political Science, Yale University. December 4, 2007. “American Hegemony: How to Use It, How to Lose It.” http://www.amphilsoc.org/sites/default/files/1510403.pdf]
Can we still save the American empire? Or is it too late? We can, but we must act soon. The first step must be withdrawal from Iraq. That invasion was never in American interests. Rather, it advanced the interests of Iran by avenging Saddam’s invasion of that country. And it advanced al Qaeda’s interests by making Iraq open for its cadres. They are killing both Americans and Iraqis there in growing numbers, and taking their newly gained skills to other countries. Many reports suggest that al Qaeda was in desperate condition by spring 2002 and that only after the U.S. invasion of Iraq did its recruiting powers recover and its funding sources replenish its coffers. Apparently, President Bush came to Osama bin Laden’s rescue in his nadir. The irony would be comical if it were not so tragic. All the debate today over the tactical mistakes we have made in Iraq is beside the point. All of the unhappy consequences were destined to occur once the invasion started. Most worrisome, the war has paralyzed the United States strategically. The precondition for regaining diplomatic and military mobility is withdrawal, no matter what kind of mess is left behind. The United States bears the blame for it, but it cannot avoid the consequences by “staying the course.” Every day we remain on that course increases the costs and makes the eventual defeat larger. Only after the United States withdraws can it possibly rally sufficient international support to prevent the spread of the damage beyond the region, and it might bring some order to the region as well.
The operation in Iraq overstretches the U.S. military 

Record, 2003

(Dr. Jeffrey Record is a well-known defense policy critic and teaches strategy at the Air War College in Montgomery, Alabama, Rockefeller Younger Scholar on the Brookings Institution’s Defense Analysis Staff, and Senior Fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, the Hudson Institute, “Bounding the Global War on Terrorism,” December 2003, www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/report/2003/record_bounding.pdf) 
But these “wars” on terrorism and drugs are not really wars as most Americans, including the professional military, have come to understand the meaning of the term since the United States became a world power. By traditional standards of what constitutes a war, the GWOT, like the drug war, qualifies, in so far as it encompasses the military’s participation, as a “military operation other than war,” or MOOTW (to employ an officially discarded but very useful term.) To be sure, the GWOT has so far encompassed two major military campaigns, in Afghanistan and Iraq, but those campaigns were part of a much broader grand strategy and struggle that has mobilized all elements of national power as well as the services of many other countries. The proper analogy here may be the Cold War, a much larger and longer contest than the occasional hot wars--e.g., the Korean and Vietnam conflicts--that were waged on its behalf. Moreover, Operation IRAQI FREEDOM saddled the U.S. armed forces, especially the U.S. Army, with costly and open-ended imperial policing and nation-building responsibilities outside the professional military’s traditional mission portfolio. The major combat operational phase of the war against Iraq unexpectedly and seamlessly morphed into an ongoing insurgent phase for which most U.S. ground combat forces are not properly trained. Traditionally, most wars, especially those waged in the European tradition, have also had clear beginnings and endings. On a certain day hostilities were declared or initiated, and on another certain day one side agreed to stop fighting. But the line between war and peace was never as clear in the non-European world, and has been steadily blurring for the United States since the end of the Cold War in part because it is difficult to obtain conclusive military victories against irregular enemies who refuse to quit precisely because they cannot be decisively defeated. Thus even though the Taliban and Saddam Hussein regimes were militarily smashed, combat continues, even escalates, in Afghanistan and Iraq. Traditional wars also provided clear standards of measuring success in the form of territory gained and enemy forces destroyed or otherwise removed from combat. But these standards were always of limited utility against irregular enemies that fought to different standards of success, and they are of practically no use in gauging success against a terrorist threat like al-Qaeda. Terrorism expert Bruce Hoffman notes that terrorists “do not function in the open as armed units, generally do not attempt to seize or hold territory, deliberately avoid engaging enemy military forces in combat and rarely exercise any direct control or sovereignty over either territory or population.”2 Additionally, al-Qaeda has demonstrated impressive regenerative powers, in part because, as Daniel Byman points out, it is: 
Redeployment of troops enables the US to prevent terrorist attacks from other countries

Korb and Katulis 05

[Lawrence J. Korb - Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress,  senior advisor to the Center for Defense Information and an adjunct professor at Georgetown University. Brian Katulis - Senior Fellow at American Progress. “Strategic Redeployment: A Progressive Plan for Iraq and the Struggle against Violent Extremists. 2005. Center for American Progress. http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:a5x5FTVDHT8J:www.americanprogress.org/kf/redeployment.pdf+iraq+redeploy&hl=en&gl=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEESiLMYbdzi9lA4pvu2qYgekd2aGLqtXYUWbkQO2PnNB-FYbHkx_3ky9ZVoiVMUp1eo5b1W73T7lCLpEgnIyH4twVWumxKJW0J0QLpxh8rjsiqOmF6P_ck0ljhrpi9KnN38Ee9ZZx&sig=AHIEtbQn6v6IrpYeb7kqxtwUUVLKgRoxRQ]
As redeployments begin, the remaining forces in Iraq would focus on our core missions: completing the training of Iraqi forces; improving border security; providing logistical and air support to Iraqi security forces engaged in battles against terrorists and insurgents; serving as advisors to Iraqi units; and tracking down terrorists and insurgent leaders with smaller, more nimble Special Forces units operating jointly with Iraqi units. Strategic Redeployment will enable the United States to operate with a leaner force that is more effective in rooting out the insurgents and terrorist networks. Strategic Redeployment will also strengthen the Army and minimize the drawbacks of our eventual withdrawal from Iraq. It will also enable us to respond to other emerging threats in the broader battle against violent extremists. Redeployment from Iraq will enable us to prevent other countries from becoming terrorist havens and enable us to address other threats our country faces.

Hegemony Advantage---Readiness Key to Hegemony 
Military readiness is critical to deter a global power rival
Khalilzad 95

[Zalmay Khalilzad - policy analyst at Rand and Afghanistan specialist for CSIS. 1995. The Washington Quarterly, Lexis]
A global rival to the United States could emerge for several reasons. Because the main deterrent to the rise of another global rival is the military power of the United States, an inadequate level of U.S. military capability could facilitate such an event. This capability should be measured not only in terms of the strength of other countries, but also in terms of the U.S. ability to carry out the strategy outlined here. U.S. tradition makes the prospect of defense cuts below this level a serious possibility: historically, the United States has made this error on several occasions by downsizing excessively. It faces the same danger again for the longer term. To discourage the rise of another global rival or to be in a strong position to deal with the problem should one arise, focusing U.S. military planning for the future on Korea and the Persian Gulf, plus increased ability for LRC operations, is inadequate. Over time, although the threat from North Korea will probably disappear, other larger threats could emerge. As an alternative, the United States should consider moving toward sizing its forces largely by adopting the requirement that they be capable of simultaneously defeating the most plausible military challenges to critical U.S. interests that might be created by the two next most powerful military forces in the world that are not allied with the United States. Such a force should allow the United States to protect its interests in Asia, Europe, and the Persian Gulf. Such a force-sizing principle does not mean that U.S. forces have to be numerically as large as the combined forces of these two powers. It means that they should be capable of defeating them given relatively specific nearsimultaneous scenarios of great importance to the United States -- a Gulf and Asia scenario; a Europe and Asia scenario; or Asian and Gulf scenarios nearly simultaneously. Such an approach would give the United States a flexible global capability for substantial operations.
Hegemony Advantage---Withdrawal Key to Middle East Relations 
Withdrawing from Iraq is key to bilateral cooperation with the Middle East

Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs 10

[US Department of State. “Background Note: Iraq.” March 8th, 2010. http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/6804.htm] 

The goal of United States policy in Iraq is an Iraq that is sovereign, stable, and self-reliant. U.S. policy promotes a just, representative, and accountable Iraqi government that does not provide support or safe-haven to terrorists. The Agreement between the United States of America and the Republic of Iraq On the Withdrawal of United States Forces from Iraq and the Organization of Their Activities During Their Temporary Presence in Iraq (“Security Agreement”) governs the presence and status in Iraq, and addresses the withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq. The Strategic Framework Agreement for a Relationship of Friendship and Cooperation between the United States of America and the Republic of Iraq (“Strategic Framework Agreement”) sets out a variety of areas and aims for bilateral cooperation and forms the basis for a long-term partnership with the people and government of Iraq. When announcing the timeline for withdrawing American combat forces from Iraq, President Barack Obama emphasized that the long-term solution in Iraq must be political and that decisions about the country’s future must be made by the Iraqis themselves.


Iraq timetable leads to better cooperation with the region

RAND 09 (Rand Corporation; think tank that advises the Department of Defense, "Withdrawing from Iraq Alternative Schedules, Associated Risks, and Mitigating Strategies",  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA504075&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf.)

There are no strong indicators that point to terrorism being a serious threat to regional stability as a result of the withdrawal. Indeed, the salafi-jihadi threat is already in decline because "Iraq fatigue"  has set in, and many of the most dangerous actors have already moved to other parts of the region, particularly the Afghanistan-Pakistan border area. A U.S. drawdown may even improve the prospects for more-extensive regional and international cooperation on both counterterrorism efforts and efforts to build a broader regional security system. The withdrawal could also improve the prospects for greater regional support, particularly from wealthy Persian Gulf states, by, for example, encouraging such states to provide financial support to international organizations that assist Iraqi refugee populations across the region, particularly in Jordan and Syria.
Pullout will increase U.S. objectives in the Middle East

Nagl  09 (John, President of the Center for a New American Security, Member of Defense Policy Board, Professor of War Studies at Kings College, Member of Council on Foreign Relations, Member of International Institute of Strategic Studies "After the Fire; Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq" for CNAS, June 2, www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/NaglBurton_AfterTheFire%20Future%20US%20Relationship%20with%20Iraq_June09.pdf)
As the United States prepares to withdraw mili​tary forces and decrease its involvement in Iraq, American policymakers must consider how the new Iraq fits into broader U.S. strategy for the Middle East and the Persian Gulf. what hap​pens in Iraq will influence key U.S. objectives in the region, most notably the preservation of security that enables continued global access to Middle Eastern energy resources and the con​tainment of revisionist influences from Iran. To bolster regional security while balancing against Iran’s increasing power, the United States should cultivate Iraq as a long-term ally while develop​ing strong bilateral and multilateral security and economic ties between Iraq, Turkey, and the states of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC). The United States cannot force this outcome. Iraq is a sovereign country where direct American influence is declining. Neighboring states, most notably Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and Iran, have their own interests in Iraq and have derived their own lessons that will inform how they interact with Iraq in the future. American policymakers cannot expect full cooperation from any of these coun​tries, but a commitment to sustained diplomacy can help all parties bridge the “trust deficit” and recognize the convergence of strategic interests.
Withdrawal is necessary to rebuild U.S. influence in the Middle East

Simon 07 (Steven, Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, Professor of Middle East Security at Georgetown University, Deputy Director of the International Institute for Strategic Studies, "After the Surge: The Case for U.S. Military Disengagement from Iraq" for the Council on Foreign Relations, www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/IraqCSR23.pdf)

As it prepares to withdraw militarily from Iraq, the United States should act decisively and creatively across the wider Middle East to offset perceptions of American weakness that our setback in Iraq has triggered. The obvious arena for action is the triangle formed by Israel, Lebanon, and the Palestinian Authority. Iran and its Syrian ally believe themselves to be ascendant. With the United States having eliminated Iran’s adversaries to the east and west and then gotten bogged down in an Iraqi civil war, Tehran’s bravado is perhaps understandable. Yet its challenge must be met. Withdrawing from Iraq might enable the United States to use its resources, leverage, and residual credibility to counter the influence these countries bring to bear on Lebanese and Palestinian politics. Less plausibly, but still conceivably, it might also improve prospects for a more assertive international response to Iran’s apparent pursuit of a nuclear weapons capability. At a minimum, military disengagement will remove one of many obstacles to effective action. This is not meant to suggest that the disengagement of U.S. military forces from Iraq will somehow usher in a new golden age for the United States or the countries of the region. Full recovery from its misadventure in Iraq is likely to take the United States many years. Indeed, the project to rebuild American credibility will face two stark limits. First, no possibilities will open up for the United States in the region until it has successfully managed its disengagement from Iraq—a necessary though not sufficient condition for rebuilding U.S. influence. 
Hegemony Advantage---Middle East Relations Key to Hegemony
Relations key to US heg – China is making alliances in the Middle East and threatening US dominance in the region

Heydarian 10

[Richard Javad Heydarian - ranian observer and analyst of developments in the Middle East. Asia Times Online. “China, US jostles Middle East.” May 14, 2010. http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China_Business/LE14Cb01.html] 

This century has witnessed China's emergence as the main challenger to the superpower status of the United States. In dramatic fashion, China is beginning to establish its foothold in the highly strategic, energy-rich region of the Middle East by forging strong ties with regional powers and gradually challenging US-Israel regional dominance. Thanks to decades of double-digit economic growth and accelerating military modernization, China now has both the need for and the capability of engaging the Middle East.   Confined to the sidelines during the Cold War, the Chinese leadership finally found a window of opportunity to enter the region's politics and expand its military exports. During the 1980s, China increasingly criticized Soviet disinterest in assisting regional "revisionist powers" such as Syria against US allies. Subsequently, it sought regional influence through forging strong ties with leading anti-US powers in the region.   The Middle East was a staging area for Cold War conflicts between the United States and the Soviet Union. Will the region become a battleground in the 21st century conflict between a rising China and a stagnant United States?   Through the 1990s, China provided an increasing amount of ballistic missile technology to Syria. But the key partner to emerge in the region was Iran. During the Iran-Iraq war, China was a key military supplier for Iran. From the 1980s to 1997, support for nuclear programs became a pivotal element of Beijing's effort to forge a strong partnership with Iran.   In the 1990s, Iran embarked on a major program of reconstruction, and gradual increases in oil prices accelerated Iran's hopes for a comeback. The reconstruction program expanded Iran's industrial base and reinvigorated the population and economy. US wars in Iraq and Afghanistan eliminated Iran's enemies to the East and West. Iran was now at a new position of strategic ascendancy and began to step up its rhetoric against the US-Israel tandem. Faced with such powerful adversaries, it sought deeper cooperation with the rising superpower, China. An emboldened Iran also honed its regional influence and consolidated it in Iraq,Lebanon, occupied Palestine, Syria and even in Afghanistan   China's burgeoning ties with Iran are not really surprising. Iran is a host to the second-largest reserves of oil and natural gas. It is also a traditional regional power, with a huge network of allies and proxies across the region. For Iran, faced with increasing investment vacuum and international isolation over its nuclear program, China represents a potential remedy for the development of its vast energy resources and a source for modern military technology. China sees Iran as a counter-force to US allies in the region and has contemplated establishing a naval presence in the Persian Gulf, where 40% of global energy is transported.   China has also been a major source of support against the UN Security Council calls for severe sanctions against Iran. As the Atlantic allies together with Russia pushed for more sanctions against Iran, China consistently sabotaged the efforts. In January, it signaled its disinterest in any sanctions by a sending low-level representative to the "Iran Six" talks (the United Nations Security Council's five permanent five plus Germany). During the February Munich Security Conference, China's foreign minister vehemently opposed any prospects of sanctions against Iran. The position was reiterated during the April meeting of the leaders of BRIC (Brazil, Russia, India, China).   China's trade-investment interests in Iran are deepening alongside the growing strategic as well as ideological alignment between the two powers. In the past five years, China has emerged as the major investor in Iran, with an estimated US$120 billion worth of energy investments. Despite the sanctions already in place, trade between the countries grew by 35% in 2008, to $27 billion. In 2009, China signed over $8 billion in new energy investments. Seemingly, there is an emerging China-Iran tandem.   Charming America's Arab allies A testament to China's growing diplomatic sophistication is how it has endorsed alternative narratives, norms, and visions to challenge highly unpopular US policies in the Middle East and theWashington consensus on economic development globally. In 1996, China established the Shanghai Cooperation Organization to balance North Atlantic Treaty Organization expansion in central Asia and provide an alternative security community in greater Asia.   In direct contrast to the unpopular American approach, China later developed the Beijing Consensus, which emphasized state-led development, non-interference in the affairs of other countries, and trade without political preconditions. As anti-US sentiment grew in the Middle East, China found it easier to expand ties with all relevant regional powers, including America's Arab allies, Egypt and Saudi Arabia. China's strategic maneuverings have been a savvy fusion of mercantilist foreign policy and security-focused diplomacy.   Saudi Arabia's vast energy reserves are vital to China's long-term economic interests. In 1988, China provided a desperate Saudi Arabia with intermediate range CSS-2 missiles to meet the country's strategic needs, something that the US refused to do. Since then, relations have grown. Currently, Saudi Arabia is China's biggest supplier of crude oil - followed by Angola and Iran - and China is the Saudis' biggest export market, surpassing the troubled US market.   Since 2006, President Hu Jintao has visited the kingdom twice. Every month, the Chinese send representatives to Saudi Arabia to ensure relations are on track and energy supplies are secure. Since the establishment of ties between the two countries in 1990, trade has grown from an initial amount of $290 million to about $41.8 billion in 2008.   In 2009, 70 Chinese companies, mainly in construction and employing about 16,000 Chinese workers, were active in the kingdom. Since 2007, the Chinese have won more than $2 billion in non-energy contracts. In strategic terms, the Saudis are seeking to diversify their foreign relations - or wean themselves of dependence on the United States - by expanding ties with China. They also view their growing ties with the Asian power as a springboard to tap the growing market of Asia as the west struggles to absorb Saudi oil.   Egypt, the strongest Arab military, is a key US ally under President Hosni Mubarak and has been the second-largest recipient of US military aid after Israel. Given such intimate US-Egyptian ties, the Chinese influence in the country should be minimal. But things are beginning to change. By 2008, bilateral trade stood at $6.2 billion and by 2010 China is expected to become Egypt's largest trade partner.   Military ties between the two countries have also been improving. In recent years, high-level military and defense officials have regularly visited each other and worked on ways to expand relations further. Almost a year after a Chinese official met a top Egyptian Air Force commander, Egypt announced its plans in 2010 to co-produce an advanced fighter, under the Chinese-Pakistani JF-17 thunder combat aircraft project. The Egyptians view China as a strategic partner that could help them achieve military self-sufficiency. 

Hegemony---Impact---War
And, global nuclear war

Khalilzad 95 (Washington Quarterly, lexis)

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

Prato 09

[M.V, MARINE CORPS COMMAND AND STAFF COLL QUANTICO VA “The Need for American Hegemony”, 20 February, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508040&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

American benevolent hegemony indeed benefits the entire world. Robert Kagan, a well-known neoconservative, states “the truth is that the benevolent hegemony exercised by the United States is good for a vast portion of the world’s population” and that to undermine U.S. hegemony “would cost many others around the world far more than it would cost Americans.”7 In fact, billions of people worldwide live safe and prosper under the umbrella of U.S. military might and American-influenced global markets.8 Imagine the world without U.S. hegemony. Who would deter nations like North Korea, China, and Iran from attacking their neighbors? For 55 years, an American presence in South Korea has deterred North Korean belligerence. Across the East China Sea, the U.S. 7th Fleet discourages the People’s Republic of China from using military power to force the annexation of the 60-year old democratic de-facto nation of Taiwan. Of course, the American-led Multi-National Force – Iraq continues to ensure freedom and democracy in Iraq while daunting regional Iranian aggression. Of course, American benevolence abroad arose from the wastelands of post-World War II Europe and Asia. During the Cold War, the U.S. found itself as the sole guarantor of freedom for numerous Asian and European counties threatened by Soviet aggression. America’s ability to influence the world economy and maintain significant military presences in West Germany and Japan allowed its allies to prosper in relative safety. Over time, American grand strategy of Soviet containment and Western economic prosperity made American hegemony not only palatable, but attractive to friendly nations. They understood that U.S. allies would be subjected to vast amounts of U.S. economic aid. That monetary aid ultimately created powerful economic competitors in Europe and Asia out of the ashes of World War II. Furthermore, U.S. defense policy during the Cold War ensured U.S. security through the security of its allies. This policy guaranteed the peace and safety of democratic societies globally. Additionally, this benign U.S. hegemony was “augmented for a time by a monopoly of nuclear weapons and the capacity to deliver them.”9 U.S. policy of nuclear deterrence, for example, dissuaded any Soviet invasion of western Europe.10 The U.S. continues today to identify its interests and national security with those of its allies. In fact, American prosperity, freedom, and security at home are made possible only by ensuring the same around the world.11 Accordingly, the U.S. stays the course in Iraq and Afghanistan at the cost of thousands of American lives and hundreds of billions of dollars. This creates an enormous disparity between U.S. funding for Homeland Security and the Global War on Terror in what Robert Kagan accurately describes as “making good” on American “international commitments.”12 This clearly negates the socialist delusion of a selfish U.S. foreign policy. Admittedly, the ultimate objective of U.S. hegemony is the advancement of American lives on the home front. No government intends its policies to cripple its nation’s security and economy. However, U.S. policies are meant to also benefit its friends and allies. Unfortunately, Americans begin to “take the fruits of their hegemonic power for granted”13 as lengthy prosperity turns into complacency. This results in American ignorance towards growing international resentment of U.S. dominance. It also facilitates the rise of liberal internationalist fantasies of a multipolar world “characterized by a balance among relative equals.”14
Hegemony---Impact---War

US leadership prevents multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict 

Kagan 7, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [Robert “End of Dreams, Return of History” Policy Review http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10]

Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Nuclear war

This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world ’s powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value.  American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is notbetween an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington.  If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other.  National ambition drives China’s foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is pass é; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation.  The Chinese do not share the view that power is passé; hence their now twodecades- long military buildup.  Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power — with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending — now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea ’s nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan’s own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or “little brother” to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other ’s rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a “greater China” and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe ’s past than its present. But it also looks like Asia’s past.  Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the eu and nato, would not insist on predominant influence over its “near abroad,” and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia ’s international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from nato and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia’s complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia ’s relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult.  One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India ’s regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States.  Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role.  Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its “century of humiliation.” Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst.  Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on. Israel has become its living symbol.  Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe.  The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying —  its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.  It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible.  Such order as exists in the world rests not only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power.  Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe ’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war.  People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that ’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe.  The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world ’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States.  Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China ’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan.  Conflicts are more likely to erupt if the United States withdraws from its positions of regional dominance.  In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore  to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances.  It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground.  The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn ’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening 
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dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences.

One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn ’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again.   The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
Hegemony---Impact---War
Heg key to prevent global nuclear war

Haas ’07 (Mark L. Haas, Summer 2007, International Security, “A Geriatric Peace?; 
The Future of U.S. Power in a World of Aging Populations”, LexisNexis)
The same factors that help to preserve U.S. primacy also increase the likelihood of continued peace between the United States and the other most powerful states in the system. Numerous studies have shown that power transitions, either actual or anticipated, significantly increase the probability of international conflict. By implication, the continuation of U.S. hegemony supported by the effects of global aging will decrease the probability of either hot or cold wars developing with the other powers.

Lack of US unipolarity will create a power vacuum which will escalate to global wars

Craig 4 - Campbell Craig, has a chair in international relations at the University of Southampton, 2004, American Realism Versus American Imperialism, World Politics, 57.1, pg 143-171

If we are to lament American unipolarity, let us consider real-world alternatives to it. Today, there is only one great power. Neither Russia, the European Union, China, nor any other foreseeable entity is anywhere close to being able to contend with the United States in military terms, and, so far, none of these states or unions appears very interested in even attempting to do so. Because international politics is so heavily dominated by America, a unilateral decision by the United States to relinquish its power, in a world in which no other entity possessed the means to replace it, could usher in an extremely violent and turbulent period in international affairs. What would become of the gigantic American military arsenal and force structure? Could it be peacefully dismantled and returned home safely? What would happen in regions [End Page 151] of severe political grievance, in failed states, in areas of border disputes and national confrontations? Would Pakistan and India keep their fingers off the nuclear button without a United States to worry about? Would Israel? Power abhors a vacuum, and the largest vacuum in recorded history would result from a rapid departure by the United States from international political predominance. As corrupt, brutal, and venal as the Roman Empire became in its dying days, life in the Mediterranean world was not ideal after its fall—and that was before the days of weapons of mass destruction.

Heg is key to global stability

Gray ’06 (Colin S. Gray, June 22 2006, Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies, Director of the Center for Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, England, “Stability operations in strategic perspective: a skeptical view; Quadrennial Defense Review”, Lexis)

The United States is the global hegemon at present, by default we must add. This hegemony is real, but it is nonetheless only partial, it is context-specific, and it is certain to be challenged. As the hegemonic, "world-ordering" power, America's competence, strengths, and reputation or prestige are of vital importance for global stability. International order cannot afford its principal guardian to make major errors in statecraft or strategy. America's national ideology, which is an integral part of its culture, does not travel as well as many Americans believe. The issue is not the merit in the ideology, but rather the power of that ideology to misguide national security policy.

US hegemony prevents global war

Melloan ’94 (George Melloan, July 19 1994, The Globe and Mail (Canada), “Is the U.S.  shedding responsibility for Europe?”, LexisNexis)

What Europeans fear - for sound historical reasons - is a new struggle among European powers for continental hegemony. Since the Second World War, the U.S. has been a quiet and welcome presence in Western Europe. It has been, on the whole, a positive influence. Its troops have defended free Europe from Soviet aggression, and the institutions it has promoted, in particular the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the European Union, have helped Europeans achieve more prosperous and secure lives than at any other time in their history. After the wall came down in 1989, Berlin was indeed "frei." Many millions of other Europeans, from Thuringia to the Urals, have since become freer than ever before as well.

Hegemony---Impact---War
The collapse of U.S. leadership will spark wars around the globe
Brookes 06 senior fellow at The Heritage Foundation  (Peter, “Why they need us: Imagine a world without America”, Heritage Foundation Commentary, july 4th)

The picture isn't pretty. Absent U.S. leadership, diplomatic influence, military might, economic power and unprecedented generosity, life aboard planet earth would likely be pretty grim, indeed. Set aside the differences America made last century - just imagine a world where this country had vanished on Jan. 1, 2001.  On security, the United States is the global balance of power. While it's not our preference, we are the world's "cop on the beat," providing critical stability in some of the planet's toughest neighborhoods.  Without the U.S. "Globo-cop," rivals India and Pakistan might well find cause to unleash the dogs of war in South Asia - undoubtedly leading to history's first nuclear (weapons) exchange. Talk about Fourth of July fireworks . . .  In Afghanistan, al Qaeda would still be an honored guest, scheming over a global caliphate stretching from Spain to Indonesia. It wouldn't be sending fighters to Iraq; instead, Osama's gang would be fighting them tooth and nail from Saudi Arabia to "Eurabia."  In Asia, China would be the "Middle Kingdom," gobbling up democratic Taiwan and compelling pacifist Japan (reluctantly) to join the nuclear weapons club. The Koreas might fight another horrific war, resulting in millions of deaths.  A resurgent Russia, meanwhile, would be breathing down the neck of its "near abroad" neighbors. Forget the democratic revolutions in Ukraine and Georgia, Comrade! In Europe, they'd be taking orders from Paris or Berlin - if those rivals weren't at each other's throats again.  In Africa, Liberia would still be under Charles Taylor's sway, and Sudan would have no peace agreement.  And what other nation could or would provide freedom of the seas for commerce, including the shipment of oil and gas - all free of charge?  Weapons of mass destruction would be everywhere. North Korea would be brandishing a solid nuclear arsenal. Libya would not have given up its weapons, and Pakistan's prodigious proliferator, A.Q. Khan, would still be going door to door, hawking his nuclear wares.  Also missing would be other gifts from "Uncle Sugar" - starting with 22 percent of the U.N. budget. That includes half the operations of the World Food Program, which feeds over 100 million in 81 countries.  Gone would be 17 percent of UNICEF's costs to feed, vaccinate, educate and protect children in 157 countries - and 31 percent of the budget of the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees, which assists more than 19 million refugees across the globe.  In 2005, Washington dispensed $28 billion in foreign aid, more than double the amount of the next highest donor (Japan), contributing nearly 26 percent of all official development assistance from the large industrialized countries.  Moreover, President Bush's five-year $15 billion commitment under the Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief is the largest commitment by a single nation toward an international health initiative - ever - working in over 100 (mostly African) countries.  The United States is the world's economic engine. We not only have the largest economy, we spend 40 percent of the world's budget on R&D, driving mind-boggling innovation in areas like information technology, defense and medicine.  We're the world's ATM, too, providing 17 percent of the International Monetary Fund's resources for nations in fiscal crisis, and funding 13 percent of World Bank programs that dole out billions in development assistance to needy countries

Withdrawal of US leadership causes multiple regional nuclear conflicts

Lieber 05  Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University  (Robert J., The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century, p. 53-54)
Withdrawal from foreign commitments might seem to be a means of evading hostility toward the United States, but the consequences would almost certainly be harmful both to regional stability and to U.S. national interests. Although Europe would almost certainly not see the return to competitive balancing among regional powers (i.e., competition and even military rivalry between France and Germany) of the kind that some realist scholars of international relations have predicted," elsewhere the dangers could increase. In Asia, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan would have strong motivation to acquire nuclear weapons – which they have the technological capacity to do quite quickly. Instability and regional competition could also escalate, not only between India and Pakistan, but also in Southeast Asia involving Vietnam, Thailand, Indonesia, and possibly the Philippines. Risks in the Middle East would be likely to increase, with regional competition among the major countries of the Gulf region (Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq) as well as Egypt, Syria, and Israel. Major regional wars, eventually involving the use of weapons of mass destruction plus human suffering on a vast scale, floods of refugees, economic disruption, and risks to oil supplies are all readily conceivable.

Based on past experience, the United States would almost certainly be drawn back into these areas, whether to defend friendly states, to cope with a humanitarian catastrophe, or to prevent a hostile power from dominating an entire region. Steven Peter Rosen has thus fit-tingly observed, "If the logic of American empire is unappealing, it is not at all clear that the alternatives are that much more attractive."2z Similarly, Niall Ferguson has added that those who dislike American predominance ought to bear in mind that the alternative may not be a world of competing great powers, but one with no hegemon at all. Ferguson's warning may be hyperbolic, but it hints at the perils that the absence of a dominant power, "apolarity," could bring "an anarchic new Dark Age of waning empires and religious fanaticism; of endemic plunder and pillage in the world's forgotten regions; of economic stagnation and civilization's retreat into a few fortified enclaves."2

Hegemony---Impact---War
Unipolarity decreases the risk of conflicts and power wars – mulipolar bad

Ikenberry 09

John, Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University in the Department of Politics ,“ Unipolarity, State Behavior, and Systemic Consequences”, World Politics Volume 61, Number 1, January 2009 

Two major theoretical traditions deal with causes of war in ways that may relate to system structure: neorealism and power transition theory. Applying these in the context of unipolarity yields the general proposition that military conflicts involving the unipole and other major powers (that is, great power wars) are less likely in unipolar systems than in either bipolar or multipolar systems. According to neorealist theory, bipolarity is less war prone than multipolarity because each superpower knows that only the other can threaten it, realizes that it cannot pass the buck to third parties, and recognizes it can balance accretions to the other’s capabilities by internal rather than external means. Bipolarity blocks or at least complicates three common paths to war in neorealism: uncertainty, free riding, and fear of allied defection. The first and second operated during the 1930s and the third operated prior to World War I. By the same logic, unipolarity is even less war prone: none of these causal mechanisms is relevant to a unipole’s interactions with other great powers. Power transition and hegemonic theories predict that major war involving the leading state and a challenger becomes more likely as their relative capabilities approach parity.39 Under unipolarity, parity is beyond the reach of a would-be challenger, so this mechanism does not operate. In any event, many scholars question whether these traditional theories of war remain relevant in a world in which the declining benefits of conquest, nuclear deterrence among most major powers, the spread of democracy, and changing collective norms and ideas reduce the probability of major war among great powers to a historically low level.40 The absence of major conflicts among the great powers may thus be overdetermined or have little to do with unipolarity. Wohlforth develops an alternative theoretical framework for assessing the consequences of unipolarity for great power conflict, one that focuses on status or prestige seeking as opposed to security as the core preference for major states. From a diverse theoretical literature he derives a single hypothesis on the relationship between unipolar capability distributions and great power conflict. He tests it in the current international system and historically, and he derives further implications for relationships between the unipole and secondary states. He supplies theoretical reasons and initial empirical support for the proposition that unipolarity itself helps to explain low levels of militarized interactions among great powers since 1991. The same logic and evidence, however, suggest that the route back to bipolarity or multipolarity may be more prone to great power conflict than many scholars now suppose. 

The end of heg would cause a power vacuum that turns the aff and leads to multiple scenarios of war 

Lancaster Eagle Gazette 12/27/09 [12/27/09, " American leadership in a 'non-polar' world ", http://www.lancastereaglegazette.com/article/20091227/OPINION02/912270309/American-leadership-in-a-non-polar-world]

American power may indeed be in decline. But globally, changes in the first decade of the 21st century suggest the shift is no longer that the world is moving into an era of 19th-century European-style multilateralism. Rather, as Ian Bremmer, president of Eurasia Group, points out, "the problem for U.S. policymakers over the next several years is not that the uni-polar world order will give way to a multi-polar one, but to a non-polar system. It is not a challenge for dominance, but a growing vacuum of power that should worry Washington." In the coming "non-polar" world, no single power will be running the show, nor will there be a group of powers such as China, India and Brazil as more or less "equal" powers with the U.S., Japan and EU, managing the world system. Instead, the principal characteristic of nonpolarity is that the world will be "influenced by dozens of state and non-state actors exercising various kinds of power," according to Richard Haass, President of the Council on Foreign Relations. The emergence of a non-polar world can prove to be messy, complex and mostly negative. For one thing, as Haass points out, "more decision-makers make it more difficult to make decisions." The recent failure of world leaders to achieve a tough and binding greenhouse-gas reduction agreement in Copenhagen has brought into sharp focus a crisis of non-polarity. For another, without a uni-polar power center or a clearly defined multi-polar power structure, many of the most dangerous challenges we are facing today -- the Iranian and North Korean nuclear programs, the Arab-Israeli conflict, the genocide in Sudan and the surge in piracy off Somalia -- will be hard to defuse or even contain. The consequences of the non-polarity may be dangerously destabilizing, but it is a mistake to conclude that a "growing vacuum of power" will inevitably lead to more conflict. Even in this emerging non-polar world, the U.S. remains to be the last guarantor of international security and global financial stability. There is simply no other alternative. In the coming decade, we can expect that power will continue to be diffused rather than concentrated in the world. But, as Richard Haass noticed, "This is not all bad news for the United States: the United States still retains more capacity than any other actor to improve the quality of the international system, and Washington can still manage the transition and make the world a safer place."
Hegemony---Impact---Power Vacuum/Apolarity
Collapse of US hegemony causes a global power vacuum resulting in nuclear war

Ferguson 04  professor of history at New York University's Stern School of Business and senior fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University (Niall, “A World without Power”, Foreign Policy )

Could an apolar world today produce an era reminiscent of the age of Alfred? It could, though with some important and troubling differences. Certainly, one can imagine the world's established powers—the United States, Europe, and China—retreating into their own regional spheres of influence. But what of the growing pretensions to autonomy of the supranational bodies created under U.S. leadership after the Second World War? The United Nations, the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the World Trade Organization (formerly the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade) each considers itself in some way representative of the “international community.” Surely their aspirations to global governance are fundamentally different from the spirit of the Dark Ages? Yet universal claims were also an integral part of the rhetoric of that era. All the empires claimed to rule the world; some, unaware of the existence of other civilizations, maybe even believed that they did. The reality, however, was not a global Christendom, nor an all-embracing Empire of Heaven. The reality was political fragmentation. And that is also true today. The defining characteristic of our age is not a shift of power upward to supranational institutions, but downward. With the end of states' monopoly on the means of violence and the collapse of their control over channels of communication, humanity has entered an era characterized as much by disintegration as integration. If free flows of information and of means of production empower multinational corporations and nongovernmental organizations (as well as evangelistic religious cults of all denominations), the free flow of destructive technology empowers both criminal organizations and terrorist cells. These groups can operate, it seems, wherever they choose, from Hamburg to Gaza. By contrast, the writ of the international community is not global at all. It is, in fact, increasingly confined to a few Page 5 strategic cities such as Kabul and Pristina. In short, it is the nonstate actors who truly wield global power—including both the monks and the Vikings of our time. 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? For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony— its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier—its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power. Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity—a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder

Hegemony---Impact---Laundry List 
Heg good- human rights, free trade, and terrorism

Prato 09

[M.V, MARINE CORPS COMMAND AND STAFF COLL QUANTICO VA “The Need for American Hegemony”, 20 February, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508040&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

The fall of the Soviet Union ended a period of bipolarity and created an “ideological vacuum” in the absence of anticommunism. 4 U.S. intervention against Soviet aggression in Europe was no longer necessary. Thus, the significance of future U.S. hegemony came into question. America decided that its benignity would be extended to the rest of the world through the protection of Western interests and assurance of free trade. With the resurgence of worldwide terrorism, the U.S. eventually found itself as the sole guarantor of human rights and dignity for oppressed people. This new role benefitted the entire world. In the 1990’s, for example, the U.S. intervened militarily in Kosovo, Somalia, and the Middle East to protect innocent people from oppressive and tyrannical rulers. However, socialist contemporaries Spyros Sakellaropoulos and Panagiotis Sotiris argue that U.S. motives were selfish. They contend that the U.S. in fact sought to enhance “capitalist profitability” and “foreign investment.”5 While this argument may be partially credible, the socialist elite often fails to recognize the U.S. guarantee of freedom extended to millions of Kosovars, Somalians, and Kuwaitis. Certainly, the United States has been prudent in its application of force. Its decision to repulse the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and Saudi Arabia was directly linked to international dependence on free-flowing oil from the Middle East. The global market economy depends heavily on the accessibility of world commodities and consequently compels the U.S. to safeguard free and fair trade globally. Hence, the protection of American trade interests and free-market capitalism around the world remains a primary focus of U.S. foreign policy. The National Security Strategy of the United States verifies this commitment. The National Security Strategy pledges to promote peace and economic prosperity through the exportation of democracy, market capitalism, and the use of force when necessary.6

Hegemony is key to peace and prosperity

Prato 09

[M.V, MARINE CORPS COMMAND AND STAFF COLL QUANTICO VA “The Need for American Hegemony”, 20 February, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508040&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

The world is safer and more prosperous because of U.S. hegemony. The free world enjoys unprecedented economic prosperity while starvation and poverty continue to decline. Furthermore, the “amicus populi romani,” 39 still call upon the U.S. during times of distress. They require U.S. hegemony for their own self-interests as well as to foster good relations with the world’s superpower.40 Therefore, the U.S. must exercise benevolent global hegemony, unilaterally if necessary, to ensure its security and maintain global peace and prosperity. What are the alternatives? A Chinese or Russian hegemony would be unlikely to benefit the rest of the world. A multilateral coalition of nations proved to be ineffective and unsustainable. American isolationism would leave the world vulnerable to tyranny. Ultimately, the future of the world depends on American willingness to guarantee the freedom of others. To quote Ronald Reagan: “We maintain our strength in order to deter and defend against aggression — to preserve freedom and peace.”

Hegemony---Impact---Laundry List
US hegemony solves all problems

Thayer 06 Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University [Bradley, In Defense of Primacy, The National Interest, December (lexis)]

THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics. Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)."  Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned--between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States.  Critics have faulted the Bush Administration for attempting to spread democracy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's critics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or stabilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Perhaps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Afghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threatened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy.  Washington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western-style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive.  Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recognizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globalization, which are facilitated through American primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. 
Hegemony---Impact---Free Trade
US hegemony is key to international trade—prefer our evidence because it speaks to the flawed assumptions of their authors.

Odom and Dujarric 04 (William E, Former Director of the NSA under Reagan and Robert, Research Fellow at the Hudson Institute, Washington DC, America's inadvertent empire, pg. 55-56)

Still, this enduring need for large U.S. military forces abroad  after the Cold War is poorly understood, not only in the academic  community but also by American political leaders in both parties,  in the executive branch and in Congress, by experts in the think  tank community, and by journalists.41 Douglass North emphasizes,  it will be recalled, that third-party enforcement is essential for cap-  turing the gains from increasingly complex contracts and trade. The  enforcement linkage between U.S. military hegemony and interna-  tional contracting and trade is not formal, but informally it is a pow-  erful factor. It exists in a subjective sense among most countries  within the American empire, just as good law and order from an  effective city or state police force exists for domestic trade and con-  tracting. Preventing war and suspicions of warlike behavior among  states lowers transaction costs for international trade, just as an ef-  fective police force lowers it for domestic trade. This is precisely why the long-term foreign deployments of U.S. military power in  Europe and East Asia make a substantial contribution to all the  economies within the operational domain of those forces. They are  not a dead loss, a waste of "guns" that could be converted to "butter"  without a negative impact on butter production. They are more  properly understood as an "overhead cost" for the developed econ-  omies of the American empire. 

Free trade solves nuclear war and extinction

Copley News Service ’99  (December 1, L/N) 

For decades, many children in America and other countries went to bed fearing annihilation by nuclear war. The specter of nuclear winter freezing the life out of planet Earth seemed very real. Activists protesting the World Trade Organization's meeting in Seattle apparently have forgotten that threat. The truth is that nations join together in groups like the WTO not just to further their own prosperity, but also to forestall conflict with other nations. In a way, our planet has traded in the threat of a worldwide nuclear war for the benefit of cooperative global economics. Some Seattle protesters clearly fancy themselves to be in the mold of nuclear disarmament or anti-Vietnam War protesters of decades past. But they're not. They're special-interest activists, whether the cause is environmental, labor or paranoia about global government. Actually, most of the demonstrators in Seattle are very much unlike yesterday's peace activists, such as Beatle John Lennon or philosopher Bertrand Russell, the father of the nuclear disarmament movement, both of whom urged people and nations to work together rather than strive against each other. These and other war protesters would probably approve of 135 WTO nations sitting down peacefully to discuss economic issues that in the past might have been settled by bullets and bombs. As long as nations are trading peacefully, and their economies are built on exports to other countries, they have a major disincentive to wage war. That's why bringing China, a budding superpower, into the WTO is so important. As exports to the United States and the rest of the world feed Chinese prosperity, and that prosperity increases demand for the goods we produce, the threat of hostility diminishes. Many anti-trade protesters in Seattle claim that only multinational corporations benefit from global trade, and that it's the everyday wage earners who get hurt.  That's just plain wrong. First of all, it's not the military-industrial complex benefiting. It's U.S. companies that make high-tech goods. And those companies provide a growing number of jobs for Americans. In San Diego, many people have good jobs at Qualcomm, Solar Turbines and other companies for whom overseas markets are essential. In Seattle, many of the 100,000 people who work at Boeing would lose their livelihoods without world trade. Foreign trade today accounts for 30 percent of our gross domestic product. That's a lot of jobs for everyday workers. Growing global prosperity has helped counter the specter of nuclear winter. Nations of the world are learning to live and work together, like the singers of anti-war songs once imagined. Those who care about world peace shouldn't be protesting world trade. They should be celebrating it.

Hegemony---Impact---Prolif 
Decrease in Hegemony  Leads to Proliferation

Giragosian and Derghoukassian, 2001 [Richard and Khatchik, “ENGAGING IRAN BY BUILDING CONSENSUS FOR STABILITY IN THE CAUCASUS,” Armenian News Network, 2001, http://groong.usc.edu/ro/ro-20010430.html]//jh

These policies, however, should not be interpreted as a return to isolationism, but rather what the analyst Christopher Lane qualifies as "offshore balancing". The practical implications of the Bush foreign and security policy doctrine would mean, among other things, a major revamping of burden sharing in peacekeeping in Europe and elsewhere, a delay in NATO expansion, and a virtual rejection of the concept of humanitarian intervention (as seen in Kosovo). Even more importantly, this "offshore balancing" concept would be marked most notably by the deployment of the National Missile Defense system. As the U.S. remains the only superpower, with an annual overall defense budget equivalent to the sum of the twelve most powerful nations' annual defense budgets, this "offshore balancing" strategy is credible, despite the fact that its inherent unilateralism provokes friction, tension and even conflict with other nations – including allies.
Proliferation leads to extinction.

Stuart Taylor, Senior Writer with the National Journal and editor at Newsweek, Legal Times, 9-16-2002
The truth is, no matter what we do about Iraq, if we don't stop proliferation, another five or 10 potentially unstable nations may go nuclear before long, making it ever more likely that one or more bombs will be set off anonymously on our soil by terrorists or a terrorist government. Even an airtight missile defense would be useless against a nuke hidden in a truck, a shipping container, or a boat. 

[Continues…]

Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for "a world filled with nuclear-weapons states, where every crisis threatens to go nuclear," where "the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day," and where "it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations." So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. The only way to avoid such a grim future, he suggests in his memoir, Disarmament Sketches, is for the United States to lead an international coalition against proliferation by showing an unprecedented willingness to give up the vast majority of our own nuclear weapons, excepting only those necessary to deter nuclear attack by others

Hegemony---Impact---Asia 
US heg is key to solving Asian stability, Japanese rearm, and economic growth.

Odom and Dujarric 04 (William E, Former Director of the NSA under Reagan and Robert, Research Fellow at the Hudson Institute, Washington DC, America's inadvertent empire, pg. 56)

A counterfactual scenario can help clarify this point. Imagine  what would happen if all U.S. forces were withdrawn from Europe  and Northeast Asia over a couple of years. Taiwan would either  surrender to China or be invaded. War between the two Koreas  would almost certainly break out, and if war produced a unified  country, Korea would treat Japan as a hostile power and produce  nuclear weapons. Both of these developments would leave Japan  little choice but rearmament and acquisition of nuclear weapons.  The businessmen of a rearmed Japan would not be welcome in most  countries in the region. An economic meltdown in East Asia would  inexorably follow, adversely affecting the U.S. and EU economies,  as well as all East Asian economies.  Europe would suffer similarly, though more slowly. The first ad-  verse development would probably be the European Union's inabil-  ity to keep order in Bosnia and Kosovo. Civil wars would spread  throughout the Ballcans as European forces withdrew along with  American forces. The European Union would soon lose its momen-  tum, especially in dealing with new member             and Eastern  Europe, leaving all these former communist states in the midst of  unstable economic and political transitions. As their ability to act  in unison declined, Britain, France, Germany, and Italy would resort  to traditional balance-of-power diplomacy against one another. That,  of course, would allow even a weak Russia to compete with them  for influence in Central Europe, creating the kind of diplomatic com-  petition seen there in the interwar period. At the same time, migra-  tion issues could radicalize domestic politics in Italy, Austria, Ger-  many, and France. 

Impact is extinction
Ogura and Oh ’97 (Toshimaru and Ingyu, Teachers – Economics, Monthly Review, April)

North Korea, South Korea, and Japan have achieved quasi- or virtual nuclear armament. Although these countries do not produce or possess actual bombs, they possess sufficient technological know-how to possess one or several nuclear arsenals. Thus, virtual armament creates a new nightmare in this region - nuclear annihilation. Given the concentration of economic affluence and military power in this region and its growing importance to the world system, any hot conflict among these countries would threaten to escalate into a global conflagration.

Hegemony---Impact---China
Primacy is key to contain Chinese expansion

Thayer 2006 [Bradley A., Prof. Poli. Sci. @ Mo State U, In Defense of Primacy, The National Interest, November]

China is clearly the most important of these states because it is a rising great power. But even Beijing is intimidated by the United States and refrains from openly challenging U.S. power. China proclaims that it will, if necessary, resort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communication and intelligence satellites upon which the United States depends. But China may not be confident those strategies would work, and so it is likely to refrain from testing the United States directly for the foreseeable future because China's power benefits, as we shall see, from the international order U.S. primacy creates.

And, confrontation with China causes extinction

Straits Times, 00 
(6/25, “Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan,” lexis)

THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armageddon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

Independently, Chinese rise causes global nuclear war.

Walton 2007 [C. Dale, Lecturer in IR and Strat. Studies @ U of Reading, “Geopolitics and the Great Powers in the 21st Century,” p. 49]

Obviously, it is of vital importance to the United States that the PRC does not become the hegemon of Eastern Eurasia. As noted above, however, regardless of what Washington does, China's success in such an endeavor is not as easily attainable as pessimists might assume. The PRC appears to be on track to be a very great power indeed, but geopolitical conditions are not favorable for any Chinese effort to establish sole hegemony; a robust multipolar system should suffice to keep China in check, even with only minimal American intervention in local squabbles. The more worrisome danger is that Beijing will cooperate with a great power partner, establishing a very muscular axis. Such an entity would present a critical danger to the balance of power, thus both necessitating very active American intervention in Eastern Eurasia and creating the underlying conditions for a massive, and probably nuclear, great power war. Absent such a "super-threat," however, the demands on American leaders will be far more subtle: creating the conditions for Washington's gentle decline from playing the role of unipolar quasi-hegemon to being "merely" the greatest of the world's powers, while aiding in the creation of a healthy multipolar system that is not marked by close great power alliances.

Hegemony---Impact---Caspian
First, American leadership in the Caspian key to stability: boosts American hegemony, contains Russia and is key to checking terrorism and smuggling

Kalicki 1 (Jan, Public Policy Scholar at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, “Caspian Energy at the Cross-Roads”, Foreign Affairs, Sept/Oct, p. lexis)

The countries surrounding the Caspian Sea -- Russia to the north, Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan to the east, Iran to the south, and Azerbaijan to the west -- hold some of the largest oil and gas reserves in the world. And together with neighboring Armenia, Georgia, Turkey, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan, they represent important economic, political, and strategic interests for the United States. To advance those interests, Washington should strengthen its policy toward the Caspian by giving the highest level of support to the cooperative development of regional energy reserves and pipelines. In particular, it should encourage the construction of multiple pipelines to ensure diverse and reliable transportation of Caspian energy to regional and international markets.Although the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries will continue to dominate the global energy market for decades to come, oil and gas development in the Caspian basin could help diversify, secure, and stabilize world energy supplies in the future, as resources from the North Sea have done in the past. The proven and possible energy reserves in or adjacent to the Caspian region -- including at least 115 billion barrels of oil -- are in fact many times greater than those of the North Sea and should increase significantly with continuing exploration. Such plentiful resources could generate huge returns for U.S. companies and their shareholders. American firms have already acquired 75 percent of Kazakhstan's mammoth Tengiz oil field, which is now valued at more than $10 billion. Over time, as the capital generated from Caspian energy development spreads to other sectors, U.S. firms in other industries -- from infrastructure to telecommunications to transportation and other services -- could also benefit. In addition to these energy-related and commercial interests, the United States has important political and strategic stakes in the Caspian region -- including a NATO ally in Turkey, a former adversary in Russia, a currently turbulent regime in Iran, and several fragile new states. Located at the crossroads of western Europe, eastern Asia, and the Middle East, the Caspian serves as a trafficking area for weapons of mass destruction, terrorists, and narcotics -- a role enhanced by the weakness of the region's governments. With few exceptions, the fledgling Caspian republics are plagued with pervasive corruption, political repression, and the virtual absence of the rule of law. Even if they can muster the political will to attempt reform themselves, the attempt will fail so long as they lack the resources to build strong economic and political institutions. And until they build close, substantive relations with the West, they will remain vulnerable to Russia's hegemonic impulses. The cooperative development of regional energy reserves and pipelines -- independent of their huge neighbors to the north and the south -- thus represents not only a boon for the United States and the world at large, but also the surest way to provide for the Caspian nations' own security and prosperity.
Second Failure to contain Russian would destabilize all of Eurasia, spark nuclear wars and put a stranglehold on the west.
Cohen 96 (Ariel, PhD, Heritage Foundation, “The New Great Game: Oil Politics in the Caucasus and Central Asia”, Backgrounder, no. 1065, p. lexis)

Much is at stake in Eurasia for the U.S. and its allies. Attempts to restore its empire will doom Russia’s transition to a democracy and free-market economy. The ongoing war in Chechnya alone has cost Russia $6 billion to date (equal to Russia’s IMF and World Bank loans for 1995). Moreover, it has extracted a tremendous price from Russian society. The wars which would be required to restore the Russian empire would prove much more costly not just for Russia and the region, but for peace, world stability, and security. As the former Soviet arsenals are spread throughout the NIS, these conflicts may escalate to include the use of weapons of mass destruction. Scenarios including unauthorized missile launches are especially threatening. Moreover, if successful, a reconstituted Russian empire would become a major destabilizing influence both in Eurasia and throughout the world. It would endanger not only Russia’s neighbors, but also the U.S. and its allies in Europe and the Middle East. And, of course, a neo-imperialist Russia could imperil the oil reserves of the Persian Gulf.15 Domination of the Caucasus would bring Russia closer to the Balkans, the Mediterranean Sea, and the Middle East. Russian imperialists, such as radical nationalist Vladimir Zhirinovsky, have resurrected the old dream of obtaining a warm port on the Indian Ocean. If Russia succeeds in establishing its domination in the south, the threat to Ukraine, Turkey, Iran, and Afganistan will increase. The independence of pro-Western Georgia and Azerbaijan already has been undermined by pressures from the Russian armed forces and covert actions by the intelligence and security services, in addition to which Russian hegemony would make Western political and economic efforts to stave off Islamic militancy more difficult. Eurasian oil resources are pivotal to economic development in the early 21st century. The supply of Middle Eastern oil would become precarious if Saudi Arabia became unstable, or if Iran or Iraq provoked another military conflict in the area. Eurasian oil is also key to the economic development of the southern NIS. Only with oil revenues can these countries sever their dependence on Moscow and develop modern market economies and free societies. Moreover, if these vast oil reserves were tapped and developed, tens of thousands of U.S. and Western jobs would be created. The U.S. should ensure free access to these reserves for the benefit of both Western and local economies.
Hegemony---Impact---Rogues
First, Strong Hegemony and force projection is the only way to deal with rogue states.
HENRIKSON 99 (Thomas, Sr. Fellow at Hoover Institute, “Using Power and Diplomacy to Deal with Rogue States”, p. online: http://www.hoover.stanford.edu/publications/epp/94/94a.html //wyo-tjc)

In today's globally interconnected world, events on one side of the planet can influence actions on the other side, meaning that how the United States responds to a regional rogue has worldwide implications. Rogue leaders draw conclusions from weak responses to aggression. That Iraq's president, Saddam Hussein, escaped unpunished for his invasion of Kuwait no doubt emboldened the Yugoslav president, Slobodan Milosevic, in his campaign to extirpate Muslims from Bosnia-Herzegovina in pursuit of a greater Serbia. Deterring security threats is a valuable mechanism to maintain peace, as witnessed by the cold war, and it may afford the only realistic option available. But in dealing with rogue states deterrence and containment may not be enough. Before NATO intervened in the Bosnia imbroglio in 1995, to take one example, the ethno-nationalist conflict raised the specter of a wider war, drawing in the neighboring countries of Greece, Turkey, and Russia. Political inaction creates vacuums, which can suck in states to fill the void. Although the United States does not want to be the world's sheriff, living in a world without law and order is not an auspicious prospect. This said, it must be emphasized that the United States ought not intervene militarily in every conflict or humanitarian crisis. Indeed, it should pick its interventions with great care. Offering Washington's good offices to mediate disputes in distant corners is one thing; dispatching armed forces to far-flung deserts, jungles, or mountains is quite another. A global doctrine setting forth all-inclusive guidelines is difficult to cast in stone. Containment, the doctrine articulated in response to Soviet global ambitions, offered a realistic guideline for policymakers. A similar response to rogue states cannot be easily cloned for each contingency but may require the United States to corral allies or partners into a unified policy, as circumstances dictate. But watching rogue behavior with complacency or relying on the United Nations courts disaster in the age of weapons of mass destruction. Most incidents of civil turmoil need not engage U.S. military forces. Regrettable as the bloody civil war in Sri Lanka is, it demands no American intervention, for the ethnic conflict between the secessionist Tamil minority and the Sinhalese majority is largely an internal affair. Political turmoil in Cambodia is largely a domestic problem. Even the civil war in the Congo, which has drawn in small military forces from Uganda, Rwanda, Angola, and Zimbabwe, is a Central African affair. Aside from international prodding, the simmering Congolese fighting is better left to Africans to resolve than to outsiders. In the case of the decades-long slaughter in southern Sudan, the United States can serve a humanitarian cause by calling international attention to Khartoum's genocide of Christian and animist peoples. These types of conflicts, however, do not endanger U.S. strategic interests, undermine regional order, threaten global commercial relationships, or, realistically, call for direct humanitarian intervention. No weapons of mass destruction menace surrounding peoples or allies. Thus, there is no compelling reason for U.S. military deployment. Terrorist rogue states, in contrast, must be confronted with robust measures, or the world will go down the same path as it did in the 1930s, when Europe and the United States allowed Nazi Germany to propagate its ideology across half a dozen states, to rearm for a war of conquest, and to intimidate the democracies into appeasement. Rogue states push the world toward anarchy and away from stability. Zbigniew Brzezinski, the former national security adviser to President Carter, cited preventing global anarchy as one of the two goals of "America's global engagement, namely, that of forging an enduring framework of global geopolitical cooperation." The other key goal is "impeding the emergence of a power rival."(4) 

Second, Failure to deter Rogues sparks a nuclear crises and war

Boot 4  (Max Boot, Senior Fellow for National Security Studies, “Neocons. (Think Again),” FOREIGN POLICY, January/February 2004, n. 140 p. 20 lexis)

True. The greatest danger to the United States today is the possibility that some rogue state will develop nuclear weapons and then share them with terrorist groups. Iran and North Korea are the two likeliest culprits. Neither would be willing to negotiate away its nuclear arsenal; no treaty would be any trustworthier than the 1994 Agreed Framework that North Korea violated. Neocons think the only way to ensure U.S. security is to topple the tyrannical regimes in Pyongyang and Tehran. This objective does not mean, however, that neocons are agitating for preemptive war. They do not rule out force if necessary. But their preferred solution is to use political, diplomatic, economic, and military pressure, short of actual war, to bring down these dictators--the same strategy the United States followed with the Soviet Union during the Cold War. The Iranian and North Korean peoples want to be free; the United States should help them by every means possible, while doing nothing to provide support for their oppressors. Regime change may seem like a radical policy but it is actually the best way to prevent a nuclear crisis that could lead to war. Endless negotiating with these governments--the preferred strategy of self-described pragmatists and moderates--is likely to bring about the very crisis it is meant to avert.

Hegemony---Impact---South China Seas
First, forward military presence in the pacific deters China and leads to stabilization allowing a political solution to be brokered.
Odgaard 1 (Liselotte, Asst Prof, of Political Science, University of Aarhus, Denmark, “Deterrence and Co-operation in the South China Sea”, Contemporary Southeast Asia, Aug 1, lexis)

The South China Sea constitutes a first line of defence for the littoral states of Southeast Asia. As a consequence, they cannot afford to ignore the worst-case scenario of conflict involving China. The majority of the Southeast Asian states have embarked on a modernization of their naval capabilities, aimed at developing a deterrent force as well as a force capable of engaging in military operations at sea. However, the financial crisis of the late 1990s delayed some of these efforts, making the Southeast Asian states more reliant on bilateral defence arrangements, in particular with the United States. The main countries in the U.S. network of military co-operation agreements are Singapore, Thailand, and the Philippines. In substitution of the permanent base arrangements during the Cold War, U.S. troops have resumed joint exercises with the Philippines from 2000. In general, the military agreements facilitate training, exercises, and interoperability, permitting the United States to be seen to be engaged in Southeast Asia as a flexible regional balancer. The United States shares the widespread perception within Southeast Asia that China's moves in the South China Sea indicate that it might have expansionist intentions. Thus, the United States has maintained its strategy of forward deployment. However, China is a power of second rank compared with the United States, and as such, is no immediate threat to the latter. Therefore, Washington prefers that the regional states settle their disputes without its involvement as long as these do not pose a threat to U.S. interests. Although the United States looks at China's Spratly policy as an indication of its possible bid for regional hegemony, it is not prepared to play an active part in the Spratly dispute unless freedom of navigation through Southeast Asian waters is threatened. At the same time, the United States maintains its support for the ASEAN position on the non-use of force concerning dispute settlement in the South China Sea. Thus, the U.S. policy on the Spratlys may be characterized as guarded non-involvement. American reservations about direct involvement in the Spratly dispute do not imply that cordial relations between the United States and China are on the agenda. On the contrary, since 1999, the relationship between the two powers has suffered a downturn because of Chinese opposition to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) air strikes in Yugoslavia, the NATO bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade, and accusations of Chinese military espionage in the United States. The Administration of George W. Bush is unlikely to call for a revival of the idea of a strategic partnership with China. Bush describes China as a strategic competitor. [4] In line with this hardening of U.S. policy towards China, Bush has voiced strong support for a theatre missile defence (TMD) system covering Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. Technological constraints are likely to force Bush to moderate his position on such defence plans. However, U.S. reassurances that research and development on the TMD will continue only leaves China with the option of proceeding with military modernization to build up its deterrence capabilities. This geostrategic picture suggests that co-operation on managing the regional balance of power is not on the cards. Instead, a structure of deterrence appears to be in the making. Deterrence is directed at the intentions of opponents: if the existence of deterrent forces are seen to prevent the opponent from achieving gains through aggression, the opponent will refrain from attack. Thus, the power-projection capabilities of the various states are constrained by a mutual display of force between the United States and the Southeast Asian states on the one hand, and China on the other. A structure of deterrence does not operate on the basis of cooperation between opposing powers. Nor can deterrence be equated with violence and volatility. On the contrary, the consolidation of a structure of deterrence in the South China Sea may provide Southeast Asia with the level of military security and reassurance necessary to allow for the development of stronger co-operative ties with China.

Second, conflict in the SCS culminates into a global nuclear war.

Strait Times 95 (staff, “Choose Your Own Style of Democracy”, May 21, p. proquest)

In his speech, Dr Mahathir also painted three scenarios for Asia. In the first -the worst possible scenario -Asian countries would go to war against each other, he said. It might start with clashes between Asian countries over the Spratly Islands because of China's insistence that the South China Sea belonged to it along with all the islands, reefs and seabed minerals. In this scenario, the United States would offer to help and would be welcomed by Asean, he said. The Pacific Fleet begins to patrol the South China Sea. Clashes occur between the Chinese navy and the US Navy. China declares war on the US and a full-scale war breaks out with both sides resorting to nuclear weapons.

Hegemony---Impact---Space Dominance
First, it is crucial that the United States maintain leadership in Space to deter conflicts and prevent other count

Everett 5(Dolman, C. "Strategy Lost: Taking the Middle Road to Nowhere." High Frontier Journal. Vol. 3, No. 1 Winter, 2K5)

Common to all hedging strategy proponents is the fear that placing weapons in space will spur a new arms race. Unfortunately, such a strategy increases the likelihood of a space arms race if and when space weapons are ultimately deployed, as the only plausible response by the US would be to at least match the opposing capabilities. This dithering approach blatantly ignores the current real world situation. At present, the US has no peer competitors in space. For the US to refrain from weaponizing until another state proves the capacity to challenge it allows for potential enemies to catch up to American capabilities. At a minimum, there is no risk for potential peer competitors to try. On the other hand, should the US reject the hedging strategy and unilaterally deploy weapons in space, other states may rationally decide not to compete. The cost of entry will simply be too great; the probability of failure palpable. In other words, the fear of an arms race in space, the most powerful argument in favor of the hedging plan, is most likely if the US follows its counsel.

Second, this leads to global nuclear war.

Hitchens 3 (Theresa, Editor of Defense News, Director of Center for Defense Information, Former director of British American Security Information Council -think tank based in Washington and London. October 2. http://www.cdi.org/friendlyversion/printversion.cfm?documentID=1745)

The negative consequences of a space arms race are hard to exaggerate, given the inherent offense-dominant nature of space warfare. Space weapons, like anything else on orbit, are inherently vulnerable and, therefore, best exploited as first-strike weapons. Thus, as Michael Krepon and Chris Clary argue in their monograph, “Space Assurance or Space Dominance,” the hair-trigger postures of the nuclear competition between the United States and Russia during the Cold War would be elevated to the “ultimate high ground” of space. Furthermore, any conflict involving ASAT use is likely to highly escalatory, in particular among nuclear weapons states, as the objective of an attacker would be to eliminate the other side’s capabilities to respond either in kind or on the ground by taking out satellites providing surveillance, communications and targeting. Indeed, U.S. Air Force officials participating in space wargames have discovered that war in space rapidly deteriorates into all-out nuclear war, precisely because it quickly becomes impossible to know if the other side has gone nuclear. Aviation Week and Space Technology quoted one gamer as saying simply: “[If] I don’t know what’s going on, I have no choice but to hit everything, using everything I have.” This should not be surprising to anyone – the United States and the Soviet Union found this out very early in the Cold War, and thus took measures to ensure transparency, such as placing emphasis on early warning radars, developing the “hotline” and pledging to non-interference with national technical means of verification under arms control treaties.

Hegemony---Impact---Warming
US military power and leadership is key to solve climate change.

Maybee 8 (Sean C, US Navy commander, p. 98, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/Press/jfq_pages/i49.htm)

For the purpose of this essay, national security is defined as the need to maintain the safety, prosperity, and survival of the nation-state through the use of instruments of national power: diplomatic, military, economic, and informational power will be the drivers of GCC responses as they provide the needed resources ideas and technology. It will be through invoking military and diplomatic power that resources are used and new ideas are implemented to overcome any GCC challenges. In addition to fighting and winning the nation’s wars, the US military has a long history of humanitarian assistance and disaster relief, but the potential impacts of GCC should lead national security policymakers to consider how environmental security will play a role in the future. 

US leadership is key to solve warming.
Maybee 8 (Sean C, US Navy commander, p. 98, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/Press/jfq_pages/i49.htm)

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

Hegemony---Impact---Economy
Primacy is key to the global economy and helping Third World countries 

Thayer 07 Associate Professor at Missouri State University [Bradley “American Empire: A Debate” (pg 43-44)]
Economic prosperity is also a product of the American Empire. It has created a Liberal International Economic Order (LIED)—a network of worldwide free trade and commerce, respect for intellectual property rights, mobility of capi¬tal and labor markets—to promote economic growth. The stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly states in the Third World. The American Empire has created this network not out of altruism but because it benefits the economic well-being of the United States. In 1998, the Secretary of Defense Wil¬liam Cohen put this well when he acknowledged that "economists and soldiers share the same interest in stability"; soldiers create the conditions in which the American economy may thrive, and "we are able to shape the environment [of international politics] in ways that are advantageous to us and that are stabilizing to the areas where we are forward deployed, thereby helping to promote investment and prosperity...business follows the flag." Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the American Empire comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat, researcher at the World Bank, prolific author, and now a professor who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India that strongly condemned empire. He has abandoned the position of his youth and is now one of the strongest proponents of the American Empire. Lal has traveled the world and, in the course of his journeys, has witnessed great poverty and misery due to a lack of economic development. He realized that free markets were necessary for the development of poor countries, and this led him to recognize that his faith in socialism was wrong. Just as a conservative famously is said to be a liberal who has been mugged by reality, the hard "evidence and experi¬ence" that stemmed from "working and traveling in most parts of the Third World during my professional career" caused this profound change.' Lal submits that the only way to bring relief to the desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the American Empire. Empires provide order, and this order "has been essential for the working of the benign processes of globalization, which promote prosperity."62 Globalization is the process of creating a common economic space, which leads to a growing integration of the world economy through the increasingly free movement of goods, capital, and labor. It is the responsibility of the United States, Lal argues, to use the LIEO to promote the well-being of all economies, but particularly those in the Third World, so that they too may enjoy economic prosperity.  

Nuclear war
Mead 9 – Walter Russell Mead, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2-4, 2009, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2

If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush.
It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy.

All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength. 

Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong.

But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

Hegemony---Impact---Economy
CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives.

So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies.
As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again.
None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises.
Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born?
The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.

Hegemony---Impact---Transition Wars
The transition away from American hegemony entails global chaos and conflict – other powers are incapable of maintaining stability 

Brzezinski 04 National Security Advisor in the Carter Administration, Professor of Foreign Policy @ Johns Hopkins University

(Zbigniew "The Choice")

History is a record of change, a reminder that nothing endures indefinitely. It can also remind us, however, that some things endure for a long time, and when they disappear, the status quo ante does not reappear. So it will be with the current American global preponderance. It too, will fade at some point, probably later than some wish and earlier than m any Americans take for granted. The key question is: What will replace it? An abrupt termination of American hegemony would without doubt precipitate global chaos, in which international anarchy would be punctuated by eruptions of truly massive destructiveness. An unguided progressive decline would have a similar effect, spread out over a longer time. But a gradual and controlled devolution of power could lead to an increasingly formalized global community of shared interest, with supranational arrangements increasingly assuming some of the special security roles of traditional nation-states. In any case, the eventual end of American hegemony will not involve a restoration of multipolarity among the familiar major powers that dominated world affairs for the last two centuries. Nor will it yield to another dominant hegemon that would displace the United States by assuming a similar political, military, economic, technological, and sociocultural worldwide preeminence. The familiar powers of the last century are too fatigued or too weak to assume the role the United States now plays. It is noteworthy that since 1880, in a comparative ranking of world powers (cumulative1y based on their economic strength, mi1itarybudgets and assets, populations, etc.), the top five slots at sequential twenty-year intervals have been shared by just seven states: the United States, the United Kingdom, Germany, France, Russia, Japan, and China. Only the United States, however, unambiguously earned inclusion among the top five in every one of the twenty¬ year intervals, and the gap in the year 2000 between the top-ranked United States and the rest was vastly wider than ever before. The former major European powers – Great Britain, Germany, and France – are too weak to step into the breach. In the next two decades, it is quite unlikely that the European Union will become sufficiently united politically to muster the popular will to compete with the United States in the politico-military arena. Russia is no longer an imperial power, and its central challenge is to recover socioeconomically lest it lose its far eastern territories to China. Japan's population is aging and its economy has slowed; the conventional wisdom of the 1980s that Japan is destined to be the next "superstate" now has the ring of historical irony. China, even if it succeeds in maintaining high rates of economic growth and retains its internal political stability (both are far from certain), will at best be a regional power still constrained by an impoverished population, antiquated infrastructure, and limited appeal worldwide. The same is true of India, which additionally faces uncertainties regarding its long-term national unity. Even a coalition among the above – a most unlikely prospect, given their historical conflicts and clashing territorial claims – would lack the cohesion, muscle, and energy needed to both push America off its pedestal and sustain global stability. Some leading states, in any case, would side with America if push came to shove. Indeed, any evident American decline might precipitate efforts to reinforce America's leadership. Most important, the shared resentment of American hegemony would not dampen the clashes of interest among states. The more intense collisions – in the event of America's decline – could spark a wildfire of regional violence, rendered all the more dangerous by the dissemination of weapons of mass destruction. The bottom line is twofold: For the next two decades, the steadying effect of American power will be indispensable to global stability, while the principal challenge to American power can come only from within – either from the repudiation of power by the American democracy itself, or from America's global misuse of its own power. American society, even though rather parochial in its intellectual and cultural interests, steadily sustained a protracted worldwide engagement against the threat of totalitarian communism and it is currently mobilized against international terrorism. As long as that commitment endures, America's role as the global stabilizer will also endure. Should that commitment fade – either because terrorism has faded, or because Americans tire or lose their sense of common purpose – America's global role could rapidly terminate. That role could also be undermined and de1egitimated by the misuse of U.S. power. Conduct that is perceived worldwide as arbitrary could prompt America’s progressive isolation, undercutting not America's power to defend itself as such, but rather its ability to use that power to enlist others in a common effort to shape a more secure international environment
Hegemony---Impact---Transition Wars 
The overwhelming power of the US prevents great power conflict

Thayer 07 Associate Professor at Missouri State University [Bradley “American Empire: A Debate” (pg 41-42)]
A great amount of good comes from American dominance, although that good is little acknowledged, even by Americans. In this section, I will demonstrate the good that comes from the American Empire. Specifically, it provides stability, allows democracy to spread, furthers economic prosperity, and makes possible humanitarian assistance to countries beset by natural and other disasters. The United States has an opportunity to do an enormous amount of good for itself and the entire world. Realizing this good requires that Americans be bold, that they lead. In return, Americans enjoy the benefits that flow to a leader. But as professors teach in Economics 101, there is no free lunch. No one gets anything for free; everything has a cost. The American Empire is no exception. I want to make it clear that the benefits that the world and the United States enjoy come with a cost. Leadership requires that the United States incur costs and run risks not borne by other countries. These costs can be stark and brutal, and they have to be faced directly by proponents of the American Empire. It means that some Americans will die in the service of their country. These are the costs. They are considerable. Every American should be conscious of them. It is equally the case that Americans should be aware of the benefits they enjoy. I believe that the substantial benefits are worth the costs. Stability Peace, like good health, is not often noticed, but certainly is missed when absent. Throughout history, peace and stability have been a major benefit of empires. In fact, pax Romana in Latin means the Roman peace, or the stabil​ity brought about by the Roman Empire. Rome's power was so overwhelming that no one could challenge it successfully for hundreds of years. The result was stability within the Roman Empire. Where Rome conquered, peace, law, order, education, a common language, and much else followed. That was true of the British Empire (pax Britannica) too. So it is with the United States today. Peace and stability are major benefits of the American Empire. The fact that America is so powerful actually reduces the likelihood of major war. Scholars of international politics have found that the presence of a dominant state in international politics actually reduces the likelihood of war because weaker states, including even great powers, know that it is unlikely that they could challenge the dominant state and win. They may resort to other mechanisms or tactics to challenge the dominant coun​try, but are unlikely to do so directly. This means that there will be no wars between great powers. At least, not until a challenger (certainly China) thinks it can overthrow the dominant state (the United States). But there will be intense security competition—both China and the United States will watch each other closely, with their intelligence communities increasingly focused on each other, their diplomats striving to ensure that countries around the world do not align with the other, and their militaries seeing the other as their principal threat. This is not unusual in international politics but, in fact, is its "normal" condition. Americans may not pay much attention to it until a crisis occurs. But right now states are competing with one another. This is because international politics does not sleep; it never takes a rest. 

Abandoning our leadership role would be seen as a sign of weakness – only power prevents conflicts

Thayer 07 Associate Professor at Missouri State University [Bradley “American Empire: A Debate” (pg 41-42)]
Second, U.S. power protects the United States. That sentence is as genuine and as important a statement about international politics as one can make. International politics is not a game or a sport. There are no "time outs," there is no halftime and no rest. It never stops. There is no hiding from threats and dangers in international politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats it confronts, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats. Simply by declaring that the United States is going home, thus abandoning its commitments or making half pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect its wishes to retreat. In fact, to make such a declaration implies weakness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true in the anarchic realm of international politics. If the United States is not strong and does not actively protect and advance its interests, other countries will prey upon those interests, and even on the United States itself.

Hegemony---Impact---Democracy
Heg key to promote democracy

Thayer 07 Associate Professor at Missouri State University [Bradley “American Empire: A Debate” (pg 42-43)]
The American Empire gives the United States the ability to spread its form of government, democracy, and other elements of its ideology of liberalism. Using American power to spread democracy can be a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as for the United States. This is because democracies are more likely to align themselves with the United States and be sympathetic to its worldview. In addition, there is a chance—small as it may be—that once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of conflict will be reduced further. Natan Sharansky makes the argument that once Arabs are governed democratically, they will not wish to continue the conflict against Israel." This idea has had a big effect on President George W. Bush. He has said that Sharansky's worldview "is part of my presidential DNA."" Whether democracy in the Middle East would have this impact is debat​able. Perhaps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Afghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in October 2004, even though remnant Taliban forces threat​ened them. Elections were held in Iraq in January 2005, the first free elections in that country's history. The military power of the United States put Iraq on the path to democracy. Democracy has spread to Latin America, Europe, Asia, the Caucasus, and now even the Middle East is becoming increasingly demo​cratic. They may not yet look like Western-style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait, the Palestinian Authority, and Egypt. The march of democracy has been impressive. Although democracies have their flaws, simply put, democracy is the best form of government. Winston Churchill recognized this over half a century ago: "Democracy is the worst form of government except all those other forms that have been tried from time to time." The United States should do what it can to foster the spread of democracy throughout the world.

Nuclear War

Diamond 95, Senior researcher fellow at Hoover Institution 

(Larry, PROMOTING DEMOCRACY IN THE 1990s: ACTORS AND INSTRUMENTS, ISSUES AND IMPERATIVES)
The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically “cleanse” their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.

Hegemony---Impact---Democracy
US hegemony is essential to support democracies
Diamond 96 Senior researcher fellow at Hoover Institution  (Larry, Orbis, “Beyond the Unipolar Moment: Why the United States Must Remain Engaged”, p. 405-413)

In the past, global power has been an important reason why certain countries have become models for emulation by others. The global power of the United States, and of its Western democratic allies, has been a factor in the diffusion of democracy around the world, and certainly is crucial to our ability to help popular, legitimate democratic forces deter armed threats to their overthrow, or to return to power (as in Haiti) when they have been overthrown. Given the linkages among democracy, peace, and human rights-as well as the recent finding of Professor Adam Przeworski (New York University) that democracy is more likely to survive in a country when it is more widely present in the region-we should not surrender our capacity to diffuse and defend democracy. It is not only intrinsic to our ideals but important to our national security that we remain globally powerful and engaged-and that a dictatorship does not rise to hegemonic power within any major region.

Hegemony is key to democracy promotion


McFaul 04, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution and associate professor of political science at Stanford University 

(Michael, “Democracy Promotion as a World Value”, Washington Quarterly, vol 28, no 1, p 147)

There is a genuine correlation between the advance of democracy as well as democratic norms worldwide and the growth of U.S. power. No country has done more to strengthen the norms and practices of democracy around the world than the United States. If Adolf Hitler had prevailed in World War II, democratic values would have survived, but few democratic regimes would have remained. Similarly, if the Cold War had ended with U.S. disintegration, rather than Soviet dissolution, command economies run by one-party dictatorships would be the norm and democracy the exception. Thus, even good ideas need powerful actors to defend and advance them.

Hegemony---AT: Heg Bad---Draw-In
American intervention is inevitable – it’s a question of whether it’s effective

Continetti 08 Associate Editor of the Weekly Standard [Matthew “If we don't maintain world order, who will?” LA Times, March 4th (http://www.latimes.com/news/printedition/opinion/la-op-antle-continetti4mar04,1,2482677.story?ctrack=4&cset=true)]

Today's prompt asks us, "Is interventionism an organic plank of conservatism, or is it the cancer that's destroying it?" I am going to take issue with the way the question is framed. Not only is "interventionism" not "destroying" conservatism, there is also nothing particularly "conservative" about interventionism. For the United States, whether it likes it or not, periodically intervening in a world order that it has done so much to establish is the only game in town. The job of conservatives is to ensure that those interventions are aligned with American interests and ideals. The ongoing wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, a belligerent Iran seeking nuclear weapons, an unresolved Korean peninsular crisis, a rising China and an autocratic, aggressive Russia have made many Americans anxious about the world and our place in it. But there is no escaping U.S. global involvement. Foreign policy writers Robert Kagan and Ivo Daalder calculate that the United States intervened in other countries' affairs "with significant military force" every 18 months on average between 1989 and 2001. Since 2001, the United States has invaded Afghanistan and Iraq; sent troops to the Philippines and Liberia; and conducted missile strikes in Yemen, Pakistan and Somalia. American military commitments extend from Colombia to Kosovo to Japan. Including proposed supplemental appropriations for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the Bush administration has budgeted more than $600 billion in defense spending for fiscal year 2009. As is often pointed out, that amount is about the same as the combined defense budgets of the next 12 to 15 nations. These circumstances did not spring up overnight, and they are not solely the product of President Bush and the neocons. Since the end of World War II, the United States has adopted an increasingly assertive foreign policy to first contain Soviet communism and then, once Soviet communism had been destroyed, expand the sphere of liberal democratic nations. The net result of this foreign policy has been a richer, freer, more peaceful world. These are the fruits of American "interventionism." As the United States has adopted this new international role, however, the American people have also maintained their traditional ambivalence toward the rest of the world. We think most people are like ourselves and then become disappointed when they do not live up to U.S. standards. We are reluctant to deploy military force and eager to withdraw once those forces are deployed. We grow frustrated with allies for not doing their "fair share" of maintaining global order. We often wish our problems would go away. They won't. Truth is, if the United States were to renege on its commitments and allow the international order that it has maintained for 60 years to fall apart, another order would take its place. The transition from one to another would be characterized by conflict. And the new order, once it was born, would not be pleasant. It would be less free, less prosperous and less peaceful than the world we know today. You can see what happens when Americans turn inward by reading the history of the 1970s. It is not a pretty sight. U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam marked the beginning of a period of global catastrophe, as the Soviet Union expanded its influence in Central Asia, Africa and Central America and the Iranian revolution provided the first state vehicle for jihadism's war on the West. These crises engendered others in the U.S. government and the global economy. Going back even earlier in our history, when you look at America's failure to maintain the post-Versailles Treaty order that it had helped build following the World War I, you see the same pattern. Illiberalism was allowed to expand, the world economy tanked and more war followed. We know what happens when the United States decides to reject "interventionism." Let's not make the same mistakes again.
Soft Power---Iraqi Stability Key 
Violence against vulnerable population damage US credibility and soft power

Oliker et. al. 10 

(Olga Oliker, former special advisor for national security affairs to the Coalition Provisional Authority in Baghdad , held positions in the U.S. Departments of Defense and Energy, Audra K. Grant, former intelligence analyst at the U.S. State Department, Ph.D. in political science, Dalia Dassa Kaye, former assistant professor of political science and international affairs at The George Washington University, Ph.D. in political science, The Impact of U.S. Military Drawdown in Iraq on Displaced and Other Vulnerable Populations Analysis and Recommendations, January 13, 2010,  RAND Corporation, National Defense Research Institute,<http://www.nccilibrary.org/jspui/bitstream/123456789/266/1/RAND%20%20The%20Impact%20of%20U.S.%20Military%20Drawdown%20 in%20Iraq%20on%20Displaced%20and%20Other%20Vulnerable%20populations%20%282010%29.pdf>)

Substantial violence against vulnerable groups would, without question, present tremendous humanitarian concerns. In addition, it would have a variety of adverse repercussions for the United States, Iraq, and the region more broadly. As the country globally seen as responsible for the Iraq war, the United States would be held accountable for any negative humanitarian repercussions. Perceptions of the United States, at home and abroad, may be particularly eroded by failure to effectively protect and assist U.S.-affiliated Iraqis. Failure of the United States to protect and help the people who were willing to help Americans would be rightly seen as a particularly egregious moral violation. In the Middle East and around the world, this would feed into and would be used to build anti-U.S. sentiment. That, in turn, would hamper U.S. efforts on a broad range of issues as the United States seeks to rebuild its global image and influence. Importantly, such a deleterious outcome would ultimately set a poor precedent for future U.S.-led military operations, making local citizens elsewhere less likely to help the United States. 

Soft Power---Impact---Laundry List 
Soft power is key to multilateral cooperation, climate, disease, crime, and terrorism.

Joseph S. Nye, Sultan of Oman Professor of International Relations at Harvard, Summer 2004, “Soft Power and American Foreign Policy,” Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 119, Iss.2; pg. 255, proquest
Power depends on context, and the distribution of power differs greatly in different domains. In the global information age, power is distributed among countries in a pattern that resembles a complex three-dimensional chess game. On the top chessboard of political-military issues, military power is largely unipolar, but on the economic board, the United States is not a hegemon or an empire, and it must bargain as an equal when Europe acts in a unified way. And on the bottom chessboard of transnational relations, power is chaotically dispersed, and it makes no sense to use traditional terms such as unipolarity, hegemony, or American empire. Those who recommend an imperial American foreign policy based on traditional military descriptions of American power are relying on woefully inadequate analysis. If you are in a three-dimensional game, you will lose if you focus only on one board and fail to notice the other boards and the vertical connections among them-witness the connections in the war on terrorism between military actions on the top board, where we removed a dangerous tyrant in Iraq, but simultaneously increased the ability of the al Qaeda network to gain new recruits on the bottom, transnational board.25  Because of its leading edge in the information revolution and its past investment in military power, the United States will likely remain the world's single most powerful country well into the twenty-first century. French dreams of a multipolar military world are unlikely to be realized anytime soon, and the German Foreign Minister, Joschka Fischer, has explicitly eschewed such a goal.26 But not all the important types of power come out of the barrel of a gun. Hard power is relevant to getting the outcomes we want on all three chessboards, but many of the transnational issues, such as climate change, the spread of infectious diseases, international crime, and terrorism, cannot be resolved by military force alone. Representing the dark side of globalization, these issues are inherently multilateral and require cooperation for their solution. Soft power is particularly important in dealing with the issues that arise from the bottom chessboard of transnational relations. To describe such a world as an American empire fails to capture the real nature of the foreign policy tasks that we face.

Soft Power is key to solving competitiveness, terrorism, war, proliferation, disease, human trafficking, and drug trafficking

Joshua Kurlantzick, visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment’s China Program, Dec 2005, “The Decline of American Soft Power,” Current History, Vol. 104, Iss. 686; pg. 419, proquest

A broad decline in soft power has many practical implications. These include the drain in foreign talent coming to the United States, the potential backlash against American companies, the growing attractiveness of China and Europe, and the possibility that anti-US sentiment will make it easier for terrorist groups to recruit. In addition, with a decline in soft power, Washington is simply less able to persuade others. In the run-up to the Iraq War, the Bush administration could not convince Turkey, a longtime US ally, to play a major staging role, in part because America's image in Turkey was so poor. During the war itself, the United States has failed to obtain significant participation from all but a handful of major nations, again in part because of America's negative image in countries ranging from India to Germany In attempts to persuade North Korea to abandon its nuclear weapons, Washington has had to allow China to play a central role, partly because few Asian states view the United States as a neutral, legitimate broker in the talks.  Instead, Washington must increasingly resort to the other option Nye discusses-force, or the threat of force. With foreign governments and publics suspicious of American policy, the White House has been unable to lead a multinational effort to halt Iran's nuclear program, and instead has had to resort to threatening sanctions at the United Nations or even the possibility of strikes against Iran. With America's image declining in nations like Thailand and Pakistan, it is harder for leaders in these countries to openly embrace counterterrorism cooperation with the United States, so Washington resorts to quiet arm-twisting and blandishments to obtain counterterror concessions.  Force is not a long-term solution. Newer, nontraditional security threats such as disease, human trafficking, and drug trafficking can only be managed through forms of multilateral cooperation that depend on America's ability to persuade other nations. Terrorism itself cannot be defeated by force alone, a fact that even the White House recognizes. The 2002 National security Strategy emphasizes that winning the war on terror requires the United States to lead a battle of ideas against the ideological roots of terrorism, in addition to rooting out and destroying individual militant cells.
Soft Power---Impact---War

U.S. soft power solves and prevents global conflicts – empirically proven

Nye and Armitage in 07  (Richard L. Armitage and Joseph S. Nye Jr., Dec. 9, 07, Stop Getting Mad, America. Get Smart., The Washington Post, Lexis Nexis)
In a changing world, the United States should become a smarter power by once again investing in the global good -- by providing things that people and governments want but cannot attain without U.S. leadership. By complementing U.S. military and economic strength with greater investments in soft power, Washington can build the framework to tackle tough global challenges. We call this smart power.
Smart power is not about getting the world to like us. It is about developing a strategy that balances our hard (coercive) power with our soft (attractive) power. During the Cold War, the United States deterred Soviet aggression through investments in hard power. But as Gates noted late last month, U.S. leaders also realized that "the nature of the conflict required us to develop key capabilities and institutions -- many of them non-military." So the United States used its soft power to rebuild Europe and Japan and to establish the norms and institutions that became the core of the international order for the past half-century. The Cold War ended under a barrage of hammers on the Berlin Wall rather than a barrage of artillery across the Fulda Gap precisely because of this integrated approach.
Soft Power---Impact---Prolif
Soft Power is key to solving proliferation.

Joseph S. Nye, Sultan of Oman Professor of International Relations at Harvard, Summer 2004, “Soft Power and American Foreign Policy,” Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 119, Iss.2; pg. 255, proquest, accessed 07/10/07

According to the National Security Strategy, the greatest threats the American people face are transnational terrorism and weapons of mass destruction, and particularly their combination. Yet, meeting the challenge posed by transnational military organizations that could acquire weapons of mass destruction requires the cooperation of other countries -and cooperation is strengthened by soft power. Similarly, efforts to promote democracy in Iraq and elsewhere will require the help of others. Reconstruction in Iraq and peacekeeping in failed states are far more likely to succeed and to be less costly if shared with others rather than appearing as American imperial occupation. The fact that the United States squandered its soft power in the way that it went to war meant that the aftermath turned out to be much more costly than it need have been.

Proliferation leads to extinction.

Stuart Taylor, Senior Writer with the National Journal and editor at Newsweek, Legal Times, 9-16-2002
The truth is, no matter what we do about Iraq, if we don't stop proliferation, another five or 10 potentially unstable nations may go nuclear before long, making it ever more likely that one or more bombs will be set off anonymously on our soil by terrorists or a terrorist government. Even an airtight missile defense would be useless against a nuke hidden in a truck, a shipping container, or a boat. 

[Continues…]

Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for "a world filled with nuclear-weapons states, where every crisis threatens to go nuclear," where "the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day," and where "it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations." So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. The only way to avoid such a grim future, he suggests in his memoir, Disarmament Sketches, is for the United States to lead an international coalition against proliferation by showing an unprecedented willingness to give up the vast majority of our own nuclear weapons, excepting only those necessary to deter nuclear attack by others

Soft Power---Impact---Terrorism
Soft Power prevents the spread of terrorism

Nye, 2004 (Joseph S. Nye, PhD in political science at Harvard, 2004, Perseus Books group, “Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics”, book)

Hard power remains crucial in a world of states trying to guard their independence and of non-state groups willing to turn to violence. It forms the core of the Bush administration's new national security strategy. But according to Joseph Nye, the neo-conservatives who advise the president are making a major miscalculation: They focus too heavily on using America's military power to force other nations to do our will, and they pay too little heed to our soft power. It is soft power that will help prevent terrorists from recruiting supporters from among the moderate majority. And it is soft power that will help us deal with critical global issues that require multilateral cooperation among states. That is why it is so essential that America better understands and applies our soft power. This is our guide.

Soft Power is essential to boost U.S. reputation and prevention of terrorist attacks

Nye in 07  (Joseph S. Nye, Dec. 18th 07, Recovering America's 'Smart Power', Korea Times, LN)
The United States needs to rediscover how to be a "smart power." That was the conclusion of a bipartisan commission that I recently co-chaired with Richard Armitage, the former deputy secretary of state in the Bush administration. The Smart Power Commission, convened by the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, comprised Republican and Democratic members of Congress, former ambassadors, retired military officers, and heads of non-profit organizations. We concluded that America's image and influence had declined in recent years, and that the U.S. must move from exporting fear to inspiring optimism and hope.
Defense called for the U.S. government to commit more money and effort to "soft power," including diplomacy, economic assistance, and communications, because the military alone cannot defend America's interests around the world. Gates pointed out that military spending totals nearly a half-trillion dollars annually, compared to the State Department's budget of $36 billion. He acknowledged that for the head of the Pentagon to plead for more resources for the State Department was odd, but these are not normal times.

But, while the Pentagon is the best-trained and best-resourced arm of the government, there are limits to what hard power can achieve on its own. Democracy, human rights, and the development of civil society do not come from the barrel of a gun. True, the American military has impressive operational capacity, but turning to the Pentagon because it can get things done creates an image of an over-militarized foreign policy.

The effects of the Sept. 11, 2001, terrorist attacks have also thrown us off course. Since the shock of those attacks, the U.S. has been exporting fear and anger rather than the country's more traditional values of hope and optimism. Guantanamo Bay has become a more powerful global icon than the Statue of Liberty.

The CSIS Smart Power Commission acknowledged that terrorism is a real threat and likely to be with us for decades, but pointed out that over-responding to extremists' provocations does more damage to the U.S. than terrorists ever could. Success in the struggle against terrorism means finding a new central premise for American foreign policy to replace the current theme of a "war on terror."

Soft Power Key to Solving Terrorism

Gordon ’07  (Philip H. Gordon, Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies, Director of the Center on the United States and France at the Brookings Institution, Bridging the Atlantic Divide, Foreign Affairs, Nov/Dec 2003

Less than 12 hours after the 9/11 attacks, George W. Bush proclaimed the start of a global war on terror. Ever since, there has been a vigorous debate about how to win it. Bush and his supporters stress the need to go on the offensive against terrorists, deploy U.S. military force, promote democracy in the Middle East, and give the commander in chief expansive wartime powers. His critics either challenge the very notion of a "war on terror" or focus on the need to fight it differently. Most leading Democrats accept the need to use force in some cases but argue that success will come through reestablishing the United States' moral authority and ideological appeal, conducting more and smarter diplomacy, and intensifying cooperation with key allies. They argue that Bush's approach to the war on terror has created more terrorists than it has eliminated -- and that it will continue to do so unless the United States radically changes course.
Empirically Proven – a decrease in soft power increases terrorism

Shattuck in ‘8 (Joseph Shattuck, assistant secretary of state for the Bureau of Democracy, January 2008, “Healing Our Self Inflicted Wounds”, The American Prospect, on page Lexis)

The Bush administration's record on human rights and the rule of law has undercut the capacity of the U.S. to achieve important foreign-policy goals. The erosion of America's soft power has made it more difficult for the U.S. to succeed in preventing or containing threats of terrorism, genocide, and nuclear proliferation. The denigration of American values has made the U.S. ineffective in promoting human rights and democracy. Indeed, the current administration's frequent disregard of the rule of law has jeopardized five frequently stated foreign-policy objectives.

Soft Power---Impact---Warming
Soft power key to solve warming 

Nye in 8 [Joseph, Survival, February 2008]

The bottom chessboard is the realm of transnational relations that involve actors crossing borders outside of government control. This realm includes players as diverse as bankers electronically transferring sums larger than most national budgets, terrorists transferring black-market weapons and hackers disrupting Internet operations. It also includes ecological threats, such as pandemics and global climate change, that can do damage on a scale equal or larger to that of major wars. (More people died in the 1918 flu pandemic, for example, than as a direct result of the First World War.) This adds a new dimension to questions of security and risk, and includes issues for which the military instruments that dominate the top board are clearly insufficient. On this bottom board, power is widely dispersed, and it makes no sense to speak of unipolarity, multipolarity or hegemony. And yet it is from this bottom board that many of the most important security challenges arise. Those who recommend a hegemonic American foreign policy based on traditional military power are relying on inadequate analysis, and like one-dimensional chess players in a three-dimensional game, they will eventually lose. Because of its leading edge in the information revolution and its past investment in traditional power resources, the United States will likely remain the world’s single most powerful country in military, economic and soft-power terms well into the twenty-first century. While potential coalitions to check American power could be created, countries like Russia, China and India have differing goals and priorities, and it is unlikely that they would become firm military allies unless the United States used its hard, coercive power in an overbearing, unilateral manner that undermined its soft or attractive power. Because soft power is particularly important in dealing with issues arising from the bottom chessboard of transnational relations, America’s resources in this area are increasingly important. While polls show that American soft power has declined in the aftermath of the invasion of Iraq, they also show that the cause of the decline is government policies, not American culture and values. This is important because policies can change relatively quickly, while culture and values change more slowly. In the early 1970s, American policies in Vietnam led to low ratings in polls, but the country regained much of its soft power within a decade.

Soft Power---Impact---Democracy
(   )  a.  Multilateralism is key to global democracy.

Joseph S. Nye, Sultan of Oman Professor of International Relations at Harvard, Summer 2004, “Soft Power and American Foreign Policy,” Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 119, Iss.2; pg. 255, proquest, accessed 07/10/07

Ironically, however, the only way to achieve the type of transformation that the neoconservatives seek is by working with others and avoiding the backlash that arises when the United States appears on the world stage as an imperial power acting unilaterally. What is more, because democracy cannot be imposed by force and requires a considerable time to take root, the most likely way to obtain staying power from the American public is through developing international legitimacy and burden sharing with allies and institutions. For Jacksonians like secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, this may not matter. They would prefer to punish the dictator and come home rather than engage in tedious nation building. For example, in September 2003, Rumsfeld said of Iraq, "I don't believe it's our job to reconstruct the country."31 But for serious neoconservatives, like Deputy Defense secretary Paul Wolfowitz, their impatience with institutions and allies may undercut their own objectives. They understand the importance of soft power but fail to appreciate all its dimensions and dynamics.

b.  The impact is extinction.

Larry Diamond, Snr Research Fellow at the Hoover Institute, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, 1995  p. 6-7

This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.  LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY  The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. 
(   )  Soft power is key to democracy.
Joseph S. Nye, Sultan of Oman Professor of International Relations at Harvard, Summer 2004, “Soft Power and American Foreign Policy,” Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 119, Iss.2; pg. 255, proquest, accessed 07/10/07
According to the National Security Strategy, the greatest threats the American people face are transnational terrorism and weapons of mass destruction, and particularly their combination. Yet, meeting the challenge posed by transnational military organizations that could acquire weapons of mass destruction requires the cooperation of other countries -and cooperation is strengthened by soft power. Similarly, efforts to promote democracy in Iraq and elsewhere will require the help of others. Reconstruction in Iraq and peacekeeping in failed states are far more likely to succeed and to be less costly if shared with others rather than appearing as American imperial occupation. The fact that the United States squandered its soft power in the way that it went to war meant that the aftermath turned out to be much more costly than it need have been.

Soft Power---Impact---Middle East 
US soft power is key to Middle East stability.

Frances J. Wirta Houlton, July 5, 2007, “Diplomacy for Peace,” Bangor Daily News (Maine), lexis nexis

The week of June 10 brought the second attack on the Shiite Golden Dome in Samarra, Iraq, with further killings and the renewal of city curfews.."  The Iraq war is only escalating: Sunnis now battling al-Qaida, Shias battling Sunnis, with the al-Maliki government divided and unable to provide leadership. Now with other battles and other crises raging in Afghanistan, Palestine and Lebanon, how can we believe that a few thousand more American forces will be able to turn the corner in Iraq?  Congress, backed by the majority of the American people, can change the president's policy to end our military support of hopeless battles. Instead, our Congress can promote the beginnings of a Middle Eastern diplomacy which will begin the withdrawal of our military forces in Iraq - to bring a sizable force home but also to leave an appropriate number there to support the beginnings of a peaceful change in the Middle East. We have a responsibility to help repair the huge chaos we have inflicted.  With the Middle East increasingly unsettled, a full corps of American diplomats will be needed to negotiate for full Iraqi leadership and a reduction of American military. This could best be accomplished with the establishment of an extended Middle East peacekeeping force, supported by other nations of the region, such as Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Jordan.  If our government can begin to think globally and diplomatically, multinationally and with "soft power," America could help bring a Middle East peace. If we think inclusively of working with a combination of world organizations - the United Nations, NATO, the European Union, the Islamic Union, America would once again become a strong supporter and expander for the future of world peace.

This is key to solving nuclear war.

John Steinbach, Center for Research on Globalization, March 3, 2002  (http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html)

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

U.S.-Iraq Relations Add-On---2AC
Iraq withdrawal is essential to US soft power AND Iraqi relations – extending our stay would strengthen Anti-American extremists

Cole 10  [Juan Cole - Richard P. Mitchell Collegiate Professor of History at the University of Michigan. “One Year Later: Did Obama Win the Iraq War?” January 1, 2010. http://www.juancole.com/2010/01/one-year-later-did-obama-win-iraq-war.html

]http:// 
President Barack Hussein Obama was inaugurated a year ago, and this is a good time to review his major foreign policy success. It is, of course, important that he has repaired the reputation of the US in much of the world and replenished the stock of ‘soft power’ that has been so important a part of US success and leadership. His approval ratings in Western Europe and even in Saudi Arabia were in the 80s and 90s this summer. Veteran journalist Tom Fenton confirms that he remains enormously popular in Europe, and that the public there understands that he could not turn US policy around on a dime. But Obama’s biggest practical foreign policy success has been in keeping to his withdrawal timetable in Iraq. Most observers have paid too little attention to this, among his most important decisions. When he became president, his top generals, including Gen. David Petraeus and Gen. Ray Odierno, reportedly came to him and attempted to convince him to modify the withdrawal timeline adopted by the Iraqi parliament as part of the Status of Forces Agreement negotiated shortly before he took office. They did not want US troops to cease patrolling independently in mid-June 2009. They did not want to get all combat troops out by summer 2010. They wanted to finesse the agreement. Reclassify combat troops under some other heading, they said. Overturning the SOFA or dragging Washington’s feet about it would have produced rage in Baghdad. It had the potential for undermining the government of PM Nouri al-Maliki, and for reinvigorating both Sunni Arab extremists and Shiite radical movements such as the Mahdi Army. It would have made other Arab regimes suspicious of US motives. It would have been a mistake as epochal as the Bush administration’s decision to build up a heavy US military footprint in Afghanistan, which restarted the war there and provoked a major insurgency that continues to this day. In Iraq, a country crawling with armed, nationalistically minded groups and dotted with arms depots, such a move would have been a catastrophe. Obama did the right thing. He overruled his generals and began returning to Iraq its sovereignty. This issue is important regionally because polling shows that Arab publics say that ending the US military presence in Iraq is the single most important thing the US could do to improve its relations with that region. What they saw as US atrocities in Iraq motivated many of the terrorists active after 2003. Ending the US military role there will bring a sea change. 
US-Iraq relations are key to Iraqi economic stability and democracy

CNN 09 [CNN. “Obama notes 'transition' in U.S.-Iraqi bilateral ties.” October 20, 2009. http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/10/20/us.iraq.trade/index.html]

President Obama said U.S.-Iraqi ties are entering a new period, a change marked by a decreased emphasis on security and an increased focus on the Iraqi economy.   Appearing before reporters Tuesday with Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki, Obama said the men discussed a wide-range of issues and didn't fixate on security or the military. Al-Maliki was in Washington to attend the two-day Iraq Investment and Business Conference and meet with American officials.  "What is wonderful about this trip is that it represents a transition in our bilateral relationship, so that we are moving now to issues beyond security and we are beginning to talk about economy, trade, commerce," the president said.  Obama cited Iraq's "continuing progress," strides on investment, and "a commitment to democratic politics." He also cited the election legislation delayed in Iraq's parliament because of disagreement on several issues. The scheduled January 16 parliamentary elections might not be held if legislation isn't passed soon.  U.S. and Iraqi officials are concerned that a delay in the voting, or a resurgence of violence ahead of the election, could unravel the country's growing stability and its "increasingly attractive" environment.  "We are very interested, both of us, in making sure that Iraq has an election law that is completed on time so that elections can take place on time in January," Obama said.  "That is consistent with the transition that has been taking place," he said, stressing his commitment to troop withdrawal. His administration plans to withdraw U.S. combat troops by August and all troops by the end of 2011.  Obama said the conference, where al-Maliki and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton spoke earlier on Tuesday, will be well attended by U.S. and Iraqi business leaders.  "There are obviously enormous opportunities for our countries to do business together," Obama said. "I just want to congratulate Prime Minister Maliki on what I'm confident will be a successful conference, and to re-emphasize my administration's full support for all the steps that can be taken so that Iraq can not only be a secure place and a democratic country, but also a place where people can do business, people can find work, families can make a living, and children are well-educated."  Al-Maliki called the conference "a big economic demonstration," saying the event "brings together more than 1,000 business entrepreneurs and a very distinguished, high-level Iraqi delegation."  "I have also discussed with President Obama the various issues and the fact that our relations today have moved along and [are] not only confined to the security cooperation, but today have moved to the economic development and to providing prosperity for the Iraqi people," al-Maliki said.  Among the issues they discussed were national elections and the importance of ending international sanctions against Iraq stemming from the Gulf War in 1991, he said.  Al-Maliki noted that "we don't have weapons of mass destruction anymore, and today that we have put forth a lot of common sacrifices, and today that there is a pluralistic political system in Iraq."  Saying Iraq wants to give U.S. business a chance to invest there, al-Maliki said the nation "has moved beyond the dictatorship and beyond the destruction, and we are trying to rebuild all our sectors -- of agriculture, oil sectors, tourism and so forth."  Speaking at the conference -- billed as the "first major event under the recently signed Strategic Framework Agreement" between the United States and Iraq -- Clinton plugged Iraqi investment opportunities before U.S. businesspeople, saying the Mideast country's potential is "palpable."  Clinton said Iraq's economic potential is "fueled by but not limited to oil production."  "We believe strongly that economic development will go hand in hand with an increasing and very clear commitment to democracy," she said, noting that is a change from Iraq's former isolation from the global economy because of warfare and sanctions.  "Our overall engagement will deepen and broaden," she said. "We are guided by the blueprint called the Strategic Framework Agreement, which identifies several areas in which the United States and Iraq will collaborate, including governance, rule of law, environmental protection, science, health, education, and especially economic development and the promotion of trade."  At the same time, she underscored the importance of staging timely national elections and adopting a comprehensive hydrocarbons law in the oil-rich and ethnically diverse nation that sits at a key geographic crossroads. Those are two things that would go a long way toward making Iraq stable, she said.  One stumbling block to the election law is the ethnic differences in Kirkuk, the northern city where Kurds, Arabs, and Turkmens have been at odds. Another dispute centers on whether to have open or closed electoral lists. Open lists would name candidates and their parties; closed lists would name only parties.  Clinton said resolving political conflict, such as the Kirkuk dispute; promoting national unity; resolving political conflict; and pursuing return and resettlement of Iraqis displaced by war represent key steps that must be taken.  While Iraq has many challenges ahead of it, she added, "we are excited to be part of this transition that is occurring in Iraq" -- illustrated in part by U.S. combat troops leaving major Iraqi cities and local security forces taking their place.  "What we see is a new sense of commitment to the future," Clinton said.
U.S.-Iraq Relations Add-On---2AC
Democracy solves nuclear and biological warfare, genocide, and environmental destruction

Diamond 95

Hoover Institution, Stanford University 1995, Larry, December, PROMOTING DEMOCRACY IN THE 1990S, 1p.http://www.carnegie.org//sub/pubs/deadly/diam_rpt.html //

Nuclear, chemical and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty and openness. The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.
U.S.-Iraq Relatoins---Withdrawal Key 
Complete withdrawal is key to prevent Iraq conflict and preserve US soft power internationally

Jarrar 10

[Raed Jarrar - political consultant for the American Friends Service Committee and a senior fellow at Peace Action, “Don't reward violence in Iraq by extending U.S. troop withdrawal deadline.” mcclatchy-tribune news service. May 26, 2010. http://dailyme.com/story/2010052600000121/reward-violence-iraq-extending-us-troop.html]

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

Delay to scheduled withdrawal will hurt U.S.-Iraqi relations and hurt U.S. soft power worldwide

Jarrar 10 (Raed,  Advisor on Iraqi issues for the American Friends Service Committee, Senior fellow at Peace Action, born and raised in Iraq, "Don't  reward violence in Iraq by extending U.S. troop withdrawal deadline"  for the Progressive Media Project,  www.juneauempire.com/stories/052710/opi_645328218.shtml)

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

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

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

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

If the Obama administration reneges on its plans, it will effectively reward those responsible for the bloodshed and further embolden them. Such a decision would most likely have serious ramifications for the security of U.S. troops in Iraq, and will impede the security and political progress in the country. 
And delaying the U.S. pullout will not only harm the U.S. image around the world, which Obama has been trying hard to improve, but it will also be the final blow to U.S. credibility in Iraq. The mere promise of a complete withdrawal has boosted Iraqi domestic politics and enhanced the U.S. perception in the country. 

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

U.S.-Iraq Relations---Withdrawal Key 
Iraq withdrawal leads to a better relationship with the US – withdrawal from cities proves

Wall Street Journal 09 [“US-Iraq Relations enter a new phase, Gates says.” July 29, 2009. http://www.uslaboragainstwar.org/article.php?id=19968]
BAGHDAD -- Defense Secretary Robert Gates said the American military withdrawal from Iraqi cities went fairly smoothly, clearing the way for Baghdad to reshape its relationship with the U.S. and begin assuming primary security responsibility for the entire country. Mr. Gates's unannounced trip on Tuesday to Iraq came at a pivotal moment for Washington and Baghdad, as the two countries try to take advantage of a decline in Iraq's violence to focus attention on trade, weapons sales and nonmilitary aspects of their complex relationship.On Wednesday, Mr. Gates is slated to visit Iraq's semiautonomous Kurdish region, where, he said, the U.S. is prepared to help resolve a growing political dispute between Arabs and Kurds over land and oil. It was Mr. Gates's first visit to Iraq since U.S. forces left the country's cities in late June, a milestone both nations describe as the first step toward a complete American military withdrawal by the end of 2011. In the first days after the pullout from Iraq's cities, several U.S. commanders complained that the Iraqis were imposing too many restrictions on U.S. forces, barring them from certain roads and demanding sensitive information about future U.S. ground convoys. Fueling tensions, an Iraqi officer tried to detain U.S. soldiers this month after they killed three Iraqi civilians while chasing militants near the restive city of Abu Ghraib. Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki, on a visit to Washington last week, said the Iraqi officer had been "out of line." Mr. Gates acknowledged some early miscues, but said U.S. and Iraqi officials had hammered out their differences and were cooperating closely on security matters. "The agreement has changed the chemistry of the relationship," Mr. Gates told reporters. "Nobody's the boss or the occupier or however you want to put it, but there's a real sense of empowerment by the Iraqis." Gen. Ray Odierno, the top American commander in Iraq, attributed the turnaround to a previously undisclosed videoconference involving more than 500 Iraqi and American officers. Gen. Odierno said the July 9 session allowed the two sides to better clarify the terms of the security agreement, reducing disputes over its implementation. Mr. Maliki recently said that some U.S. forces might be allowed to remain in Iraq after 2011, but Gen. Odierno said he was still operating under the assumption that a full U.S. withdrawal would occur within the next 30 months. U.S. military officials are working with the Iraqis on the next stages of the drawdown. U.S. commanders say roughly 80,000 of the 130,000 U.S. troops currently in Iraq will leave the country by August 2010. At the same time, U.S. officials want to build a long-term relationship with Iraq that more closely resembles America's ties to other Arab allies.
	Withdrawal key to relations---polls


Sadler 10

[Scott Sadler – experienced communicator with an in-depth expertise with crisis communications who has served in senior level positions in the Federal government, Capitol Hill, and in a military theater of operation. “A new beginning for US-Iraq relations.” March 12, 2010.  The Daily Caller. http://dailycaller.com/author/ssadler/#ixzz0tm8IWvCy]

In a column on Tuesday, Bret Stephens of The Wall Street Journal offered his impression of the elections: “In the run-up to the vote, the general view among Iraqis and foreign observers alike was that the outcome was “too close to call.” Linger over the words: “Too close to call” has never before been part of the Arab political lexicon.” The New York Times editorial on Tuesday spoke of the Iraqis “tremendous courage and determination.”

The U.S. Ambassador to Iraq, Christopher Hill, called it “a new beginning for the U.S. relationship with Iraq that we hope will stretch for decades to come

U.S.-Iraq Relations---Withdrawal Key 

U.S. soft power with Iraq will increase after withdrawal

O'Sullivan 10 (Meghan, Professor of International Affairs at Harvard, Senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Advisor  for the Bush administration, "After Iraq's election, the real fight" for in the Washington Post, March 7, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/03/05/AR2010030501556.html) 
It is fashionable to argue that the United States has no influence in Iraq anymore. But the reality is more subtle. Certainly, U.S. financial leverage dissipated years ago, when Iraq's oil revenues skyrocketed; similarly, U.S. military leverage was always hard to use, because threats of withdrawal were credible only in extreme circumstances. 

Yet, although Washington is less central than in the past, it remains influential. The United States is the only party respected, if grudgingly, by nearly all sides. No other entity has the same power to convene in Iraq -- not Iran, not the United Nations. This power can be critical in a crisis or a deadlock. 

Also, the next Iraqi government will want a good relationship with Washington. Even if not a single American combat soldier remains in Iraq in 2012, the Iraqi security forces will look to the United States for equipment and training. Similarly, the Strategic Framework Agreement between the two nations portends a robust relationship yielding benefits in education, investment, technology and science.  Few prime ministers will easily dismiss all that. 

Iraq government welcomes the drawdown of US troops – that betters relations

Laipsen 10

[Ellen Laipson – President and CEO of Stimson, Vice Chair of the National Intelligence Council, and Special Assistant to the US Permanent Representative to the United Nations. “Future of US-Iraq Relations.” 2010. http://www.stimson.org/swa/pdf/Future_of_Iraq-US_Relations-English.pdf]

The security situation remains the most important driver of US-Iraq relations. The continued presence of American forces is widely seen as a stabilizing factor that has helped the Iraqi government maintain order, and has prevented conflicts over disputed territories and political rivalries from becoming violent. Yet the Iraqi government also formally welcomes the drawdown of US forces (total troop presence fell below 100,000 in early 2010), and is sensitive to any appearance that its  sovereignty is compromised by the residual American role. At the top, both countries are committed to the planned glide-path that began with the mid-2009 withdrawal of American troops from cities, continues with the mid-2010 departure of all combat-related forces, and ends with the mid-2011 final withdrawal of any remaining US forces, other than those involved in training or the protection of US facilities. The Iraqi government could request a delay in this schedule, and could propose a new agreement to govern new or ongoing missions after 2012. Overall, the trends in the security picture are favorable. Violent incidents in Baghdad or other major cities are on a steep downward trajectory. Iraqi civilian fatalities per year were highest in 2006 with 34,000. In 2009 that number was down to 3,000, and data through early March 2010 suggests a further halving of the annual number. Figures are similar for US military fatalities: 2007 was the worst year, with 904 deaths. By 2009 the figure was down to 149, and from January through early March 2010, 12 US troops had been killed
***Regional Relations Add-Ons***
Turkey Relations Add-On---2AC
US presence in Iraq hurts US-Turkey relations

Larrabee 10 

[Stephen Larrabee - Ph.D. in political science and m.i.a. (international affairs), Columbia University; B.A., Amherst College. 2010. “Troubled partnership : U.S.–Turkish relations in an era of global geopolitical change.” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2009/RAND_MG899.pdf]

However, in the last few years—and especially since 2003— U.S.-Turkish relations have seriously deteriorated. The origins of many of the strains can be traced back to the first Gulf War. However, the strains were significantly exacerbated by the fallout from the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq, which resulted in a serious deterioration in Turkey’s security environment. As a consequence of the invasion, sectarian violence in Iraq increased, and the Iraqi Kurds’ drive for autonomy and eventual independence gained greater momentum. (See pp. 11–20.)

US-Turkey relations key to promote democracy

Kaymakcalan 02 

[Orban Kaymakcalan -  President of the Assembly of Turkish American Associations, “A steadfast U.S. ally” Washington Times. April 21, 2002. Lexis]

Today, Turkey sports a freely elected national parliament; a fully responsible prime minister; a president elected by the national assembly who vocally champions human rights, a parliamentary human-rights oversight committee alongside an executive branch human-rights minister; and an independent judiciary. Turkey's democratic qualities strengthen by the day. The print and broadcast media routinely assail the government for all kinds of shortcomings. Civil society is blossoming and a true grass-roots democracy is taking over the old political system that is mainly based on personality cults. The influence of public opinion on government policies steadily climbs. The Parliament itself has ratified 34 liberalizing constitutional amendments informed by Western democratic models. Last March 26, it backed sweeping human-rights initiatives addressing local government autonomy, freedom of association and expression, the civil service, court procedures, and police abuses. Equally important, the vast majority of Turkish citizens welcome Turkey's Western vocation, democratic disposition and secularism, which is demonstrated by the fact that mainstream parties embodying these tenets garner more than 75 percent of the votes in any given election.  Turkey gives lie to the proposition that Islam and democracy are doomed to clash. That message is a tonic to the United States campaign for democratic regimes in Muslim nations - not only in the Middle East but in the Balkans, Central Asia and Asia.  The national security interests of the United States and Turkey generally overlap. Turkey proved a stalwart ally during the United States military interventions in Bosnia and Kosova to foil the villainies of indicted war criminal Slobodan Milosevic and his henchman. Turkey's cooperation with the U.S. has contained Saddam Hussein's regime and its would-be repression of Iraqi Kurds. Both nations have worked hand-in-glove to promote pipelines transiting the Caucasus and Turkey to carry coveted oil and natural gas supplies to Western markets in the Mediterranean Sea without hazarding Black Sea pollution.  A thickening United States alliance with Turkey will be worth substantially more than the price of admission in fighting terrorism, promoting democracy, and spreading human rights. 
Democracy solves nuclear and biological warfare, genocide, and environmental destruction

Diamond 95

Hoover Institution, Stanford University 1995, Larry, December, PROMOTING DEMOCRACY IN THE 1990S, 1p.http://www.carnegie.org//sub/pubs/deadly/diam_rpt.html //

This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.  LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY  The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. 
Israel-Iran Relations Add-On---2AC
Withdrawal increases Israeli confidence for nonproliferation success with Iran 

RAND 09 (Rand Corporation; think tank that advises the Department of Defense, "Withdrawing from Iraq Alternative Schedules, Associated Risks, and Mitigating Strategies",  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA504075&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf.)

But in the view of some Israelis, Iran's growing influence, including in Arab-Israeli affairs, is occurring regardless of whether the U.S. forces are present on the ground in Iraq or not. As a consequence, some Israeli analysts see a number of opportunities in the U.S. departure. Some Israelis believe that the improved security conditions in Iraq in 2008–2009 have provided both an opportunity for the United States to depart Iraq with enhanced credibility and an opening for the United States to focus on other regional issues of greater concern to Israel (especially Iran). Most Israelis expect increased U.S. engagement and dialogue with Iran in the Obama administration, and some see the U.S. drawdown in Iraq as useful for that dialogue, but most prefer a defined timetable for talks on the nuclear issue.
U.S. goals for Iraq similar to those of Iran; increase of soft power is key to better relations with Tehran

Serwer 09 (Daniel, Vice President of the Centers of Innovation for the United States Institute for Peace, Former advisor for the U.S. State Department and U.S. special envoy for the Bosnian Federation, helped negotiate the Dayton Peace Accords, "Peace Briefing: U.S, Iraq and the Middle East" for the United States Institute for Peace, http://usip.forumone.com/files/resources/February2009_2.pdf
The current adversarial relationship between Iran and U.S. is, however, an oversimplification. The two countries are not “natural” enemies. Geo-strategic logic favors alliance. There are bases for rapprochement. Iran is overstretched and heavily focused on perceived threats from U.S. and Israel that are not its biggest or most immediate problems. The U.S. is also overstretched and needs relief from its burdens in Iraq.

U.S. and Iranian objectives in Iraq—a single, stable Iraq with a more or less democratic system and no capacity to threaten its neighbors—are theoretically identical. It remains to be seen whether they can be made congruent in practice, but the Washington/Tehran dialogue that has begun in the context of “Iraq and its neighbors” and continued in Baghdad has serious potential, even if other issues remain outstanding.

Israel-Iran Relations---AT: Iranian Regional Hegemony 
Iran will have no hegemony over Iraq after withdrawal – empirically proven

Nagl  09 (John, President of the Center for a New American Security, Member of Defense Policy Board, Professor of War Studies at Kings College, Member of Council on Foreign Relations, Member of International Institute of Strategic Studies "After the Fire; Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq" for CNAS, June 2, www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/NaglBurton_AfterTheFire%20Future%20US%20Relationship%20with%20Iraq_June09.pdf)

While Iran does exert new influence throughout the Middle East, the prospects for Iranian hege​mony over Iraq may be less significant than feared. Iraq and Iran are neighbors with enduring politi​cal, economic, and religious ties. Iraq’s annual trade with Iran now reaches $4 billion, including food and manufactured goods, making it Iraq’s second-largest trading partner after Turkey, and millions of Iranian pilgrims travel to Iraq each year to visit Shiite shrines.47 Many of the Shiite Islamist parties that have been prominent in Iraqi politics over the past several years, including Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki’s Islamic Dawa Party and the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq (ISCI), have strong historic links to Iran. Prime Minister al-Maliki has visited Iran four times while in office for political and economic negotiations.
Despite al-Maliki’s Dawa Party links to Iran, he and other politicians have found increasing politi​cal success by acting on a nationalist platform emphasizing security and a strong central Iraqi state.49 At the same time, the latest round of elec​tions dealt a major blow to the political factions most closely associated with Iran, particularly ISCI.50 Iraqi Shiite Arabs and their political representatives do not uncritically embrace Iran’s influence; they have demonstrated dissatisfaction with Iranian actions perceived to undermine Iraqi stability.51 A February 2009 poll found that 68 per​cent of Iraqis, including 49 percent of Shiites, view Iran’s role in Iraq negatively.52 Iran will continue to exert a strong pull on Iraq, but Iraq is unlikely to become a full-fledged Iranian proxy.
U.S.-Syria Relations Add-On---2AC
Syrians support plan to withdraw U.S. troops from Iraq

USIP 09 (United States Institute for Peace; Established  in 1984 as nonpartisan, government funded research think tank.  "Iraq, its Neighbors, and the Obama  Administration: Syrian and Saudi Perspectives",  http://usip.forumone.com/files/resources/February2009_2.pdf
Syrians still see Washington as the dominant player in Iraqi politics. They seem not to have fully absorbed the implications of the U.S. withdrawal commitments and the newly empowered Iraqi government. While many Americans and Iraqis are of the view that the gains of the past two years and the SOFA have fundamentally changed the equation in Iraq, many Syrians appear to believe that not much has changed in Iraq since 2006.

This could indicate that they are skeptical about the degree to which the improvements in Iraq of the past two years are sustainable and about U.S. commitments to withdraw. President Assad indicated his support for a phased withdrawal of U.S. forces accompanied by a conference of all political factions (excluding Al-Qaeda) in order to draft a new constitution.

Many Syrians the group encountered appeared uninformed about certain recent developments in Iraqi politics. They described Iraq as cut off, even mysterious to outsiders, and not well integrated into the rest of the region. Nonetheless, Syria has begun to engage with Iraq. Syria has an ambassador in Baghdad and there have been high-level visits between the countries. One Syrian analyst read these moves as a signal to the Iraqi Sunnis -- particularly the resistance -- that the Iraqi government is legitimate and that they should take part in the political process. In general, however, Syria has relatively limited influence in Iraq, and almost no ability to project power and influence into Iraqi political, security or economic affairs, particularly when compared to Iraq’s more powerful neighbors Turkey, Saudi Arabia and Iran—states that have the means and the capability to be more involved on the ground. Still, Syria is by no means unimportant. It exerts influence in indirect and less costly ways, for instance by playing host to both a range of Iraqi opposition figures and the largest and most diverse community of Iraqi refugees.

President Assad emphasized that Syria’s principal concern vis-à-vis Iraq are maintaining its territorial integrity. This includes preserving Iraq as a viable state with a strong central government and maintaining a “national” rather than a “sectarian” identity. As in our other meetings, Assad showed alarm at the prospect of Iraqi politics following in the footsteps o Lebanon’s fractious, sectarian model. Syrians believe they have done their part in improving security on their frontier with Iraq, and that Iraqis (and Americans) could and should be doing more on their side. They described relations with Iran as

based more on common interests, as currently configured, rather than on ideology or a shared vision for the region.

Improved U.S. relations with Syria key for Israeli-Palestinian peace and nuclear nonprolif solution with Iran

Bon-Meir 07 (Alon, Professor of international relations at New York University,  Middle East project director at the World Policy Institute, Doctorate of international relations at from Oxford University, "Syria does matter", Feb 20, www.americanchronicle.com/articles/view/20997)
Syria matters because it is at the heart of the Middle East and is the key to a comprehensive Arab-Israeli peace. In Lebanon, Syria matters because, imbedded in Lebanon’s social, economic, and political makeup, it continues to exert tremendous influence over Hezbollah. As a predominantly Sunni state, Syria matters because it can shift the dynamic of the Shiite-Sunni conflict away from a dangerous escalation with the potential of engulfing the entire region. Moreover, in any effort to contain Iran’s nuclear ambitions, Syria matters a great deal because luring Syria out of the Iranian orbit would isolate Tehran and weaken its resolve. Syria matters in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict because more than any other Arab state it provides not only a sanctuary for Palestinian radical leaders but is the keeper of the flame of the Palestinian national movement. In Iraq, Syria matters more than at any other time because the Bush administration desperately wants and needs to succeed there, and Syria can be extremely helpful in any campaign to stabilize the fractured war-ridden nation. For the Israelis too Syria matters because without peace between Israel and Syria, Israel will always remain insecure on its northern front. And finally, Syria matters in the so-called war on terrorism because it has the capacity to help in gathering intelligence and in reining in many of the radical Islamic elements. One can argue about the extent to which Syria matters in the search for solutions to many of these conflicts that have swept through the Middle East and seem to be consuming it. But one cannot discount that Syria impacts directly and indirectly on all the region’s major issues and, therefore, its constructive engagement has the potential to dramatically realign the forces behind much of what troubles the region. 
Extinction.

Utgoff 2  (Victor A., Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analysis, Survival Vol 44 No 2 Proliferation, Missile Defence and American Ambitions, p. 87-90)

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear 'six-shooters' on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

***Afghanistan Redeployment Advantage***

Redeployment Advantage---Unqiueness---Readiness 
The war has hurt our Military Readiness

Burner, et al 2008 (Darce, candidate for US House, Washington, along with a group of United States Democratic congressional candidates, retired military officers and national security professionals http://burner.3cdn.net/20f4382dfab715f445_qvm6ibjk6.pdf “To End The War In Iraq A Responsible Plan”) 
Our military capabilities and readiness, however, have been deeply damaged by this war. Both our troops and our military equipment have been seriously depleted. Our forces are stretched so thin that we are unprepared to defend our country. Many of our best and brightest officers are choosing to leave military service. Under the grinding strain of constant wartime use, a dangerously high percentage of our military equipment is damaged, gone, or unavailable to units who might need it. Our dependence on private military contractors and the politicization of some of the upper echelons of the military compromise the professionalism which had been a hallmark of our forces. And the nationalization of the state National Guards presents a further threat by hampering our ability to respond to emergencies at home.

US Military Unready – Conflicts prove

Murtha and Obey 06’ (Congressman John Murtha and Dave Obey. Washington, D.C. Sept. 13, 2006. United States Army Military Readiness http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/congress/2006_rpt/060913-murtha-obey_army-readiness.htm)

The U.S. Army’s preparedness for war has eroded to levels not witnessed by our country in decades. As deployments to Iraq and Afghanistan continue unabated, there is a very real prospect that Army readiness will continue to erode, undermining its ability to meet the theater commanders’ needs and foreclosing any option for the U.S. to respond to conflicts elsewhere around the globe. The degradation of Army readiness is primarily a function of unanticipated high troop deployment levels to Iraq, chronic equipment and personnel shortages, funding constraints, and Pentagon civilian mismanagement. In effect, the Army has become a “hand-to-mouth” organization. Its inability to get ahead of the deployment and training curves is rooted in the Administration’s miscalculations and blind optimism about troop and industrial surge requirements for the U.S. occupation of Iraq. The consequent failure to plan has forced the Army to play catch-up ever since the fall of Baghdad. Though senior Army leaders contend that equipment and personnel shortages thus far have not prevented the service from meeting the theater commanders’ needs, they allude to a widespread concern that the Army will emerge from the Iraq and Afghanistan conflicts as a weakened and worn-out force.

Redeployment Advantage---Uniqueness---Deployment Readiness 
Troops at home unready to deploy

Murtha and Obey 06’ (Congressman John Murtha and Dave Obey. Washington, D.C. Sept. 13, 2006. United States Army Military Readiness http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/congress/2006_rpt/060913-murtha-obey_army-readiness.htm)
Army military readiness rates have declined to levels not seen since the end of the Vietnam War.  Roughly one-half of all Army units (deployed and non-deployed, active and reserves) received the lowest readiness rating any fully formed unit can receive. Prior to 9/11, only about 20 percent of the Army received this lowest rating – a fact driven almost exclusively by shortfalls in the reserves. Army units in either Iraq or Afghanistan generally are at peak readiness levels, as they should be. At issue are the non-deployed units – those based in the United States and Europe. It is these units that are critically short of equipment and personnel, causing the vast majority of them to be rated at the lowest readiness levels. Equipment and personnel shortfalls in non-deployed units limit their ability to fully train for combat. Army units spend the time between combat deployments undertaking a series of progressively larger and more complex training exercises. It is the larger, more complex training exercises that are adversely affected by shortfalls. As a result, Army leaders have witnessed a marked decline in Army heavy combat brigade performance at its National Training Center exercises – the key test for any Army unit prior to deployment. Ultimately, under-trained units are likely to experience higher casualty and accident rates in theater. Moreover, the Army’s non-deployed units make up its strategic reserve. These are the units that would be called on to go to war in North Korea, Iran, or elsewhere. The degradation of Army readiness here at home has effectively eliminated the United States ground force strategic reserve.

Redeployment Advantage---Iraq Presence Undermines Afghan Mission
Having soldiers in Iraq puts strain on Afghanistan theatre

Katulis 2k10 [Brian, Senior Fellow at American Progress, where his work focuses on U.S. national security policy in the Middle East and South Asia. Katulis has served as a consultant to numerous U.S. government agencies, private corporations, and nongovernmental organizations on projects in more than two dozen countries, including Iraq, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Yemen, Egypt, and Colombia, April 12, 2010, “Navigating Tricky Timelines in Iraq,” Center for American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/04/tricky_timelines.html]

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

Redeployment Advantage---Iraq Troops Go to Afghanistan 
Troop resources are finite

Gearan 2009 (By Anne Gearan http://www.countercurrents.org/gearan270209.htm “U.S. To Leave Residual Force Of 50,000 In Iraq After "Pullout"” 27 February, 2009)

Obama campaigned on ending the Iraq war, and pledged to do so in 16 months. The withdrawal timetable he is expected to approve would stretch over 19 months, counting from Inauguration Day. That means more than 100,000 troops would leave over the coming 18 months.  The pullout would free up troops and resources for the war in Afghanistan, where Obama has said the threat to national security remains high.  “We are now carefully reviewing our policies in both wars, and I will soon announce a way forward in Iraq that leaves Iraq to its people and responsibly ends this war,“ Obama said in his address to Congress on Tuesday. 

Afghanistan troops come directly from Iraq

CBS NEWS ‘8 (“2-Front War Strains Putting U.S. At Risk”; CBS 2 Chicago; March 26, 2008; http://cbs2chicago.com/national/war.iraq.afghanistan.2.685633.html)

Faced with the demands of fighting a two-front war, the Joint Chiefs warned President Bush Wednesday that more U.S. troops may soon be needed in Afghanistan, reports CBS News national security correspondent David Martin. But reinforcements would have to come out of troop levels in Iraq, leaving the president with a stark choice of pulling too many troops out of Iraq or putting too few into Afghanistan. The chiefs also told the president the two-front war has created a significant risk of not having enough forces to respond to other crises. Obama Wants to Send MORE Troops to Afghanistan For Strategic Reasons Jonathan S. Landay, John Walcott and Nancy A. Youssef | McClatchy Newspaperslast updated: June 17, 2010 08:08:37 PMWASHINGTON — President Barack Obama is nearing a decision to send more than 30,000 additional U.S. troops to Afghanistan next year, but he may not announce it until after he consults with key allies and completes a trip to Asia later this month, administration and military officials have told McClatchy. As it now stands, the administration's plan calls for sending three Army brigades from the 101st Airborne Division at Fort Campbell, Ky. and the 10th Mountain Division at Fort Drum, N.Y. and a Marine brigade, for a total of as many as 23,000 additional combat and support troops. Another 7,000 troops would man and support a new division headquarters for the international force's Regional Command (RC) South in Kandahar, the Taliban birthplace where the U.S. is due to take command in 2010. Some 4,000 additional U.S. trainers are likely to be sent as well, the officials said. The first additional combat brigade probably would arrive in Afghanistan next March, the officials said, with the other three following at roughly three-month intervals, meaning that all the additional U.S. troops probably wouldn't be deployed until the end of next year. Army brigades number 3,500 to 5,000 soldiers; a Marine brigade has about 8,000 troops. The plan would fall well short of the 80,000 troops that Army Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the top U.S. military commander in Afghanistan, suggested as a "low-risk option" that would offer the best chance to contain the Taliban-led insurgency and stabilize Afghanistan. It splits the difference between two other McChrystal options: a "high-risk" one that called for 20,000 additional troops and a "medium-risk" one that would add 40,000 to 45,000 troops. The officials, all of whom spoke on the condition of anonymity because they weren't authorized to discuss internal administration planning, cautioned that Obama's decision isn't final, and won't be until after administration officials discuss it with the NATO allies at a Nov. 23 meeting of the alliance's North Atlantic Council and its Military Committee. Coalition forces now include 67,000 U.S. and 42,000 troops from other countries. The Army's counterinsurgency manual estimates that an all-out counterinsurgency campaign in a country with Afghanistan's population would require about 600,000 troops. Although the administration privately is holding out little hope of persuading Canada or the Netherlands to abandon their plans to withdraw combat troops, much less getting additional allied troops, it wants to avoid creating the impression — at home and abroad — that the U.S. "is going it alone" in Afghanistan, said one military official. In an interview last week with The New York Times, French Foreign Minister Bernard Kouchner complained that the American administration is leaving its NATO allies in the dark about its new strategy. "What is the goal? What is the road? And in the name of what?" Kouchner asked, according to the Times. "Where are the Americans? It begins to be a problem . . . . We need to talk to each other as allies." The officials said that Obama also wants to complete his Nov. 11-19 Asia trip and a state visit by Prime Minister Manmohan Singh of India, the arch foe of Pakistan, a key U.S. ally in the war on terror, before he announces his Afghanistan plan. Administration officials also want time to launch a public relations offensive to convince an increasingly skeptical public and a wary Democratic Congress — which must agree to fund the administration's plan — that the war, now in its ninth year and inflicting rising casualties, is one of "necessity," as Obama said earlier this year. 
If US Withdraws, Equipment and Troops earmarked for Afghanistan

Jelinek ‘10 (Pauline Jelinek, Associated Press Military Correspondent; “Troops, gear moving from Iraq to Afghanistan”; Associated Press; April 3, 2010; http://www.deseretnews.com/article/700021690/Troops-gear-moving-from-Iraq-to-Afghanistan.html

)
 
The military is scrambling to finish what it calls the largest movement of troops and equipment since the buildup of World War II as it draws down in Iraq and ramps up in Afghanistan. Third Army commander Lt. Gen. William G. Webster told Pentagon reporters Friday the top priority is to keep moving the planned 30,000 troops and their supplies that President Barack Obama has ordered into Afghanistan to bolster the fight against the insurgency. Speaking from Kuwait, Webster said the military is moving as fast as it can on the massive and complex job. There are roughly 3 million pieces of equipment in Iraq, including 41,000 vehicles and trailers. Some of the equipment will remain in Iraq; some will return to the U.S. to be used for troop training; some will be reconfigured for use in Afghanistan. Webster said officials expect to be able to move the more than 5,000 vehicles needed for the Afghanistan buildup into that country by the end of the summer. 
Redeployment Advantage---Iraq Withdrawal Key to Afghan Surge 
More troops leads to successful Obama Strategy

Press Conference, December 1, 2009 9:59 p.m. EST

West Point, New York (CNN) -- President Obama said Tuesday that the deployment of 30,000 additional U.S. troops to Afghanistan is part of a strategy to reverse the Taliban's momentum and stabilize the country's government. "There is no imminent threat of the government being overthrown, but the Taliban has gained momentum," Obama said at the U.S. Military Academy. "Al Qaeda has not re-emerged in Afghanistan in the same numbers as before 9/11, but they retain their safe-havens along the border.  "And our forces lack the full support they need to effectively train and partner with Afghan security forces and better secure the population. ... In short, the status quo is not sustainable. "Obama said he'd begin sending the additional troops "at the fastest pace possible" starting in early 2010 "with a goal of starting to withdraw forces from the country in July 2011." The president said additional U.S. forces bolstered by NATO troops "will allow us to accelerate handing over responsibility to Afghan forces." Senior administration officials said Tuesday that Obama has a goal of withdrawing most U.S. forces by the end of his current term, which ends in January 2013. It will be the second increase of U.S. forces in the war-torn Islamic country ordered by Obama since he took office in January. In his speech Tuesday, Obama said his strategy had three objectives: • Deny al Qaeda a safe haven • Reverse the Taliban's momentum and deny it the ability to overthrow Afghanistan's government • Strengthen Afghanistan's security forces and government. The additional troops was one way to achieve these, he said. Other strategies will include holding Afghan government leaders accountable for corruption, focus assistance on areas that could help the lives of Afghans, and securing the country's border with Pakistan. "We are in Afghanistan to prevent a cancer from once again spreading through that country. But this same cancer has also taken root in the border region of Pakistan. That is why we need a strategy that works on both sides of the border," Obama said. The president said he rejected the option of committing more forces for an undefined mission of nation-building without any deadlines. "I reject this course because it sets goals that are beyond what we can achieve at a reasonable cost, and what we need to achieve to secure our interests," Obama said. "Furthermore, the absence of a timeframe for transition would deny us any sense of urgency in working with the Afghan government. It must be clear that Afghans will have to take responsibility for their security, and that America has no interest in fighting an endless war in Afghanistan." Obama rejected analogies with the war in Vietnam that divided America in the 1960s and 1970s. "Unlike Vietnam, we are joined by a broad coalition of 43 nations that recognizes the legitimacy of our action," Obama said. "Unlike Vietnam, we are not facing a broad-based popular insurgency. And most importantly, unlike Vietnam, the American people were viciously attacked from Afghanistan, and remain a target for those same extremists who are plotting along its border." The president is saying this has to happen, so the military will make it happen. --A White House official, on the accelerated deployment of troops. Obama said the U.S. has no interest in occupying Afghanistan. "We will support efforts by the Afghan government to open the door to those Taliban who abandon violence and respect the human rights of their fellow citizens," Obama said. "And we will seek a partnership with Afghanistan grounded in mutual respect -- to isolate those who destroy; to strengthen those who build; to hasten the day when our troops will leave; and to forge a lasting friendship in which America is your partner, and never your patron." Obama spoke to an audience of West Point cadets, staff and guests in outlining his strategy that he has deliberated for months, meeting several times with his national security team. He recognized that some in the audience had fought in Afghanistan, and some would be deployed in the future. "As your commander in chief, I owe you a mission that is clearly defined, and worthy of your service," he said. The additional U.S. forces "will increase our ability to train competent Afghan security forces, and to partner with them so that more Afghans can get into the fight," Obama said. "And they will help create the conditions for the United States to transfer responsibility to the Afghans." Obama also said he is asking NATO allies to provide more troops, and that he is "confident that there will be further contributions in the days ahead." "Our friends have fought and bled and died alongside us in Afghanistan," he said. "Now, we must come together to end this war successfully. For what's at stake is not simply a test of NATO's credibility -- what's at stake is the security of our allies, and the common security of the world." The new troop deployment would increase the total U.S. commitment to roughly 100,000 troops in Afghanistan, bolstered by more than 40,000 NATO forces. Obama, whom Republicans had accused of "dithering" over the decision, concluded the deployment needs to be accelerated to knock back the Taliban, the senior officials said.

Redeployment Advantage---Obama Strategy Good  
Obama Strategy key – Petraeus support proves

Spencer Ackerman ‘10, 6/23/10 2:20 PM, an American national security reporter National Security Correspondent for the Washington Independent; former reporter for The New Republic; 6/23/10 2:20 PM

“This is a change in personnel,” President Obama said, announcing Gen. David Petraeus’ takeover of the Afghanistan war, “but not a change in policy.” Yes and no. As I wrote earlier, Petraeus’ return to theater command indicates that an ambiguity in that policy has been clarified. It’s never been clear what exactly the pace and scope of troop withdrawals will be after Obama’s July 2011 date to begin the transition to Afghan soldiers and police taking the lead in securing the country. Obama said in his West Point speech announcing the date that “we will execute this transition responsibly, taking into account conditions on the ground.” But what does that really mean? It appeared like a straddle, a line that allowed Vice President Biden to say that troop withdrawals after 2011 would be substantial and also allowed the military not to face a hard and fast deadline. In Kabul and Islamabad, that didn’t work so well, as senior officials in the Afghan and Pakistani governments reportedly disbelieved that the U.S. really did seek a long-term relationship, as Obama repeatedly said. Today Obama clarified what July 2011 means — somewhat. It means what Gen. Petraeus, his new commander, told the Senate he supports: not a “race for the exits,” but a “conditions-based,” open-ended transition. If that still sounds unclear, it’s because the policy itself is unclear. But by placing Petraeus at the helm, it means that 2012 will probably look more like right now, in terms of troop levels and U.S. troops fighting, than anything Biden prefers. That is, unless Petraeus and Obama come to a consensus that conditions on the ground necessitate more rapid withdrawals. Think of the deadline as getting deliberately blurrier. Tom Ricks called his last book about Petraeus “The Gamble.” It’s sequel time. The strategy is supposed to undergo a review in December. Don’t expect that review to be so substantial. Petraeus will only be in theater for a few months. While he may not want to launch his own strategy review, he’ll surely want to keep his options open, and will be able to argue that the extraordinary conditions that put him back in charge of a war will necessitate that delay. Make no mistake: This is Obama intensifying his strategy. That’s the major change that has emerged after Gen. McChrystal’s unexpected self-immolation. 
Obama strategy increases stability

CNN 09’ (Key points of Obama's strategy for Afghanistan, December 2, 2009 12:56 a.m. ESThttp://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/12/01/afghanistan.key.points/index.html. )

President Obama said Tuesday his strategy in Afghanistan will have three objectives: deny al Qaeda a safe haven, reverse the Taliban's momentum and strengthen Afghanistan's security forces and government. The U.S. will send 30,000 more U.S. troops to Afghanistan in the next seven months "so that they can target the insurgency and secure key population centers," Obama said in his speech. Some of the new troops will help train Afghan security forces to "create the conditions for the United States to transfer responsibility to the Afghans," Obama said. U.S. forces could begin to leave as security responsibilities are transferred to the Afghans. Obama said he hopes to start transferring U.S. forces out of Afghanistan in July 2011.The U.S. troop buildup also will help secure areas that go relatively uncovered by U.S. and NATO forces now. Most of the new troops are expected to be sent around the southern part of Afghanistan, divided between Helmand and Kandahar provinces. Kandahar's one major city, also called Kandahar, is used by Taliban fighters and its leaders to hide within the population from coalition troops. One key task will be to control the major approaches to the city. Obama also said he is asking NATO allies to send more troops to Afghanistan. The new troop deployments would increase the total U.S. commitment to roughly 100,000 troops in Afghanistan, bolstered by more than 40,000 NATO forces. 

Obama Strategy solves Pakistan

CNN 09’ (Key points of Obama's strategy for Afghanistan, December 2, 2009 12:56 a.m. ESThttp://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/12/01/afghanistan.key.points/index.html. )

Taliban fighters have long been operating in the mountainous region along Afghanistan's border with Pakistan, battling U.S. and Afghan government forces on one side and Pakistani troops on the other. It is not clear whether any of the additional troops will be sent to the Pakistan border, where the U.S. tries to stop Taliban and al Qaeda forces from moving between the two countries. About 4,000 U.S. Special Forces troops are in eastern Afghanistan, hunting al Qaeda leaders.  Any plan to bolster Afghanistan must also work to help Pakistan, Obama said. "We will strengthen Pakistan's capacity to target these groups that threaten our countries," Obama said. "America is also providing substantial resources to support Pakistan's democracy and development." In the past, Obama said, some in Pakistan have argued that the struggle against the Taliban and other militants wasn't Pakistan's fight. But the Pakistani army recently has been attacking the Taliban stronghold of South Waziristan after a series of deadly bomb attacks across the country. "Public opinion has turned ... and there is no doubt that the United States and Pakistan share a common enemy," Obama said. "Going forward, the Pakistani people must know: America will remain a strong supporter of Pakistan's security and prosperity long after the guns have fallen silent, so that the great potential of its people can be unleashed," Obama said. 

Redeployment Advantage---Surge Key to Afghan Stability 
Lack of troops leads to US loss in Afghanistan

Gordon Lubold 9’, Staff writer of The Christian Science Monitor / September 21, 2009 Washington

Deploying more troops to Afghanistan will not win the war, but not sending them will surely lose it, says the top US commander there in a much-anticipated assessment of the eight-year-old military mission. An unclassified copy of the 66-page assessment was leaked to The Washington Post Sunday, confirming what many experts had expected: Gen. Stanley McChrystal will ask for more troops. But what will more troops accomplish? McChrystal's apparent answer is that the US must mount a proper counterinsurgency effort. In the bumper-sticker parlance of counterinsurgency, coalition forces must clear, hold, and build. To do that, the US and its allies must protect the population, weed out the insurgency that attempts to grow among it, and train an indigenous security force to ultimately take over the mission. Afghanistan has long been an "under-resourced" mission, McChrystal says. This prevents coalition forces from being able to "hold" an area after clearing it. That creates a vacuum the insurgency can once again fill. More troops would also be necessary if the US is to follow McChrystal's recommendation to double the number of Afghan security forces from a current goal of about 200,000 police, Army, and other forces to about 400,000. That, ultimately, is the US exit strategy of transferring security responsibility to the Afghans, much in the same way as in Iraq. A significant number of more troops would put Afghanistan on par with the "surge" of forces in Iraq in 2007. Advocates of such a surge note that Afghanistan is larger than Iraq – both by area and population. Moreover, its ethnic composition, tribal structure, and geography is far more complex than Iraq's, making a similar commitment crucial. By counterinsurgency doctrine, the country could use as many as 400,000 troops, according to a previous American commander. Even if McChrystal asked for and received about 40,000 troops, the Afghanistan mission would still fall under the 150,000 that marked the Iraq surge. There are currently about 100,000 allied troops from 42 nations in Afghanistan, 68,000 of which are from the US. McChrystal is said to be considering a range of additional troops, from as few as 10,000 to as many as 40,000. That request will be sent to the White House in the coming weeks. In his assessment, McChrystal said that this is a "decisive" period of time for the war, as Afghans grow weary of military operations they cannot see have made a tangible difference on their daily lives. "Victory is within our grasp, provides that we recommit ourselves based on lessons learned and provided that we fulfill the requirements needed to make success inevitable," McChrystal wrote. The assessment comes amid sharper speculation, particularly from President Obama's own party, that the war in Afghanistan may no longer be worth more American blood and treasure. Many leading Democrats would like to see a timetable for withdrawal and a renewed US focus on training Afghan security forces, not combat operations. On the other hand, the military is now clearly believes that more forces are necessary. Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told a Senate hearing last week that he and other top military officers believe winning there will "probably" mean more troops. Mr. Obama meanwhile has cast doubts on an Afghan surge, however, saying Sunday that only when he is convinced that the resources can match the strategy will he be confident to deepen US involvement there. "How does this advance America's national security interests, how does it make sure that Al Qaeda and its extremist allies cannot attack the United States homeland, our allies, our troops who are based in Europe?" Obama said on NBC's "Meet the Press."

Afghanistan instability causes nuclear war

Stephen J. Morgan, 7’; Political Writer and Former Member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee, “Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?”, 9-23-2007, http://www.freearticlesarchive .com/article/_Better_another_Taliban_Afghanistan__than_a_Taliban_NUCLEAR_Pakistan___/99961/0/

However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well.  Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état.  Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations.  The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.  Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out.  Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a “Pandora's box” for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda.  Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.
Redeployment Advantage---AT: Central Government Corruption
Obama Strategy Avoids Corrupt Central Gov’t

CNN 09’ (Key points of Obama's strategy for Afghanistan, December 2, 2009 12:56 a.m. ESThttp://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/12/01/afghanistan.key.points/index.html. )

Obama said the U.S. would work to build up programs and institutions that will benefit Afghanistan's citizens. However, alluding to the corruption that has plagued the Afghan government, the aid "must be based on performance," Obama said. Corruption in Afghanistan has shaken international and domestic confidence in the government there. Even this year's re-election of President Hamid Karzai was mired in controversy; he was declared the winner of an August vote that was deemed tainted with ballot-stuffing. In his inauguration speech, Karzai said he'd make the fight against corruption a top priority over the next five years. On Tuesday, Obama said that speech sent the right message, but he warned that "the days of providing a blank check are over." "We will support Afghan ministries, governors and local leaders that combat corruption and deliver for the people. We expect those who are ineffective or corrupt to be held accountable," Obama said. Obama said the U.S. would focus its assistance "in areas -- such as agriculture -- that can make an immediate impact in the lives of the Afghan people." The U.S. also will support Afghanistan's efforts to reach out to Taliban fighters who want to lay down arms. Already, the U.S. has a plan to pay those fighters to quit the Taliban. There is money in the 2010 defense appropriations bill to fund a Taliban reintegration program, which essentially pays Taliban fighters to switch sides.  The U.S. State Department says it plans to triple its civilian staff in Afghanistan to 974 members by early 2010. In a speech in New York on Monday, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said U.S. civilian efforts are just as critical as military operations to help Afghanistan.  USAID and other U.S. government agencies also have people in Afghanistan. Clinton said experts from the U.S. Department of Agriculture are embedded with the U.S. military, and "rule of law" experts are working to extend a justice system "so that the Taliban would not offer the only form of justice in Afghanistan."  
***Oil Advantage***
Oil Advantage---1AC/2AC
Plan increases oil production - US troop withdrawal is key to gain credibility and negotiate the partition of Iraqi oil fields 

Diamond et al. 06 (Larry, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and founding co-editor of the Journal of Democracy. What to do in Iraq: A Roundtable. Foreign Affairs, 85(4) July/August, 150–169 URL: http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AN=21326451i)

A combined diplomatic effort by the United States, the un, and the eu, working in close coordination and speaking with one voice, might well engage all the relevant actors and gain the leverage to extract concessions from them on key issues. One crucial actor with whom un or other mediators could talk -- but who will not talk with the U.S. occupiers -- is Grand Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani, still the most widely revered Shiite religious leader in Iraq and still a vastly underestimated force for moderation and compromise. But there are many others who might respond better to coordinated international appeals and to the financial and political incentives that the United States and Europe could together provide. A critical element of this approach would be for the U.S.-un-eu team to bring into the negotiations, at the right moment, the Arab League, which has developed ties with a number of political actors in the Sunni resistance and thus could offer them credible assurances and induce them to compromise. U.S. and international mediation must begin by facilitating the work of the Constitutional Review Commission. This commission, which was conceived just before last year's October 15 constitutional referendum but has yet to be formed, is to be appointed by the Iraqi Parliament and given four months to recommend amendments to the constitution; those amendments will then have to be adopted by a simple parliamentary majority and approved by another referendum. This process was established because the current constitution has not been able to garner a consensus and is thus not viable. The document leaves Iraq with an extremely weak central authority. And it implicitly splits control over future oil and gas fields between a new Shiite superregion containing 80 percent of the country's oil and gas resources and a Kurdish region that, once it incorporates Kirkuk, will contain the other 20 percent. If a constitutional compromise can be brokered, joint mediation might then address the other imperative concern, security, and with the various militias produce a plan, backed by extensive international financing, for the demobilization and disarmament of the various nonstate militias and the reintegration of their members into

Increased Oil Production solves stability. Three reasons:
A. Kurds, Sunni, and Shi’a all try to band together to share the riches 

Rotunda 04 (George, University Foundation Professor of Law, is a senior fellow with the Cato Institute, Iraq, Oil, and Democracy, CATO Institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=2623) 

We all know the problem: How does Iraq make the transition to democracy that does not promptly break apart into unstable regions. That was the focus, a few weeks ago, at a conference hosted by Bilkent University, a private university in Ankara, and the Turkish Foreign Policy Institute. About half of the participants were from Iraq. Most of the rest were from Turkey, with a few British participants. I was one of two American lawyers invited to participate. The short answer to the question is oil: private control of oil wells will bring wealth to the people, growth to the economy, and perhaps provide a unifying secular source of political stability-in Iraq, of course, but also among the Kurds, the Turks and the Iraqis. While some Turkish participants referred to "our Kurdish brothers and sisters," others were fearful that an independent Kurdistan might seek territorial expansion into present-day Turkey. They also wanted protection for Turkish-speaking Iraqis, and were concerned that Kurdistan would be unsympathetic to their plight. The non-Kurdish Iraqis also wanted to make sure that the central government would control the oil in Northern Iraq (Kurdistan) to discourage the Kurdish secession. The draft constitution provides that "the natural resources of Iraq" belong "to all the people of all the regions" of Iraq. One Iraqi -- an Islamic fundamentalist who opposed women's rights and argued that "all of the problems of Iraq are caused by the American troops" -- was vehement that the central government, not a regional government such as Kurdistan, should control the oil, to keep Iraq whole. The secular Turks and Iraqi fundamentalists differ on many things, but not about this issue. A Turkish participant agreed, and argued that the central government's control of the oil wealth will make it less likely that the Kurds would seek to leave Iraq and create their own state. 

B. Iraqi oil control is key to keep the Kurds in line – they want a chip of the oil too 

Hitchens 09 (Christopher, Columnist for Vanity Fair and the Roger S. Mertz media fellow at the Hoover Institution, Slate, http://www.slate.com/id/2238464) 

The oleaginous dimension of the situation has real relevance to the internal state of Iraq as well. If you remember, two years ago the media consensus was that Iraq was doomed to civil war, if it wasn't already undergoing one. Well, in spite of some appalling provocations and reprisals, such a state of affairs has still not come about. One possible reason is the incentive to cooperate on jointly reviving the national prosperity. The last time I was in Baghdad, I stayed in the house of a Kurdish member of the government—a man who had spent hard years of his life fighting for, at minimum, an autonomous Kurdistan within Iraq. "But now I sit on the budget committee," he told me, "and I see how incredibly wealthy this country could be. I tell my friends back home in the north: Don't walk out on your share of this." 

Oil Advantage---1AC/2AC
C. Iraq control of the the Anbar province helps Sunni power not get overwhelmed by the majority Shi’a 

Hitchens 09 (Christopher, Columnist for Vanity Fair and the Roger S. Mertz media fellow at the Hoover Institution, Slate, http://www.slate.com/id/2238464) 

A version of the same observation may well apply in Anbar province, where important new discoveries of oil and natural gas have been made since the liberation. There are fields in the immediate neighborhood of Baghdad and stretching across the west of the country almost all the way to the Syrian border. To phrase matters in the sectarian terms in common use, this means major deposits located in Sunni Arab territory. (For more on this topic, see James Glanz's report in the New York Times of Feb. 19, 2007.) In the barbaric days of dictatorship and aggression, Saddam Hussein's Sunni minority of a minority in Tikrit had to exert despotism over the Shiite and Kurdish majority because it was mainly under their soil that the country's chief resource was located. Now, in bold contrast, there is a petrochemical basis for federalism, a federalism not defined by religion or ethnicity but by province and region. (For an excellent guide to the constitutional implications of this, see Brendan O'Leary's book How To Get Out of Iraq With Integrity.) 

Oil Advantage---Solvency---General 
Plan is key to oil production - Constitutional review and political reconciliation is key to concluding an oil law that cools Shi’a, Sunni, and Kurd tensions 

Johnson 07 (Darin E.W, J.D., Harvard Law School; B.A., Yale College, 2007 IN IRAQ: THE SURGE AND BENCHMARKS – A NEW WAY FORWARD? Washington College of Law, http://www.wcl.american.edu/journal/ilr/24/documents/Johnson.pdf?rd=1) 

In his January address, the President noted that a successful strategy in Iraq must extend beyond military operations and that the United States would hold the Iraqi government to benchmarks that it had previously announced as indicators of political reconciliation.16 These benchmarks included holding new provincial elections, the completion of a de-Ba’athification reform law, the establishment of a process for constitutional review, and the completion of a hydrocarbon sharing law.17 The ultimate goal of “political reconciliation” was viewed as the coming together of Iraq’s various sectarian groups—the Shi’a, Kurds, Sunni, and other minority ethnic and religious groups—to reach political common ground on issues of national importance to all Iraqis.18 Provincial elections were seen as particularly important to the Iraqi public because many Sunnis had boycotted the earlier national elections.19 Provincial elections were viewed as an opportunity to provide the Sunnis with greater political representation at the provincial level, increase Sunni participation and commitment to a democratic form of government, and undermine support for Sunni insurgent groups that opposed the new national government. The completion of a de-Ba’athification law was intended to help re-integrate thousands of disaffected former low level Ba’athists, largely Sunni, back into national civil servant positions.20 As many of the difficult political issues that arose during the constitutional drafting process (such as territorial claims over Kirkuk and other disputed areas) had been deferred during the original drafting of the constitution,21 constitutional review was also seen as a mechanism through which the various sectarian groups could make political compromises in working towards a common objective. Finally, the issue of the distribution of Iraq’s oil resources was of great import to Shi’a, Sunnis and Kurds throughout the country. Concluding a law that would provide for the distribution of oil resources nationally was viewed as one of the most significant issues requiring political reconciliation at the national level.22
Oil negotiations and co-operation solves stability – flexibility will lead to a stable government 

The Associated Press 7/9 (Blasts mar Biden’s call for new gov’t, unity, Las Vegas Sun, http://www.lasvegassun.com/news/2010/jul/09/blasts-mar-bidens-call-for-new-govt-unity/) 

The targeting of government offices is a hallmark of al-Qaida in Iraq, which may have sought to use Biden's visit and the U.S. Independence Day holiday as a reminder of Iraq's continuing instability. Biden is keenly aware that Iraq's security could crumble if formation of a new government results in alienating any of Iraq's mainstream political groups. However, he pointedly did not meet with lawmakers aligned with anti-American cleric Muqtada al-Sadr, whose followers captured 40 of the 163 seats in parliament. The U.S. does not consider the Sadrists a legitimate political entity, and Sadrists have long targeted American troops in Iraq. Biden will meet Monday with Shiite cleric Ammar al-Hakim, leader of the Iraqi National Alliance, which has joined forces with al-Maliki, and with President Jalal Talabani, a Kurd. Mahmoud Othman, a senior Kurdish lawmaker in Iraq's parliament, said it was too soon to tell if Biden would be able to break the political deadlock. "This will depend on to what extent the political parties will be flexible," Othman said in an interview. "But if they stay adamant to their demands then, in my opinion, it will be hard to go forward." 
Oil is key to continuing Iraq stability – it comprises 95% of the income 

AFP 7/13 (Iraq oil revenues 95% of state income: minister, AFP, Google News, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5h9R_atH6eZRX5LwdIdK1elEeG4Yw)  

BAGHDAD — Revenues from oil sales account for 95 percent of Iraq's income, Oil Minister Hussein al-Shahristani said on Tuesday, underlining the war-battered nation's reliance on crude to rebuild its economy. Shahristani said Iraq raised 171 billion dollars from sales between 2006-2009, which accounted for all but five percent of the government's income during those years. "Oil accounted for 95 percent of government revenue," he told reporters in Baghdad, following estimates of about 85 percent. Shahristani said 30 billion dollars was raised from oil in 2006, 40 billion dollars in 2007, 60 billion dollars in 2008, and 41 billion dollars in 2009. The decline in revenues in 2009 was likely attributed to a fall in global crude prices in the second half of the year. Iraq produces about 2.5 million barrels per day (bpd) of crude, of which it exports 1.85 million, according to Shahristani. Last year, Iraq held two auctions of its oil fields for development, the first time foreign energy firms have had the opportunity to plant a foot firmly in the country since its energy sector was nationalised in 1972. Some 10 deals were agreed at the auctions, and one more signed since will, if fully realised, ramp up Iraq's oil output five-fold to 12 million bpd, putting it on a par with the world's top producer Saudi Arabia. At 115 billion barrels, Iraq has the world's third-largest proven oil reserves, behind only Saudi Arabia and Iran. However, there has been little exploration or development of fields in the past three decades because of wars and a UN embargo imposed on Iraq in 1990 following now executed dictator Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait. 

Oil Advantage---Solvency---General 
Plan solves for oil production - Political stability is key to cut back corruption and bribery in Iraq’s oil industry and allow it to prosper

Cockburn 7/1 (Patrick, Iraq looks to spectacular oil boom to revive its political fortunes, The Independent, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/middle-east/iraq-looks-to-spectacular-oil-boom-to-revive-its-political-fortunes-2015156.html) 

Not that money alone will solve all of Iraq's problems. Government administration is dysfunctional and corrupt. Basic needs can often only be acquired by bribery. In one recent case, a pregnant woman who taught at a Baghdad university applied for a month's paid leave as was her right. The university administrators informed her that they would reject her request unless she paid them a month's salary. The incapacity and corruption of government helps explain why so little has been done to rebuild Iraq seven years after the fall of Saddam. A significant proportion of state revenues are spent on salaries and pensions because the state acts as a giant patronage machine in which its supporters get jobs regardless of ability. This is one way of distributing oil revenues, though an unfair one, that is unlikely to change, so money for investment requires higher oil revenues. Whatever happens politically in Iraq the development of its oil reserves can only gather pace. It is the one trump card held by the embattled government in Baghdad and it is bound to play it. Most of the oil discovered hitherto is in the Shia heartlands around Basra where there has been little fighting so continued violence in Baghdad and Mosul will not stop the oil rush.

Oil Advantage---Solvency---Price Stability 
Iraq solves prices fluctuations 

Reuters 6/27 (Cites Reuters, Iraq oil minister sees oil prices as acceptable, Newscenter.com http://www.moneycontrol.com/news/world-news/iraq-oil-minister-sees-oil-prices-as-acceptable_466449.html) 

Iraqi Oil Minister Hussain al-Shahristani said on Saturday he viewed current oil prices of between USD 70 and USD 80 per barrel as acceptable and balanced, and likely to endure for the rest of the year. "These prices seem acceptable and balanced in the oil market and it's expected to continue," Shahristani told reporters in Baghdad when asked if the price range of USD 70 to USD 80 per barrel was likely to persist for the rest of 2010. He said the oil producer's group OPEC had spare capacity and could add output at any time. "We have spare capacity in the OPEC countries to increase supply if we found there was a market for it but the demand so far has not picked up as quickly as we hoped and we are waiting for economic recovery to influence demand," he said. Oil prices climbed to a seven-week high above USD 78 per barrel on Friday on fears a tropical storm could form in the Caribbean and threaten production in the Gulf of Mexico. But crude prices fell to below USD 65 a barrel in mid-May as a sovereign debt crisis unfolded in Europe, casting doubt on the global recovery. "I think the market is balanced, supply and demand are balanced, and that has been the reason in my view why the prices have stabilised around USD 75-80 over the last few months," Shahristani said. Shahristani, whose country is an OPEC member, said there had been an economic recovery in the United States. But he said most of the growth in oil demand was expected to come from Asia, driven by China and India, the Middle East and perhaps Latin America. Demand in Europe had stabilised, he said. Emerging from years of war, diplomatic isolation and sanctions, Iraq has struck a series of deals that could make it the world's second largest oil producer after Saudi Arabia. If the deals work out, its output capacity could climb to 12 million barrels per day in seven years from 2.5 million bpd now. 

Oil Advantage---Solvency---Negotiations 
Plan solves negotiations - US troop withdrawal gives legitimacy to Sunni and Shi’a negotiations 

Diamond et al. 06 (Larry, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and founding co-editor of the Journal of Democracy. What to do in Iraq: A Roundtable. Foreign Affairs, 85(4) July/August, 150–169 URL: http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AN=21326451i)

Although the war in Iraq is mainly a communal conflict, it is not only that. It also contains an important element of nationalist insurgency. One misses an essential piece of the puzzle -- and a reason the conflict is so difficult to contain -- if one does not grasp that many Iraqis (mostly Sunnis) are fighting in some significant measure because they believe they are waging a war of resistance against American occupiers and the Iraqi "traitors" who cooperate with them. Among the score or more of Sunni insurgent groups, both the radical Islamist forces and the secular resistance (which includes Saddam loyalists and surviving Baath Party members) have as one of their principal aims the expulsion of U.S. forces from Iraq. That this goal coincides with the ambition of some to return the Baath Party to power or with the dream of others to establish a Sunni Islamic caliphate -- and with the conviction of all that the Shiite Islamist parties are controlled by Iran or at least stalking-horses for Tehran -- should not obscure the insurgents' dedicated, ideological resistance to the U.S. presence. The communal hatred that extreme Sunni Islamists have deliberately provoked (a cynical tactic in a war of destabilization, eviction, and conquest) has overshadowed the resistance's nationalist dimension but has not removed it. The Sunni resistance believes the United States seeks to establish permanent military bases in Iraq in order to control the country and its oil indefinitely. Some of the most ideologically extreme insurgent forces, such as al Qaeda in Iraq, will fight to the death to expel the Americans and achieve their own goal of domination. But since the autumn of 2003, other insurgent groups (accounting for a significant portion of the Sunni insurgency) have sent signals through international intermediaries that they want to talk directly to the United States. Two of these groups' objectives have been to obtain an unambiguous statement from Washington that it will not seek permanent military bases in Iraq and to set up a timetable for a complete U.S. military withdrawal, even if it stretches over two or three years. For more than two years now, Washington has had the opportunity to open negotiations, with the help of international mediators, with these elements of the insurgency and then draw Iraqi government leaders into those talks. The result could have been -- and might still be -- an agreement by key elements of the resistance to wind down the insurgency: Sunni political and religious leaders could send clear messages to their constituencies to suspend the war of resistance and pursue their political interests through the emerging game of peaceful politics 

Negotiations key to mediate efforts on oil security – mediation prevents hollowing conflicts in Iraq’s political system 

Diamond et al. 06 (Larry, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and founding co-editor of the Journal of Democracy. What to do in Iraq: A Roundtable. Foreign Affairs, 85(4) July/August, 150–169 URL: http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AN=21326451i) 
By the same token, Biddle is on shaky grounds when he assumes that a U.S. threat to back the Sunnis militarily would be credible or that a U.S. threat to withdraw altogether militarily would necessarily panic the Shiites. Many of the Shiite Islamist parties and Shiite militia factions that constitute the ruling United Iraqi Alliance -- most of all, Muqtada al-Sadr's political movement and his irregular Mahdi Army (which fought two campaigns against coalition forces in 2004) -- are eager to be rid of the Americans and might well call their bluff. At that point, Washington would have to either back down from its threat and surrender its remaining leverage with the Shiites or follow through and watch Iraq descend into just the kind of civil war it has been trying to avert. Biddle is right to argue that the United States does not have the leverage to achieve needed compromises over the fundamental issues that divide Iraq: the constitutional structure, the distribution of oil revenues, and security. But Washington is not likely to summon that leverage through hollow strategic threats. A better strategy -- perhaps the only remaining alternative -- would be for the United States to accelerate its mediation efforts and do so with international assistance. Washington needs and, at this critical juncture, can obtain the active partnership of the United Nations and the European Union to help the U.S. ambassador to Iraq, Zalmay Khalilzad, and other senior U.S. officials broker political compromises. 

Oil Advantage---Solvency---Negotiations---Anbar 
Negotiation solves oil – distribution of Anbar province to Sunni leaders allow them to not get swamped by the Sunni-Majority 

Hitchens 09 (Christopher, Columnist for Vanity Fair and the Roger S. Mertz media fellow at the Hoover Institution, Slate, http://www.slate.com/id/2238464) 

A version of the same observation may well apply in Anbar province, where important new discoveries of oil and natural gas have been made since the liberation. There are fields in the immediate neighborhood of Baghdad and stretching across the west of the country almost all the way to the Syrian border. To phrase matters in the sectarian terms in common use, this means major deposits located in Sunni Arab territory. (For more on this topic, see James Glanz's report in the New York Times of Feb. 19, 2007.) In the barbaric days of dictatorship and aggression, Saddam Hussein's Sunni minority of a minority in Tikrit had to exert despotism over the Shiite and Kurdish majority because it was mainly under their soil that the country's chief resource was located. Now, in bold contrast, there is a petrochemical basis for federalism, a federalism not defined by religion or ethnicity but by province and region. (For an excellent guide to the constitutional implications of this, see Brendan O'Leary's book How To Get Out of Iraq With Integrity.) 

and governance instead. In exchange, the United States would need to commit at least to a flexible timetable for the withdrawal of its troops, tied not only to dates but also to facts on the ground and confidence-building measures. Now that the conflict has become "communalized," much more will likely be required to curb the violence. But the need and the opportunity for dealing with the Sunni-based resistance remain. 

Oil Advantage---Solvency---Negotiations---Kurds
Negotiations are key to solve oil – Iraq Negotiations are key to preventing Kurdish secession by federalist negotiations 

Brancati 04 (Dawn, visiting scholar at the Center for the Study of Democratic Politics at Princeton University, Can Federalism Stabilize Iraq?, The Center for Strategic and International Studies and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, The Washington Quarterly, 27:2 pp. 7–21. http://www.twq.com/04spring/docs/04spring_brancati.pdf)

By dividing power between two levels of government—giving groups greater control over their own political, social, and economic affairs while making them feel less exploited as well as more secure—federalism offers the only viable possibility for preventing ethnic conflict and secessionism as well as establishing a stable democracy in Iraq. Yet, not just any kind of federal system can accomplish this. Rather, a federal system granting regional governments extensive political and financial powers with borders drawn along ethnic and religious lines that utilize institutionalized measures to prevent identity-based and regional parties from dominating the government is required. Equally critical to ensuring stability and sustainable democracy in Iraq, the new federal system of government must secure the city of Kirkuk, coveted for its vast oil reserves and pipelines, in the Kurdish-controlled northern region to assure that the Kurds do not secede from Iraq altogether
Oil Advantage---Solvency---Negotiations---Sunni-Shia 
Plan solves negotiations - US troop withdrawal gives legitimacy to Sunni and Shi’a negotiations 

Diamond et al. 06 (Larry, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and founding co-editor of the Journal of Democracy. What to do in Iraq: A Roundtable. Foreign Affairs, 85(4) July/August, 150–169 URL: http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AN=21326451i)

Although the war in Iraq is mainly a communal conflict, it is not only that. It also contains an important element of nationalist insurgency. One misses an essential piece of the puzzle -- and a reason the conflict is so difficult to contain -- if one does not grasp that many Iraqis (mostly Sunnis) are fighting in some significant measure because they believe they are waging a war of resistance against American occupiers and the Iraqi "traitors" who cooperate with them. Among the score or more of Sunni insurgent groups, both the radical Islamist forces and the secular resistance (which includes Saddam loyalists and surviving Baath Party members) have as one of their principal aims the expulsion of U.S. forces from Iraq. That this goal coincides with the ambition of some to return the Baath Party to power or with the dream of others to establish a Sunni Islamic caliphate -- and with the conviction of all that the Shiite Islamist parties are controlled by Iran or at least stalking-horses for Tehran -- should not obscure the insurgents' dedicated, ideological resistance to the U.S. presence. The communal hatred that extreme Sunni Islamists have deliberately provoked (a cynical tactic in a war of destabilization, eviction, and conquest) has overshadowed the resistance's nationalist dimension but has not removed it. The Sunni resistance believes the United States seeks to establish permanent military bases in Iraq in order to control the country and its oil indefinitely. Some of the most ideologically extreme insurgent forces, such as al Qaeda in Iraq, will fight to the death to expel the Americans and achieve their own goal of domination. But since the autumn of 2003, other insurgent groups (accounting for a significant portion of the Sunni insurgency) have sent signals through international intermediaries that they want to talk directly to the United States. Two of these groups' objectives have been to obtain an unambiguous statement from Washington that it will not seek permanent military bases in Iraq and to set up a timetable for a complete U.S. military withdrawal, even if it stretches over two or three years. For more than two years now, Washington has had the opportunity to open negotiations, with the help of international mediators, with these elements of the insurgency and then draw Iraqi government leaders into those talks. The result could have been -- and might still be -- an agreement by key elements of the resistance to wind down the insurgency: Sunni political and religious leaders could send clear messages to their constituencies to suspend the war of resistance and pursue their political interests through the emerging game of peaceful politics 

Negotiations key to mediate efforts on oil security – mediation prevents hollowing conflicts in Iraq’s political system 

Diamond et al. 06 (Larry, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and founding co-editor of the Journal of Democracy. What to do in Iraq: A Roundtable. Foreign Affairs, 85(4) July/August, 150–169 URL: http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AN=21326451i)

By the same token, Biddle is on shaky grounds when he assumes that a U.S. threat to back the Sunnis militarily would be credible or that a U.S. threat to withdraw altogether militarily would necessarily panic the Shiites. Many of the Shiite Islamist parties and Shiite militia factions that constitute the ruling United Iraqi Alliance -- most of all, Muqtada al-Sadr's political movement and his irregular Mahdi Army (which fought two campaigns against coalition forces in 2004) -- are eager to be rid of the Americans and might well call their bluff. At that point, Washington would have to either back down from its threat and surrender its remaining leverage with the Shiites or follow through and watch Iraq descend into just the kind of civil war it has been trying to avert. Biddle is right to argue that the United States does not have the leverage to achieve needed compromises over the fundamental issues that divide Iraq: the constitutional structure, the distribution of oil revenues, and security. But Washington is not likely to summon that leverage through hollow strategic threats. A better strategy -- perhaps the only remaining alternative -- would be for the United States to accelerate its mediation efforts and do so with international assistance. Washington needs and, at this critical juncture, can obtain the active partnership of the United Nations and the European Union to help the U.S. ambassador to Iraq, Zalmay Khalilzad, and other senior U.S. officials broker political compromises. 

Oil Advantage---Solvency---Negotiations---Sunni-Shia 
Plan is key to oil production - Constitutional review and political reconciliation is key to concluding an oil law that cools Shi’a, Sunni, and Kurd tensions 

Johnson 07 (Darin E.W, J.D., Harvard Law School; B.A., Yale College, 2007 IN IRAQ: THE SURGE AND BENCHMARKS – A NEW WAY FORWARD? Washington College of Law, http://www.wcl.american.edu/journal/ilr/24/documents/Johnson.pdf?rd=1) 

In his January address, the President noted that a successful strategy in Iraq must extend beyond military operations and that the United States would hold the Iraqi government to benchmarks that it had previously announced as indicators of political reconciliation.16 These benchmarks included holding new provincial elections, the completion of a de-Ba’athification reform law, the establishment of a process for constitutional review, and the completion of a hydrocarbon sharing law.17 The ultimate goal of “political reconciliation” was viewed as the coming together of Iraq’s various sectarian groups—the Shi’a, Kurds, Sunni, and other minority ethnic and religious groups—to reach political common ground on issues of national importance to all Iraqis.18 Provincial elections were seen as particularly important to the Iraqi public because many Sunnis had boycotted the earlier national elections.19 Provincial elections were viewed as an opportunity to provide the Sunnis with greater political representation at the provincial level, increase Sunni participation and commitment to a democratic form of government, and undermine support for Sunni insurgent groups that opposed the new national government. The completion of a de-Ba’athification law was intended to help re-integrate thousands of disaffected former low level Ba’athists, largely Sunni, back into national civil servant positions.20 As many of the difficult political issues that arose during the constitutional drafting process (such as territorial claims over Kirkuk and other disputed areas) had been deferred during the original drafting of the constitution,21 constitutional review was also seen as a mechanism through which the various sectarian groups could make political compromises in working towards a common objective. Finally, the issue of the distribution of Iraq’s oil resources was of great import to Shi’a, Sunnis and Kurds throughout the country. Concluding a law that would provide for the distribution of oil resources nationally was viewed as one of the most significant issues requiring political reconciliation at the national level.22

*Oil Advantage---High Prices Bad Impact*
Oil Advantage---High Prices Bad Impact
Oil is down but stable – Market growth 

Reuters 7/15 (Crude down as economic growth concerns weigh, Reuters.com, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN1524843120100715) 

NEW YORK, July 15 (Reuters) - U.S. crude oil futures tumbled on Thursday as disappointing economic data pushed oil prices and the stock market lower. "The market was looking for confirmation that growth was proceeding at a good pace, so when the numbers weren't a lot better than expected some of the optimism that has pushed prices up caused some profit taking," said Gene McGillian, analyst at Tradition Energy in Stamford, Connecticut. Factory activity growth in the U.S. Mid-Atlantic region fell unexpectedly this month, the Philadelphia Federal Reserve Bank said its business activity index dropped to 5.1 in July from June's 8.0. [ID:nN15204522] Crude prices received little support from a weaker dollar. The dollar hit a two-month low against the euro and a basket of major currencies after soft inflation and manufacturing data sparked concern about the strength of the U.S. economy. [USD/] Data showing a third straight month with lower producer prices came a day after Federal Reserve meeting minutes showed policymakers think they may need to do help a sputtering economic recovery. U.S. stocks extended losses after the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia's business conditions report. [.N] The disappointing economic data was offsetting Wednesday's U.S. Energy Information Administration report showing crude oil inventories fell 5.1 million barrels last week, much more than expected. [EIA/S] But the same report also showed rising products stocks as refiners boosted capacity utilization above 90 percent. The August NYMEX crude options expire on Thursday, as does the August Brent crude contract.

Plan solves current instability - U.S. withdrawal is the only way to ensure long-term stability in Iraq

NSN, 2009

(National Security Network, a non-profit foreign policy organization headquartered in Washington, D.C. that focuses on international relations, global affairs and national security, “Iraq’s political challenges can’t be solved by American troops,” National Security Network, October 27, 2009, http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1446) 
Iraq continues to face challenges, but the U.S. must remain committed to a policy of withdrawal, transitioning responsibility to Iraqis.  Iraq continues to face a set of daunting challenges.  According to the International Crisis Group, “violence, coupled with a political situation that remains highly dysfunctional, leaves a lot of uncertainty as to Iraq’s viability following parliamentary elections in January 2010 and especially after the U.S. combat troop withdrawal, which is to be completed by August 2010. The country continues to struggle with massive corruption and deep political divisions. One of the most destabilising conflicts concerns disputed territories and hydrocarbon resources to which both the federal government and the Kurdistan regional government lay claim. Al-Qaeda in Iraq, which was pushed on the defensive during the post-2007 U.S. ‘surge’, remains active in some areas and is working to stoke ethnic tensions, just as it fuelled sectarian tensions several years ago.” The Crisis Group makes clear that to overcome these obstacles, the U.S. must encourage Iraqi-led solutions, as it continues to abide by the terms spelled out in the Status of Force Agreement that was signed by the Bush administration. “In order to prevent an outbreak of deadly ethnic conflict after it pulls out its forces, Washington must craft an exit strategy that encourages Iraqi leaders to reach a series of political bargains on power, resources and territory,” said the Crisis Group report.  The future of Iraq is in the hands of the Iraqis; U.S. forces must continue to withdraw and transition responsibility to Iraqis on a pace that is consistent with the Status of Forces Agreement signed by President Bush – as well as Obama’s pledge at Camp Lejeune to honor his campaign pledge and remove all U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of 2011. [ICG, September 2009]  Conservative attempts to rewrite history on Iraq – ignore widespread bipartisan support for President Obama’s withdrawal plan.  In his speech accepting the “Keeper of the Flame” award from Frank Gaffney’s neoconservative think tank the Center for Security Policy, former Vice President Dick Cheney “in Iraq, it is vitally important that President Obama, in his rush to withdraw troops, not undermine the progress we’ve made in recent years... When he finally got around to talking about Iraq, he told the media that he reiterated to Maliki his intention to remove all U.S. troops from Iraq. Former President Bush's bold decision to change strategy in Iraq and surge U.S. forces there set the stage for success in that country. Iraq has the potential to be a strong, democratic ally in the war on terrorism, and an example of economic and democratic reform in the heart of the Middle East. The Obama Administration has an obligation to protect this young democracy and build on the strategic success we have achieved in Iraq.” Earlier this year, Dick Cheney declared mission accomplished, “We’ve accomplished nearly everything we set out to do... We have succeeded in creating in the heart of the Middle East a democratically governed Iraq, and that is a big deal. And it is, in fact, what we set out to do.”  Bill Kristol also revised history declaring victory saying, “we won that war and we paid great sacrifice to do so and I do not want to fritter it away because of a stupid campaign promise about a 16 month withdrawal and then an arbitrary deadline.” Kori Schake, a Bush administration State Department official also said that, “The administration set a politically expedient timeline for abandoning Iraq with no hedge against resurgent violence or challenges to what we and the Iraqis have achieved in this most important of the wars we are fighting.”  Despite the conservatives’ rhetoric, the surge failed to heal Iraq’s many divides.  

Oil Advantage---High Prices Bad Impact 
Instability increases oil prices - Revolution and war are key contributors to a massive rise in oil prices 

Williams 07 (James L., Oil Price History and Analysis, WTRG Economics, http://www.wtrg.com/prices.htm) 
In 1979 and 1980, events in Iran and Iraq led to another round of crude oil price increases. The Iranian revolution resulted in the loss of 2 to 2.5 million barrels per day of oil production between November 1978 and June 1979.  At one point production almost halted. The Iranian revolution was the proximate cause of what would become the highest price in post-WWII history.  However, its impact on prices would have been limited and of relatively short duration had it not been for subsequent events. Shortly after the revolution, production was up to 4 million barrels per day. In September 1980, Iran already weakened by the revolution was invaded by Iraq. By November, the combined production of both countries was only a million barrels per day and 6.5 million barrels per day less than a year before. Consequently worldwide crude oil production was 10 percent lower than in 1979. The combination of the Iranian revolution and the Iraq-Iran War cause crude oil prices to more than double increasing from $14 in 1978 to $35 per barrel in 1981. Three decades later Iran's production is only two-thirds of the level reached under the government of Reza Pahlavi, the former Shah of Iran. Iraq's production remains a million barrels below its peak before the Iraq-Iran War. 

Rising oil prices destroy the economy 

Whipple 7/14 (Tom, one of the most highly respected analysts of peak oil issues in the United States. Retired 30-year CIA analyst who has been following the peak oil story since 1999, Editor of the daily Peak Oil News and the weekly Peak Oil Review, The Peak Oil Crisis: A Mid-Year Review, FNCP.com, http://www.fcnp.com/commentary/national/6896-the-peak-oil-crisis-a-mid-year-review.html)

Interestingly, six in ten surveyed by Pew believe that the economic situation will be better soon and that the recession is only temporary. This alone vividly illustrates how poorly the true state of the global economic situation is understood and the size of the shock that most of us are in for. Nearly everyone will admit that continuing oil shortages and that high (above $100 a barrel) oil prices would be devastating to the prospects for economic recovery and that persisting very high (say above $200 a barrel) oil prices would send the U.S. and many other economies into a deep, long-lasting depression. The problem is that few are willing to consider seriously the accumulating evidence that increasing oil prices and eventually oil shortages within the next few years are as inevitable as the sunrise. Most of us have no thoughts about the issue other than the current price of a gallon of gas. Among those who appreciate that the world's petroleum resources are finite, few understand the proximity of the crisis. 

That causes great-power nuclear war 

Mead 9 (Walter Russell Mead, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2-4, 2009, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2)

If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength. Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world 
CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...
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CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong. But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 

Oil Advantage---High Prices---Uniqueness 
Gas prices are stabilizing – less summer consumption 

San Antonio Journal 7/16 (Fuel prices remain stable throughout the country, San Antonio Business Journal, http://sanantonio.bizjournals.com/sanantonio/stories/2010/07/12/daily43.html) 

Reduced U.S. gasoline summer consumption and ample supplies of gasoline are continuing to translate to stable fuel prices at the pump. Retail gas prices throughout Texas are down one cent on average from last week, according to AAA Texas’ Weekend Gas Watch. On average, motorists are paying $2.56 for regular gas at the pump. In San Antonio, drivers are paying $2.53 on average at the pump. This is down two cents from last week. Nationwide, prices are unchanged from a week ago. Analysts with AAA Texas say oil prices are in a holding pattern and have been trading between $69 and $79 a barrel since mid-May. Today, oil is trading at around $75 per barrel. Also, U.S. gasoline consumption is down compared to past four summers, according to the U.S. Department of Energy. During the first week of July 2010, gas consumption rose to 9.44 million barrels per day, but has since subsided to 9 million barrels per day by the second week. Even though the seasonal spike is due to the July 4th Weekend, it is lower than previous summers.


Gas prices are stable – Americans don’t want to spend too much on gas 

Associated Press 7/19 (Average gasoline prices down from a month ago, Associated Press, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5i5TtajgUpSm7KY5jf-lCJGHBB-tAD9H277U81) 

Motorists are filling their tanks with gasoline that's cheaper than just a month ago, a trend that's likely to continue for the rest of the summer. The national average for a gallon of unleaded regular gasoline was $2.722 Monday, according to AAA, Wright Express and Oil Price Information Service. That's about 0.7 cent less than it was a month ago but around 25 cents higher than a year ago. The highest pump prices are in the West, where they average from $2.847 a gallon to $3.499. Travelers across Texas and much of the Midwest are seeing some of the lowest prices, averaging from $2.468 a gallon to $2.577 a gallon. The Energy Department releases its weekly report on pump prices around the country Monday afternoon. Gasoline demand has been fairly weak for the typically busy summer season, as Americans hold on to their cash in the uncertain economy. Oil and gas supplies remain ample, which should translate into declining pump prices, said PFGBest analyst Phil Flynn. "My best guess is that prices will continue to go down, and if we can get the price of crude oil to break a little bit, they could fall precipitously," he said. Oil prices rose 72 cents to $76.73 a barrel on the New York Mercantile Exchange, as investors kept an eye on potential tropical storms in the Atlantic and improving stock markets. Oil traders have looked to stocks for signs the economy is getting better and, with it, demand for oil and gas. Halliburton Co. reported stronger second-quarter results, although it faces costs associated with the oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico. Investors were upbeat about the potential growth in land-based oil services and pushed Halliburton shares up 5 percent. BP shares fell by about as much on worries the capped well at the bottom of the Gulf could be leaking oil. 

Oil Advantage---High Prices---Ext: Link  
War would send oil prices skyrocketing – Iran empirics prove 

Gedalyahu 10 (Tzvi Ben, Iran is surrounded by US Troops in 10 countries, Arutz Sheva – IsraelNationalNews.com, http://www.israelnationalnews.com/News/news.aspx/138284) 

Iran literally is surrounded by American troops, notes an oil market analyst, Energy and Capital editor Christian A. DeHaemer. There is no evidence of an imminent attack, but he connects a number of recent events and the presence of American soldiers to warn that oil prices might soar -- with or without a pre-emptive strike aimed at stopping Iran’s nuclear power ambitions. Iran is bordered on the east by Pakistan and Afghanistan, where U.S. troops have been waging a costly war, in terms of money and lives, against Taliban, Al-Qaeda and other terrorists. The Persian Gulf is on Iran’s southern border, and last week’s report, confirmed by the Pentagon, that 11 warships had sailed through the Suez Canal, raised alarm bells that the U.S. is ready to fight to keep the Persian Gulf open. Iran has threatened it could close the waterway, where 40 percent of the world’s oil flows in tankers, if the United Nations or the United States by itself carry out harsh energy sanctions against the Islamic Republic. An Israeli ship has also reportedly joined the U.S. armada. Kuwait, which is heavily armed by the U.S. and is home to American bases, is located on the southwestern border of Iran. The country’s western neighbors are Turkey and Iraq, also home to American bases, and Turkmenistan, the Caspian Sea and Azerbaijan are the Islamic Republic’s northern neighbors. The U.S.army last year advanced military cooperation with Turkmenistan. An independent Caspian news agency has confirmed unusually heavy activity of American troops along the border with Iran. The Iranian Revolutionary Guards' Brigadier General Mehdi Moini said last week that his forces increased patrols, including tanks and anti-aircraft units, along the border with Azerbaijan because they noticed increased American activity. Iran charged that Israeli forces were also present, sparking a virtual war alert among the Iranian Guards. In addition, the Times of London reported earlier this month that Saudi Arabia has agreed to open its air space for Israel Air Force jets, a claim that the Saudi monarchy denied. It similar denied Iranian news agency claims that Israeli helicopters unloaded military equipment at a northwestern Saudi Arabian air base, from where Israeli planes theoretically could reach Iran in the shorts possible time. There has been no confirmation of Israel-Saudi cooperation from any other source, but one IDF reserve officer, who has been involved in secret military projects for private companies, told Israel National News that the it could be true if both countries found it in their common interests. Saudi Arabia does not recognize Israel and has treated the Jewish State with disdain. However, the possibility of Iran's dominating the Arab world with nuclear power has changed all political scenarios. Several defense websites have reported that Israel is deploying one to three German-made nuclear submarines in the Persian Gulf as a defensive measure against the possibility of a missile attacks from Lebanon and Syria, as well as Iran. “The submarines of Flotilla 7 — Dolphin, Tekuma and Leviathan — have visited the Gulf before,” DeHaemer wrote, “but the decision has now been taken to ensure a permanent presence of at least one of the vessels.” Amid the buzz of increased military activity around Iran looms the specter of higher oil prices, which is DeHaemer's field of expertise. “The last oil price shock in the Middle East was in 1990 when the United States invaded Iraq for invading Kuwait. The price per barrel of oil went from $21 to $28 on August 6...to $46 by mid-October. The looming Iran War is not priced in,” he warned in his news letter. Iran has the third-highest oil reserves in the world and is second only to Saudi Arabia in production. If any action prevents the flow of Iranian oil, the price of “black gold” would soar, he added. 

Instability leads to skyrocketing oil prices – Iraq is a gigantic supplier of oil 

Messerli 07 (Messerli is a technology consultant from Green Bay, WI [Joe, “Should the u.s. withdraw its troops from iraq?” BALANCED POLITICS August 21 http://www.balancedpolitics.org/iraq_withdrawal.htm]

Oil prices could skyrocket if Iraq becomes more unstable, leading to $5/gallon gas prices and a major recession of the world economy. A war should never be fought simply for economic reasons. However, any person that has contact with reality [knows] that Iraq plays a critical role in the price of oil and the world economy. Iraq is a gigantic supplier of oil. Thus, the laws of supply and demand say anything that negatively affects supply will drive the price up. If an all-out civil war erupts, oil prices may just skyrocket to the point that we must pay $5 per gallon for gas. Setting aside the huge impact of those gas prices on the average American family, imagine what that would do to the world economy. Inflation and interest rates would go through the roof. Consumer spending would plummet. Unemployment would rise, leading to bigger government deficits. And the negative effects on the U.S. and world economy would snowball from there. Economists will tell you one of the best "leading indicators" on the state of the economy is the U.S. stock market. Watch the price drop in the stock market that happens with every uptick in the price of oil. And remember, the economies of the world are no longer isolated; they are intertwined. Thus, we would likely face not only a U.S. recession in the event of an Iraqi civil war, but a world recession.

Iraq failing would have a massive impact on oil prices  – newly signed sales contracts

Live Oil Prices – 2010 Live Oil Prices is a site that tracks the world’s oil prices. [“OPEC member Iraq oil output may affect future oil prices” LIVE OIL PRICES March 15 http://www.liveoilprices.co.uk/oil/opec_members/03/2010/opec-member-iraq-oil-output-may-affect-oil-prices.html]

OPEC is concerned that its grip on the global supply of oil is being threatened by the rising output of Iraq’s oil fields which could affect future oil prices. Iraqi oil exports in February were at their highest for two decades, at an average of 2.08 million barrels per day, and the country plans to lift that to 2.15 million for the rest of the year. According to the IEA, oil output from the country’s ageing infrastructure rose by 115,000 barrels per day to 2.54 million, the biggest single contributor last month to world oil supply growth. Moreover, Iraq is starting to worry OPEC, whose members meet on Wednesday in Vienna to review production quotas. The relatively peaceful conduct of the Iraqi election and the signing of a clutch of contracts with foreign multinational companies, including BP, Shell and ExxonMobil, raises the prospect of a surge in Iraqi oil output over the next few years. “There is only one issue, but it’s a tsunami: Iraq,” Leo Drollas, of the Centre for Global Energy Studies, said. With enough investment, Iraq has the potential to double or even triple its oil production. “If Iraq enjoys a period of stability, it could have a major destabilising effect on OPEC and the oil price.”

Oil Advantage---High Prices---Link---Iran 
Iraq Instability will increase oil prices – Iran, who doesn’t ship to the US, to take its oil fields 

UPI 7/15 (Iraq's oil boom could tempt Iran, UPI.com, http://www.upi.com/Science_News/Resource-Wars/2010/07/15/Iraqs-oil-boom-could-tempt-Iran/UPI-68901279207956/) 

"The outcome of what is being called 'the great Iraqi oil rush will inevitably transform the balance of power between the oil-producing states with Iraq the winner, Saudi Arabia and Iran the losers," Cockburn noted. Iran has long coveted Iraq's southern oil fields around the port city of Basra. These contain around two-thirds of Iraq's known reserves and most of the untapped reserves that many believe are there. The south, like Iran itself, is dominated by Shiite Muslims. These fields also abut Iran's own key oil zone in southwestern Khuzestan province. And if Iraq is plunged again into sectarian bloodletting between majority Shiites and minority Sunnis, Tehran may feel the time was ripe to grab the Iraqi oil fields -- just as Saddam tried to seize Khuzestan in 1980. 

Oil Advantage---High Prices---Link---Kurds
An unstable Iraqi Government will increase oil – Instability leads to a Kurdish secession, which would lead to oil failure 

Crane and Terrill 03 (Conrad C. and W. Andrew, Army War College faculty, RECONSTRUCTING IRAQ: INSIGHTS, CHALLENGES, AND MISSIONS FOR MILITARY FORCES IN A POST-CONFLICT SCENARIO, Strategic Studies Institute, globalsecurity.org http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/report/2003/Reconstruction_Planning.pdf) 

Iraqi Kurds have long dreamed of independence. A weak central government in Baghdad following Saddam’s ouster would therefore serve as an invitation for a renewed political effort to seek broad autonomy that may serve as a stepping stone to independence. Kurdish independence is a special concern for Iraqi Arabs because of its financial and defense implications. Much of Iraq’s oil is located in the Kurdish regions of the country, and significant oil revenues would be lost to the central government following a Kurdish secession. Likewise, many of Iraq’s neighbors, including Iran and Syria, as well as Turkey, fear independent or even autonomous Iraqi Kurds who might then provide an unwelcome model to their own Kurdish minorities.76 These countries might also be inclined to fund and support factions sympathetic to their interests. Kurds comprise around 20-25 percent of the Iraqi population. They are divided by tribe, religion (although most Iraqi Kurds are Sunni), and two distinct languages (Surani and Bahdinani). Iraqi Kurds also have a long history of internecine fighting among factions, tribes, and major political groupings. For example, in the mid-1990s, thousands of Kurds were killed in fighting between the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK) and the Kurdish Democratic Party (KDP), with both parties seeking outside assistance against their rival. The PUK received Iranian assistance while the KDP turned to Saddam’s regime in Baghdad to assist them. This KDP decision led to massive casualties once Iraqi troops re-entered Kurdish areas.77 This phase of the conflict also underscored the level of Kurdish disunity, whereby working with Saddam or the Iranians was considered an acceptable part of inter- Kurdish conflict. 

Oil Advantage---High Prices---Economy Internal Link
High oil prices collapses the global economy - A surge in oil prices would cause interest rates to skyrocket 

The Southern States Energy Board, AMERICAN ENERGY SECURITY: BUILDING A BRIDGE TO ENERGY INDEPENDENCE AND TO A SUSTAINABLE FUTURE, July 2006, p. 2-3. Jonathan Tepperman, senior editor at Foreign Affairs, 5/1/2004, Charleston Daily Mail

A surge in oil prices would hurt everyone: consumers, by making transportation and heating far more expensive; and producers, by increasing the cost of their energy and other raw materials. This would raise the price of finished goods, decreasing sales and hitting consumers yet again.  Worse, as we saw in the 1970s, a sudden jump in oil prices could also cause interest rates to skyrocket, setting off a dangerous inflationary spiral. 

Oil Advnatage---High Prices---Hegemony Internal Link
High oil prices collapses US hegemony - US connection to crude oil hollows its superpower status, similar to the USSR 

Michael T. Klare, Professor, Peace and World Security Studies, Hampshire College, “Portrait of an Oil-Addicted Fromer Superpower,” TOMDISPATCH.COM, 5-9-08
Nineteen years ago, the fall of the Berlin Wall effectively eliminated the Soviet Union as the world's other superpower. Yes, the USSR as a political entity stumbled on for another two years, but it was clearly an ex-superpower from the moment it lost control over its satellites in Eastern Europe.  Less than a month ago, the United States similarly lost its claim to superpower status when a barrel crude oil roared past $110 on the international market, gasoline prices crossed the $3.50 threshold at American pumps, and diesel fuel topped $4.00. As was true of the USSR following the dismantling of the Berlin Wall, the USA will no doubt continue to stumble on like the superpower it once was; but as the nation's economy continues to be eviscerated to pay for its daily oil fix, it, too, will be seen by increasing numbers of savvy observers as an ex-superpower-in-the-making.  That the fall of the Berlin Wall spelled the erasure of the Soviet Union's superpower status was obvious to international observers at the time. After all, the USSR visibly ceased to exercise dominion over an empire (and an associated military-industrial complex) encompassing nearly half of Europe and much of Central Asia. The relationship between rising oil prices and the obliteration of America's superpower status is, however, hardly as self-evident. So let's consider the connection.  
High Oil prices collapse US hegemony - its military would be devastated by an increase of oil prices 

Michael T. Klare, Professor, Peace and World Security Studies, Hampshire College, “Portrait of an Oil-Addicted Fromer Superpower,” TOMDISPATCH.COM, 5-9-08
No less important was the role of abundant petroleum in fueling the global reach of U.S. military power. For all the talk of America's growing reliance on computers, advanced sensors, and stealth technology to prevail in warfare, it has been oil above all that gave the U.S. military its capacity to "project power" onto distant battlefields like Iraq and Afghanistan. Every Humvee, tank, helicopter, and jet fighter requires its daily ration of petroleum, without which America's technology-driven military would be forced to abandon the battlefield. No surprise, then, that the U.S. Department of Defense is the world's single biggest consumer of petroleum, using more of it every day than the entire nation of Sweden.  From the end of World War II through the height of the Cold War, the U.S. claim to superpower status rested on a vast sea of oil. As long as most of our oil came from domestic sources and the price remained reasonably low, the American economy thrived and the annual cost of deploying vast armies abroad was relatively manageable. But that sea has been shrinking since the 1950s. Domestic oil production reached a peak in 1970 and has been in decline ever since -- with a growing dependency on imported oil as the result. When it came to reliance on imports, the United States crossed the 50% threshold in 1998 and now has passed 65%.  Though few fully realized it, this represented a significant erosion of sovereign independence even before the price of a barrel of crude soared above $110. By now, we are transferring such staggering sums yearly to foreign oil producers, who are using it to gobble up valuable American assets, that, whether we know it or not, we have essentially abandoned our claim to superpowerdom. 
High Oil prices collapse US hegemony - its military would be devastated by an increase of oil prices 

Michael T. Klare, Professor, Peace and World Security Studies, Hampshire College, “Portrait of an Oil-Addicted Fromer Superpower,” TOMDISPATCH.COM, 5-9-08
Needless to say, this is not exactly the way grateful clients are supposed to address superpower patrons. "It's totally unacceptable to me that we are spending tens of billions of dollars on rebuilding Iraq while they are putting tens of billions of dollars in banks around the world from oil revenues," said Senator Carl Levin (D-Michigan), chairman of the Armed Services Committee. "It doesn't compute as far as I'm concerned." Certainly, however, our allies in the region, especially the Sunni kingdoms of Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates (UAE) that presumably look to Washington to stabilize Iraq and curb the growing power of Shiite Iran, are willing to help the Pentagon out by supplying U.S. troops with free or deeply-discounted petroleum. No such luck. Except for some partially subsidized oil supplied by Kuwait, all oil-producing U.S. allies in the region charge us the market rate for petroleum. Take that as a striking reflection of how little credence even countries whose ruling elites have traditionally looked to the U.S. for protection now attach to our supposed superpower status. Think of this as a strikingly clear-eyed assessment of American power. As far as they're concerned, we're now just another of those hopeless oil addicts driving a monster gas-guzzler up to the pump -- and they're perfectly happy to collect our cash which they can then use to cherry-pick our prime assets. So expect no summer tax holidays for the Pentagon, not in the Middle East, anyway. Worse yet, the U.S. military will need even more oil for the future wars on which the Pentagon is now doing the planning. In this way, the U.S. experience in Iraq has especially worrisome implications. Under the military "transformation" initiated by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld in 2001, the future U.S. war machine will rely less on "boots on the ground" and ever more on technology. But technology entails an ever-greater requirement for oil, as the newer weapons sought by Rumsfeld (and now Secretary of Defense Robert Gates) all consume many times more fuel than those they will replace. To put this in perspective: The average G.I in Iraq now uses about seven times as much oil per day as G.I.s did in the first Gulf War less than two decades ago. And every sign indicates that the same ratio of increase will apply to coming conflicts; that the daily cost of fighting will skyrocket; and that the Pentagon's capacity to shoulder multiple foreign military burdens will unravel. Thus are superpowers undone. 
Oil Advantage---High Prices---Russia Impact 
High oil prices crush the Russian Economy – oil causes the gov to not diversity their economy

Prime-Tass English-language Business Newswire October 13, 2005
Oil prices may be at all time highs, but Russia's GDP growth in 2005 is expected to decline from its 2004 level even as oil money is pouring into government coffers. Although it is often said that the Russian economy is booming thanks to the high oil price this is not the current reality. What is worse, some economists argue, even higher oil prices may damage Russian economic reforms and increase the government's control over the economy.  Russia's GDP, rose 5.8% in January-August, according to the Economic Development and Trade Ministry. GDP was up 7.3% in January-August last year. 'A more accurate statement is that Russia is maintaining a high growth rate thanks to a high oil price,' Natalya Orlova, economist at Alfa Bank, said. 'The problem is that the growth rate is not accelerating. Russia's GDP growth was 7.1% in 2004 and will fall to just under 6% in 2005. Should oil prices drop, the growth rate could fall to 3% or 4%,' she added. But the financial situation of the Russian government has significantly improved thanks to high oil prices, economists said. 'Most of the gains from (high oil prices) are simply going to radically improve the state's international balance sheet,' Al Breach, chief economist at Brunswick UBS, said in a September report. 'There are considerable second-order effects of this improvement, but it is not the oil money directly that is fuelling the rapid domestic demand growth.' 'The clear beneficiaries of the high (oil) prices are the budget and Stabilization Fund,

More oil revenue destroys the economy – too much money means too much inflation 

Channel NewsAsia 2004 (Aug 8, “High Oil Prices”, lexis) 

Moscow could, however, have trouble keeping inflation below 10 percent this year because of increased liquidities provided by oil revenue,

Russian economic collapse causes global nuclear war.

David 99 (Steven, Professor of Political Science at The Johns Hopkins University, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb) 

If internal war does strike Russia, economic deterioration will be a prime cause.  From 1989 to the present, the GDP has fallen by 50 percent.  In a society where, ten years ago, unemployment scarcely existed, it reached 9.5 percent in 1997 with many economists declaring the true figure to be much higher.  Twenty-two percent of Russians live below the official poverty line (earning less than $ 70 a month).  Modern Russia can neither collect taxes (it gathers only half the revenue it is due) nor significantly cut spending. Reformers tout privatization as the country's cure-all, but in a land without well-defined property rights or contract law and where subsidies remain a way of life, the prospects for transition to an American-style capitalist economy look  remote at best.  As the massive devaluation of the ruble and the current political crisis show, Russia's condition is even worse than most analysts feared.  If conditions get worse, even the stoic Russian people will soon run out of patience.    A future conflict would quickly draw in Russia's military.  In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed forces in check.  But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation -- personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders.  Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has  fallen to a dangerous low.  Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care.  A new emphasis on domestic missions has created an ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force.  Newly enhanced ties between military units and local authorities pose another danger.  Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages.  Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces.  Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support.    Divining the military's allegiance is crucial, however, since the structure of the Russian Federation makes it virtually certain that regional conflicts will continue to erupt.  Russia's 89 republics, krais, and oblasts grow ever more independent in a system that does little to keep them together.  As the central government finds itself unable to force its will beyond Moscow (if even  that far), power devolves to the periphery.  With the economy collapsing, republics feel less and less incentive to pay taxes to Moscow when they receive  so little in return.  Three-quarters of them already have their own constitutions, nearly all of which make some claim to sovereignty.  Strong ethnic bonds promoted by shortsighted Soviet policies may motivate non-Russians  to secede from the Federation.  Chechnya's successful revolt against Russian control inspired similar movements for autonomy and independence throughout the  country.  If these rebellions spread and Moscow responds with force, civil war is likely.    Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe.  A major power like Russia -- even though in decline  -- does not suffer civil war quietly or alone.  An embattled Russian Federation  might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China.  Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe.  Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors.  Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of  Europe and Asia.  Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse.  Just as  the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime.    Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal.  No nuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen.  Russia retains some 20,000 nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country.  So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss  of any weapons or much material.  If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak  grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states.  Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces.  And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war.

Oil Advantage---High Prices---AT: Won’t Go Over $100
Empirics and 1AC evidence prove, just Iraq instability doubled the price of oil 

And the current price of oil is over $75 and will only go up – do your math 

Bloomberg 7/14 (Crude Oil Is Steady as Equities Drop, Fed Cuts Growth Forecast, Crude Oil Is Steady as Equities Drop, Fed Cuts Growth Forecast, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-14/crude-oil-is-steady-as-equities-drop-fed-cuts-growth-forecast.html) 

July 14 (Bloomberg) -- Crude oil was little changed, retreating from a two-week high with U.S. equities after minutes from the Federal Reserve showed policy makers saying the economic outlook has “softened somewhat.” Oil declined as the Standard & Poor’s 500 Index headed for the first drop in seven sessions. Prices rose earlier after an Energy Department report showed that inventories of crude oil declined more than expected, refineries bolstered operating rates and fuel stockpiles increased. “Oil is coming back down along with the S&P 500, which continues to a major guide for the market,” said Tim Evans, an energy analyst at Citi Futures Perspective in New York. “We’ve also got a tug of war between the crude and fuel inventories in today’s report.” Crude oil for August delivery slipped 11 cents to settle at $77.04 a barrel on the New York Mercantile Exchange. Futures reached $78.15 today, the highest intraday price since June 29. Oil on the Nymex for August delivery is 41 cents a barrel lower than for September, the smallest divergence between front- month contracts since April 20. Brent crude for August settlement increased 12 cents to end the session at $76.77 a barrel on the London-based ICE Futures Europe exchange. August Brent futures expire tomorrow. The more- active September contract slipped 7 cents to $77.66 a barrel. The S&P 500 declined 0.4 percent to 1,090.72 at 3:12 p.m. and the Dow Jones Industrial Average lost 36.53 points, or 0.4 percent, to 10,326.50. The indexes closed little changed. 

More evidence

Live Oil Prices 7/14 (WTI oil price trading near $77, awaits EIA inventory data, Live Oil Prices, http://www.liveoilprices.co.uk/oil/oil_prices/07/2010/wti-oil-price-trading-near-77-awaits-eia-inventory-data.html) 

WTI oil prices open Wednesday’s trading session just under $77 a barrel mark as the market awaits the latest set of EIA crude oil inventory data which is due to be released later today. US Light crude oil futures for August 2010 delivery was at $77.10, 08.00 GMT on the NYMEX, with prices edging into negative territory as the Euro weakened against the US dollar. If the EIA data shows a fall in inventories close to market forecasts we may see a selloff in oil futures. Meanwhile, the US government has delayed plans to bolster the accuracy of its crude oil inventory surveys, despite concerns about the reliability of the data from the EIA. A report in 2009 found “critical” shortcomings in the weekly surveys published by the statistical arm of the Department of Energy including decades old data processing methods and a bare bones staff with little time to catch errors before the survey is released each week. In the US, every week sees the EIA report on stockpiles of crude oil, gasoline and distillates, which traders can use to help them figure out possible future moves in oil prices, affecting both WTI and Brent crude contracts. 
*Oil Advantage---China Oil Impact*

Oil Advantage---China Impact
US-China Relations are on the brink – Obama willing to challenge China for domestic interests 

Japan Focus 7/16 (The New Face of U.S.-China Relations: “Strategic Reassurance” or Old-Fashioned Rollback?, The Asian Pacific Journal: Japan Focus, http://japanfocus.org/-Peter-Lee/3385) 

With respect to China, this approach was presented as a doctrine of "strategic reassurance". However, the policy has not yielded the systemic breakthroughs that the Obama administration hoped to achieve on climate change, non-proliferation, Middle East security, still less on U.S.-China relations. Instead, increasingly acrimonious exchanges between Beijing and Washington reveal the contradictions inherent in attempting to shoehorn an authoritarian, mercantilist, and suspicious nation into a refurbished world system that ostensibly promotes democracy, open markets, multilateralism, while forcefully advancing American interests. Now the Obama administration seems to have accepted a world of lowered expectations and strives for the more achievable goal of advancing U.S. power at China’s expense. Friction with China has emerged as a regular feature of U.S. diplomacy—a means to score points in the game of international diplomacy at the expense of an unpopular, uncooperative, and, at least for the moment, diplomatically and militarily weaker regime. Indeed, U.S. China policy today looks a lot like good old-fashioned rollback, isolating China instead of incorporating it into a win-win multi-polar system. The Western press, distracted by individual issues such as Iran sanctions, Google, and the Cheonan sinking, seems oblivious to the fact that the U.S.-China relationship has lurched into zero-sum territory and relations are in the deep freeze, largely as the result of the willingness of the Obama administration to confront China in pursuit of its agenda. The Chinese media, on the other hand, talks about nothing else.  

China is moving to invest in Iraq – it needs the energy 

Washington Post 7/1 (Risk-tolerant China investing heavily in Iraq as U.S. companies hold back, Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/01/AR2010070103406.html?hpid=moreheadlines) 

AL-AHDAB OIL FIELD, IRAQ -- China didn't take part in the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq or the bloody military battles that followed. It hasn't invested in reconstruction projects or efforts by the West to fortify the struggling democracy in the heart of the Middle East.  But as the U.S. military draws down and Iraq opens up to foreign investment, China and a handful of other countries that weren't part of the "coalition of the willing" are poised to cash in. These countries are expanding their foothold beyond Iraq's oil reserves -- the world's third largest -- to areas such as construction, government services and even tourism, while American companies show little interest in investing here.  "The U.S. really doesn't know what to do in Iraq," said Fawzi Hariri, Iraq's industry minister. "I have been personally, as the minister of industry, trying to woo U.S. companies into Iraq. There is nothing yet. Nothing tangible."  In the past two years, Chinese companies have walked away with stakes in three of the 11 contracts the Iraqi Oil Ministry has signed in its bid to increase crude output by about 450 percent over the next seven years. They also renegotiated a $3 billion deal that dates to when Saddam Hussein was in power.  Only two American firms won stakes in oil deals, an underwhelming showing that industry analysts and U.S. officials say reflects deep concerns about doing business in a country besieged by insecurity, corruption and political turmoil.  "They made a mistake and overestimated the risk," said Ruba Husari, an oil analyst in Baghdad who runs the Iraq Oil Forum, a trade Web site. "I think they did not realize on the spot that it was the biggest window of opportunity, and they missed out." 

US and China Relations are strained over oil – China is dealing with Iran and increasing its footprint in the Middle East over oil 

Newsweek 10 (“China Races to Secure Middle East Oil Deals,” http://www.newsweek.com/blogs/wealth-of-nations/2010/05/13/china-races-to-secure-middle-east-oil-deals.html)

China is also ramping up its ties to Iran as many Western firms pull out. Last summer, China signed $8billion in oil and gas deals with Tehran. It's also increased sales of gasoline to Iran, which has a lot of oil but few working refineries or stable gas suppliers. In fact, China is now Iran's biggest economic partner, with more than $21 billion in annual trade.  China is moving to protect its new oil ties in the Middle East, presenting a challenge to the West. China is reluctant to follow the U.S. line on Iran sanctions because of its oil interests. The two Chinese warships that docked in Abu Dhabi in March also sent a blunt message: China is willing to back up its interests with firepower. For their part, U.S. officials have tried to reassure Beijing that it can meet growing energy needs without dealing with Tehran and have pressured Saudi Arabia to give China oil guarantees to wean it off Iranian oil. Still, there will likely be plenty of other disagreements ahead as China increases its Middle East footprint. "Bilateral quarrels and clashes are unavoidable," Sun Bigan, China's former Middle East envoy, wrote in an essay in a Chinese academic journal last fall. "We cannot lower vigilance against hostility in the Middle East over energy interests and security." 

Oil Advantage---China Impact 
U.S.-China relations will destabilize – power parity and oil competition guarantees 

Hatemi 07 (Peter, Professor at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln, “Oil and Conflict in Sino-American Relations,” China Security, Summer, Volume 3, Number 3//)

In large measure, the future of Sino-American relations remains unclear. Power transition theory-driven models suggest that the probability of conflict may increase as the two nations approach power parity. However, strategic competition that develops over time may be balanced by cooperative, constructive inter- action.2 According to some, the existing mix of pressures is likely to yield a long- term scenario that will not culminate in war, but rather evolve toward a stable, if not tension-free, relationship.3 Power transition theory is not the only model that posits deteriorating Sino- American strategic relations. In recent years, rapidly rising Chinese energy demand has led to speculation about the consequences of increasing competition for oil imports.4 China and the United States could find themselves at strategic loggerheads not because of shifts in relative power, but over access to oil. This is “lateral pressure theory,” which states that when a country is forced to look beyond its own borders for new supplies, it will likely run into conflict with existing consumers of that resource.5 Therefore, as the United States and China move closer to power parity, intensifying “lateral pressures” generated by competition for oil imports could become a significant and destabilizing factor in Sino-American relations.

Good US-China relations stabilize Asia and prevent conflict over Taiwan and Japanese military

Cha 07 (Professor and Director of Asian Studies at Georgetown

Victor D., “Winning Asia: Washington’s Untold Success Story,” Foreign Affairs Nov/Dec 2k7 Proquest)

WASHINGTON'S NEW COMRADES Far from being supplanted by China, the United States is enlisting Beijing's help. The Bush administration's China policy, which was once confrontational, has evolved into a hard-nosed but cooperative dialogue. Its goal is to turn China into a "responsible stakeholder" in the international system, as Robert Zoellick, president of the World Bank and former deputy secretary of state, has put it. The Chinese leadership has welcomed this effort because it demonstrates the United States' acceptance of China's rightful place in the world, implies that China's growth is not threatening, and leads to cooperation on numerous global issues. The respect accorded to China through the stakeholder concept has allowed Washington to raise difficult issues such as democratic values. Because the United States is not imposing its values, China seems more open to discussing the need for greater political liberties as it seeks its proper place in the world. This effort has paid off. High-level diplomatic talks, led by Deputy Secretary of State John Negroponte and his Chinese counterpart, Dai Bingguo, have produced cooperation on counterproliferation efforts, such as those aimed at North Korea and Iran, and on devising a post-Kyoto climate policy that focuses on programs that are both energy efficient and pro-growth rather than on unrealistic reductions of emissions. The dialogue has been less successful on human rights and China's policy toward Africa, but U.S. persuasion and the spotlight of the Beijing Olympics are likely to compel changes over the coming year. The U.S.-China Strategic Economic Dialogue, led by U.S. Treasury Secretary Henry Paulson, which seeks to manage difficult issues such as currency valuation and intellectual property rights, has made some progress. The yuan has appreciated by 9.4 percent since mid-2005, and Beijing is beginning to clamp down on software piracy. Tensions with China over trade remain high: 27 percent of current U.S. antidumping orders apply to Chinese goods, the U.S. trade representative has authorized four cases against China in the World Trade Organization since last year, and Congress is threatening to slap tariffs on all goods made in China. Nevertheless, these talks signal a U.S. commitment to manage trade tensions through negotiations, rather than through trade wars. Discussions between President Bush and Chinese President Hu Jintao constitute the least formal but most important aspect of U.S.-Chinese relations. From early on, the Bush White House understood that the most effective way to get things done in China was to go to the very top. When agreements are made at this level, both sides take their commitments very seriously. For this reason, the administration worked to cultivate relations with Hu and his predecessor, Jiang Zemin. This channel was particularly important in garnering support for a firm UN Security Council response to Pyongyang's October 2006 nuclear test and in setting the diplomatic course toward the agreement last February that shut down North Korea's only known operating nuclear reactor. The strength of the U.S.-Chinese relationship pays dividends in quiet but critical ways. Taiwanese President Chen Shui-bian has been pushing the envelope on independence in the run-up to the March 2008 elections in Taiwan (for example, Taipei recently applied for UN membership), yet China has not responded militarily because it is confident that Washington considers such antics a risk to peace in the region. Similarly, Beijing has remained conspicuously quiet about former Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe's much-publicized steps to upgrade Japan's military capabilities. China's poise stems from the current healthy state of U.S.-Chinese relations and an overarching fear of Japanese rearmament without the United States' presence as Tokyo's security guarantor. When U.S.-Chinese ties are strained, Beijing sees U.S.-Japanese cooperation as an effort to contain China, but when U.S.-Chinese relations are good, Beijing tends to view the U.S.-Japanese alliance as a check on Japan's regional ambitions. Today's goodwill has resulted in unexpected U.S.-Chinese-Japanese cooperation, which stabilizes Asia. The United States still talks tough about China's arms buildup (which is intended to intimidate Taiwan), expanding defense budget, and drive for an antisatellite capability. But today, these difficult discussions constitute only one part, rather than the entirety, of the relationship. 
Oil Advantage---China Impact 
Plan increases oil production - US troop withdrawal is key to gain credibility and negotiate the partition of Iraqi oil fields 

Diamond et al. 06 (Larry, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and founding co-editor of the Journal of Democracy. What to do in Iraq: A Roundtable. Foreign Affairs, 85(4) July/August, 150–169 URL: http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AN=21326451i)

A combined diplomatic effort by the United States, the un, and the eu, working in close coordination and speaking with one voice, might well engage all the relevant actors and gain the leverage to extract concessions from them on key issues. One crucial actor with whom un or other mediators could talk -- but who will not talk with the U.S. occupiers -- is Grand Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani, still the most widely revered Shiite religious leader in Iraq and still a vastly underestimated force for moderation and compromise. But there are many others who might respond better to coordinated international appeals and to the financial and political incentives that the United States and Europe could together provide. A critical element of this approach would be for the U.S.-un-eu team to bring into the negotiations, at the right moment, the Arab League, which has developed ties with a number of political actors in the Sunni resistance and thus could offer them credible assurances and induce them to compromise. U.S. and international mediation must begin by facilitating the work of the Constitutional Review Commission. This commission, which was conceived just before last year's October 15 constitutional referendum but has yet to be formed, is to be appointed by the Iraqi Parliament and given four months to recommend amendments to the constitution; those amendments will then have to be adopted by a simple parliamentary majority and approved by another referendum. This process was established because the current constitution has not been able to garner a consensus and is thus not viable. The document leaves Iraq with an extremely weak central authority. And it implicitly splits control over future oil and gas fields between a new Shiite superregion containing 80 percent of the country's oil and gas resources and a Kurdish region that, once it incorporates Kirkuk, will contain the other 20 percent. If a constitutional compromise can be brokered, joint mediation might then address the other imperative concern, security, and with the various militias produce a plan, backed by extensive international financing, for the demobilization and disarmament of the various nonstate militias and the reintegration of their members into

Increased oil production solves – main reason why China can’t get oil is because of politics in Washington, movement and investment in Iraq solves because China no longer is conflicting over US interests 

Bradsher 2009  (Keith, June 30, ([“As Iraq Stabilizes, China Bids on Its Oil Fields” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/01/business/global/01chinaoil.html?page wanted=2&_r=1&ref=global-business)

Chinese companies have suffered a series of setbacks in their efforts to buy natural resources companies in industrialized countries, from Cnooc’s unsuccessful bid for Unocal in the United States four years ago to Chinalco’s failed attempt this spring to acquire a $19.5 billion stake in Rio Tinto of Australia.  Those setbacks, driven partly by political objections in Washington to the Unocal transaction and in Canberra to the Rio Tinto deal, have forced Chinese companies to show more interest in resources in less stable countries like Iraq.  “It’s really hard for them to do anything in the developed world, including Australia,” Mr. Thirlwell said in an interview on Tuesday.Driving China’s interest is the country’s voracious thirst for oil. As recently as the early 1990s, China was a net exporter of oil because of production mainly from aging oil fields in the northeastern corner of the country.  But China’s oil consumption has soared since then, thanks to an economic boom and climbing car sales that have produced traffic jams in big cities. China surpassed the United States this year as the world’s largest car market, partly because China has weathered the global economic downturn better than the United States; China’s oil consumption reached 8 million barrels a day last year, up from 4.9 million in 2001, according to a statistical review from BP, the British oil company.  Oil production has grown much more slowly, as older oil fields have run dry. New fields, either offshore or in western China, have barely replaced them. China produced 3.8 million barrels a day of oil last year, up from 3.3 million barrels per day in 2001, which still left the country dependent on imports for more than half its oil.  Iraq has the world’s third-largest proven reserves, after Saudi Arabia and Iran. Many geologists say that the true oil resources of Iraq are even greater than official statistics suggest, because Iraq’s oil industry has suffered from decades of disruption and underinvestment. Many oil fields have not been fully explored as a result.  

Oil Advantage---China Impact---Uniqueness 
China has strong economic ties with Iraq – many wells/deals 

Bloomberg 7/14 (Oil Imports Drop From Record on China Refining: Energy Markets, Bloomberg Businessweek, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-14/oil-imports-drop-from-record-on-china-refining-energy-markets.html) 

Beijing is betting big in Iraq, which many Western companies are avoiding. In November, the Chinese National Petroleum Co. (CNPC) won a large stake in a $15billion deal to develop the Rumaila oil field in southern Iraq, thought to be the second largest in the world. That followed a $3billion deal to develop the Ahdab oil field in 2008. And two other Chinese firms just closed a deal on a large oil field in eastern Iraq. Chinese companies have also shown much greater willingness to take on risk by placing their own nationals in war zones: CNPC has an office in Baghdad partly led by Chinese nationals. China is also ramping up its ties to Iran as many Western firms pull out. Last summer, China signed $8billion in oil and gas deals with Tehran. It's also increased sales of gasoline to Iran, which has a lot of oil but few working refineries or stable gas suppliers. In fact, China is now Iran's biggest economic partner, with more than $21 billion in annual trade.

China loves Iraq oil – establishing wells/deals 

KEITH BRADSHER New York Times June 30, 2009 

([“As Iraq Stabilizes, China Bids on Its Oil Fields” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/01/business/global/01chinaoil.html?page wanted=2&_r=1&ref=global-business)

HONG KONG — Oil companies from China, the world’s second-largest and fastest-growing consumer of oil, bid aggressively on Tuesday as Iraq began auctioning licenses in six large oil fields. A partnership of BP and the China National Petroleum Corporation, or C.N.P.C., won the first contract awarded, in the latest indication of Chinese interest in Iraq, a country that has until recently seemed to be firmly in the American sphere of influence for natural resources. In another sign of China’s interest in Iraqi oil fields, Sinopec, China’s refining giant, offered $7.22 billion last week to buy Addax Petroleum, a Swiss-Canadian company with operations in the Kurdistan region of Iraq and in West Africa. If Addax’s shareholders and Canadian regulators approve the deal, which Addax’s board is recommending, it would be China’s largest overseas energy acquisition. Sinopec’s rival, the China National Petroleum Corporation, started drilling in the spring in the Ahdab oil field in southeastern Iraq. China’s three main oil companies — Sinopec, C.N.P.C. and the China National Offshore Oil Corporation — all bid in various combinations with Western multinationals on Tuesday in Baghdad, although further negotiations remain to iron out the details of each of their contracts. It is common in the oil industry for initial auction results to be followed by weeks of dickering over details. But the bidding in Baghdad on Tuesday was particularly contentious, as multinationals demanded that the Iraqi government allow them to keep more of the revenue from each extra barrel of oil they pump beyond levels previously sustained by Iraq’s chronically corrupt and technologically weak national oil industry. Few Americans or Iraqis may have expected China to emerge as one of the winners in Iraqi oil, particularly after six years of war. But signs of stability in Iraq this year, and a planned American military pullout from Iraqi cities on Tuesday, happened to coincide with an aggressive Chinese push to buy or develop overseas oil fields. 

Oil Advantage---China Impact---Internal Link  

Failing to co-operate will lead to regional fractures - Oil interests are zero sum 

CHRISTIE et al 09 (Edward Hunter, Joseph, Waltraut, Franz “FIW Project Report” http://www.fiw.ac.at/fileadmin/Documents/Publikationen/Studien_II/SI03.Studie.China__s_oil.pdf)

China’s de facto foreign oil policy is formulated at the intersection of China’s broader energy policy and of China’s broader foreign policy. Additionally, other policy areas and programmes have an important influence, notably China’s ‘go abroad’ policy, as well as the country’s environmental, industrial, and fiscal policies. Accordingly, many actors are involved in the policy making process, with the big national oil companies taking a prominent role. In a general sense, the overlaps between policy areas found in the case of China are not fundamentally different from those found in many other countries, though there are some noticeable structural differences especially as compared to Western countries. In particular, the main corporate players on the Chinese side are state-owned, while in the case of both the EU and the USA the key players are privately-owned (if state-influenced) companies. In terms of upstream investment, Chinese companies have been very active in recent years in many regions of the world. In addition, Chinese upstream investments have on a number of occasions been components of broader bilateral cooperation agreements. The recent flurry of oil exploration deals has led some observers to question China’s priorities and strategies, and to assess the extent to which China and the West might be heading for zero-sum (or even negative sum) competition. Other observers have stressed a broader observation, namely that China is naturally and perhaps inevitably creating or strengthening bilateral ties with many countries across the world as any other rising power would. Whether this should necessarily lead to clashes with other powers would then be a matter of deliberate choice for world leaders. In any case, China’s stated preference for a peaceful rise should be seen as a positive signal that this need not necessarily be the case. Finally, China’s declared interest in long-term supply contracts coincides with recent demands from oil producing countries for changes in how oil is traded and priced, leading some analysts to predict a partial fragmentation or regionalisation of the world’s oil market. 

Oil interests pit China against the US – China is ramping up their ties 

Newsweek 5/13/2010

(“China Races to Secure Middle East Oil Deals,” http://www.newsweek.com/blogs/wealth-of-nations/2010/05/13/china-races-to-secure-middle-east-oil-deals.html)

China is racing to secure Middle East oil deals, putting it on a possible collision course with U.S. interests in the world's most volatile region. China is now the biggest importer of Saudi oil, the second-biggest of Iranian oil, and the largest player in the Iraqi oil game. China is "being very aggressive," says Jon Alterman, director of the Middle East program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. "They're putting a lot of money on the bet that having ownership of oil fields is a better guarantee of supply than buying oil on the open market." Beijing is betting big in Iraq, which many Western companies are avoiding. In November, the Chinese National Petroleum Co. (CNPC) won a large stake in a $15billion deal to develop the Rumaila oil field in southern Iraq, thought to be the second largest in the world. That followed a $3billion deal to develop the Ahdab oil field in 2008. And two other Chinese firms just closed a deal on a large oil field in eastern Iraq. Chinese companies have also shown much greater willingness to take on risk by placing their own nationals in war zones: CNPC has an office in Baghdad partly led by Chinese nationals. China is also ramping up its ties to Iran as many Western firms pull out. Last summer, China signed $8billion in oil and gas deals with Tehran. It's also increased sales of gasoline to Iran, which has a lot of oil but few working refineries or stable gas suppliers. In fact, China is now Iran's biggest economic partner, with more than $21 billion in annual trade. China is moving to protect its new oil ties in the Middle East, presenting a challenge to the West. China is reluctant to follow the U.S. line on Iran sanctions because of its oil interests. The two Chinese warships that docked in Abu Dhabi in March also sent a blunt message: China is willing to back up its interests with firepower. For their part, U.S. officials have tried to reassure Beijing that it can meet growing energy needs without dealing with Tehran and have pressured Saudi Arabia to give China oil guarantees to wean it off Iranian oil. Still, there will likely be plenty of other disagreements ahead as China increases its Middle East footprint. "Bilateral quarrels and clashes are unavoidable," Sun Bigan, China's former Middle East envoy, wrote in an essay in a Chinese academic journal last fall. "We cannot lower vigilance against hostility in the Middle East over energy interests and security."

Oil Advantage---China Impact---Internal Link  
China is in conflict with the US over oil - Rapidly rising China oil demand will bring it into conflict with the United States 

Hatemi 07 (Peter, Professor at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln, “Oil and Conflict in Sino-American Relations,” China Security, Summer, Volume 3, Number 3//)

Power transition theory is not the only model that posits deteriorating Sino-American Strategic relations. In recent years, rapidly rising Chinese energy demand has led to speculation about the consequences of increasing competition for oil imports. China and the United States could find themselves at strategic loggerheads not because of shifts in relative power, but over access to oil. This is “lateral pressure theory,” which states that when a country is forced to look beyond its own borders for new supplies, it will likely run into conflict with existing consumers of that resource. Therefore, as the United States and China move closer to power parity, intensifying “lateral pressures” generated by competition for oil imports could become a significant and destabilizing factor in Sino-American Relations. It is not the simple combination of lateral pressures and power transition alone, but their timing that will shape the future of Sin-American strategic relations. For example, before power parity is reached between two states, a more powerful state may deter an energy-hungry but weaker one from challenging it for greater access to energy supplies. However, after the point of power parity, a state with a declining power may feel compelled to capitulate to the rising state’s demand for greater access to energy. Conflict will most likely occur when lateral pressures reach critical levels at roughly the same time as two states reach power parity 

US and China oil interests are on a collision course over oil 

Hu 08 (Dr. Richard W., Promoting China-U.S. Energy Cooperation: Issues and Prospects, Korea Economic Institute, http://www.keia.org/Publications/Other/HuFINAL.pdf) 

To Western analysts, China’s pursuit of foreign energy supply is an integral part of China’s grand strategy of building up the country’s power, albeit through avoiding conflict with established powers—primarily the United States—in the short term. Between China and the United States, resource diplomacy “will become one aspect of an intensifying struggle for mastering in Asia and on the wider world stage.”6 Western concerns seem to have gone beyond the scale of Chinese investments in overseas oil assets. In some instances, Chinese oil companies are found to “have shown a willingness to pay high prices in order to secure exploration and production contracts, sometimes overbidding international oil companies.”7 Hence, questions arise: Why or what drives Chinese oil companies to be so aggressive, at least in a market sense? Does China’s “going out” strategy come at expense of American energy security? 

Oil Advantage---China Impact---Relations Impacts
US-China Relations are key to world peace – both countries will always seek to move to the bigger picture of the world  

Wenzhong 04 (Zhou, PRC Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Vigorously Pushing Forward the Constructive and Cooperative Relationship Between China and the United States,”  http://china-japan21.org/eng/zxxx/t64286.htm)

Both China and the US wield important influence in world affairs and shoulder major responsibility for peace and development of mankind. A sound China-US relationship will not only benefit the two peoples but also contribute to peace, stability and development around the world. Just as pointed out by Chinese leaders on many occasions, China-US relations have never been purely bilateral and their implications have gone far beyond the bilateral scope. Given such, when called upon to address bilateral ties, both sides must not limit themselves to the specific issue itself but bear in mind the larger picture, taking into account not only their bilateral ties but also possible implication or ramification to regional or global developments. The Chinese government has always attached importance to China-US relations. It has all along stood for a growing strategic and long-term relationship between the two countries that is consistent with the fundamental interests of the Chinese and American peoples. In recent years, some people of insight in the US described China-US relationship as the world's most important bilateral relationship of the 21stcentury, and called US attention to put this relationship on a strategic plane. We believe that so long as the two sides view and conduct their relations with a strategic and long-term perspective and get a firm handle on the overall interests of the relationship, there should be no insurmountable obstacles in the years ahead. Third, it is important to take a constructive attitude by stressing such principles as win-win and mutual benefit. The changing times have constantly added new dimensions to China-US relations. In today's world when globalization is accelerating, interdependency deepening and global issues becoming more pronounced, relations among the world's major countries are no longer a zero-sum game. Harmony serves both whereas confrontation benefits neither. This has become a more distinct feature of our world. China is a responsible member of the international community. It will not, and cannot, follow the beaten track of traditional powers. The peaceful development of China can only contribute to rather than challenge US interests. By the same token, the continuation of US prosperity is also in China's interests. We will welcome a constructive role of the US in international affairs.  We hope the US will have a fair and objective view of China, and handle bilateral relations with a constructive approach featuring win-win and mutual benefit. In this way, China-US cooperation will grow from strength to strength and deliver greater benefits to both sides.
Oil Advantage---China Impact---Chinese Economy Impact 
China’s economy is on the brink – a double dip recession would destroy their mainly export based economy 

Seeking Alpha 7/19 (Investment Firm, China: Free Fall or Soft Landing?, Seeking Alpha, http://seekingalpha.com/article/215115-china-free-fall-or-soft-landing

There has recently been much talk about the overheated Chinese economy and it seems as though the words Chinese and bubble have been heard together more and more frequently. With the Shanghai Composite Index at its lowest in 15 months, down a staggering 32% from its high in August 2009, it’s no surprise the analysts are talking. A number of leading indicators suggest that this slow down will continue at least until the end of this year. July’s weaker than expected growth in auto sales was considered the first ‘hard evidence’ that the Chinese economy is cooling but there have been a number of soft indicators that have been hinting at this slowdown for some time.  The Tiger Yawns  Recently the Purchasing Managers' Index (PMI), which is a leading indicator in strong manufacturing economies such as China, has declined for the second month in a row down from 53.9 in May to 52.1 in June. Further trouble lingers ahead for the export dependent state. Producer price inflation, which measures the increasing costs associated with the production of goods, rose 7.1% in June. For an economy that bases a large component of their GDP on exports this could lull the mighty Chinese tiger to sleep. Non-deliverable Yuan forwards suggest that the Chinese Yuan will climb 1.5% this year. This appreciation could further injure the limping dragon’s delicate export environment; as the Yuan appreciates so does the cost of importing Chinese products. Further, when considering the extent to which China is tied to global export demand it should come as no surprise that if the other world economies were to enter into a double dip recession China would feel the squeeze as demand for their products tapers off. 

China’s economy is extremely vulnerable to energy fluctuations 

Seeking Alpha 7/19 (Investment Firm, China: Free Fall or Soft Landing?, Seeking Alpha, http://seekingalpha.com/article/215115-china-free-fall-or-soft-landing

Another victim of the sleeping dragon is China’s cooling energy sector. With 20% of China’s energy being derived from oil a slowdown in the economy will exert some downward pressure on oil prices in the short term as the tap is shut off. The overall extent to which oil will fall is hard to judge as it has already come off in recent months but it is noteworthy to reflect that China’s oil imports make up 10% of the global demand for oil. Coal prices should also be affected by the cooling economy as it proves to be the lifeblood of China, making up 70% of China’s energy needs. Which path the Middle Kingdom ends up taking will have an effect on the world economy, Canada included. As explained in Bullish on the Canadian Dollar the Canadian economy and dollar have always been strongly tied to its commodities. With the recent developments in China one wonders where the tiger is readying itself to swallow the loon whole?

Oil Advantage---China Impact---Solvency 
Iraq oil solves China’s oil demand - China’s export driven market is fueled and sustained by natural resource reserves in Iraq 

BRADSHER  2009  (Keith, June 30, ([“As Iraq Stabilizes, China Bids on Its Oil Fields” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/01/business/global/01chinaoil.html?page wanted=2&_r=1&ref=global-business)

China’s leaders were surprised by the steep rise in commodity prices early last year, which exposed the vulnerability of their country’s huge manufacturing sector to high raw material prices. When oil prices plunged in the autumn, China began buying, importing and storing oil in huge quantities, helping to drive a partial rebound in world oil prices in spring. And China stepped up its hunt to acquire foreign oil.  Chinese officials, economists and advisers have been almost unanimous in recent weeks in saying that their country needed to invest more in natural resources, while also voicing concerns about the long-term creditworthiness of the United States and the buying power of the dollar.  China has $2 trillion in foreign exchange reserves, mostly invested in dollar-denominated bonds, and has been looking for ways to diversify gradually into other assets like commodities, said a Chinese government adviser who spoke on the condition of anonymity because of the secrecy of Chinese reserve policies. 

Iraq will meet China’s demand for oil – by 2017 it will have over 12 million barrels a day

The China Post – 2010 The China Post is a Chinese news organization. [“Iraq aims to boost oil production to meet Asian demand” THE CHINA POST June 8 http://www.chinapost.com.tw/business/middle-east/2010/06/08/259874/Iraq-aims.htm]

KUALA LUMPUR -- Iraq plans to boost its crude production capacity almost five-fold over the next seven years as the country moves to meet rising demand in Asia, its oil minister said yesterday. Hussein al-Shahristani also said he did not plan to stay in his post in Baghdad's new government, and had asked the prime minister “to look for somebody else.” At an industry conference in Kuala Lumpur, Shahristani said Iraq's current oil capacity was about 2.5 million barrels and that it planned to add 150,000 barrels per day by the end of the year. With an estimated 115 billion barrels, Iraq has the world's third largest proven oil reserves behind Saudi Arabia and Iran. “By 2017, Iraq will have production capacity of over 12 million a day,” he told reporters. “We think any additional demand for oil, particularly in the Asian market, will have been met by Iraq. We are confident that there is demand for Iraqi oil until 2020, 2030.” Shahristani said Iraq will open a third major tender, to develop three natural gas fields. “It's scheduled to open for bidding on September 1 this year. All the qualified oil and gas companies are free to participate,” he said. Iraq last year awarded 10 major development contracts to foreign companies in two rounds with the aim of raising its output capacity.
***Oil Advantage Misc***

Oil Advantage

Current Terrorist and Insurgency disrupts oil markets and production in Iraq

The American Interest, 10 [By Eugence Gholz and Daryl Press,“Footprints in the Sand”, March-April, Eugene Gholz is associate professor at the LBJ School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas at Austin. Daryl G. Press is associate professor of government and coordinator of war and peace studies at the John Sloan Dickey Center, Dartmouth College., http://www.the-american-interest.com/article-bd.cfm?piece=788, dgeorge] 

We must still plan for instability, of course. Greater social and political instability may significantly impede oil flows. Terrorists and insurgents can often do more damage to oil infrastructure than military forces lobbing inaccurate missiles with small warheads from far away. The situation in Iraq is illustrative: Repeated attacks on the major export pipeline in northern Iraq essentially closed it down from 2003 to 2007. Not only did the attacks damage the pipeline, but they also hindered repairs and scared away investment. A successful terrorist campaign in Saudi Arabia, involving repeated attacks on the kingdom’s terminals, pipeline junctions and pumping facilities, could likewise keep vast quantities of oil off the market.  Terrorism and insurgency are not the only form of “domestic instability” that could reduce oil output from the Gulf; labor strikes and civil wars could do as much or more damage. Strikes have caused several of the greatest oil-market disruptions in history. In most oil-producing countries, oil field workers are an important group in domestic politics, and work stoppages can dramatically undercut oil production, as they did in Iran in 1978–79 and in Venezuela in 2001–02. A full-blown civil war in an oil-producing region, where workers become combatants or cannot reach their job sites due to fighting, might be even worse. After a terrorist attack, workers typically return to their jobs and strive to restore output, but during a strike or civil war, output may remain depressed for protracted periods.  These worrisome scenarios actually understate the dangers from instability in the Persian Gulf. In a worst-case scenario, if an al-Qaeda-linked group were to win a civil war in Saudi Arabia, it would gain control of some 12 million barrels per day of production capacity that it could manipulate in dramatically anti-American ways. The new government could also spend its oil revenue on anti-American projects. Overall, internal political instability in Persian Gulf oil-producing countries could badly damage American interests.  Unfortunately, the American military presence in the Persian Gulf region does not reduce this threat. . The U.S. military is not tasked with protecting its host governments from internal enemies—not the fighter aircraft and ground forces deployed in Kuwait, the command center and prepositioned materiel in Qatar, the U.S. Fifth Fleet headquartered in Bahrain, nor other regional military assets. Ensuring internal stability is the Gulf monarchies’ highest priority, so most give control of their security apparatus to a senior member of the royal family. They do not outsource this job to the United States.  Nor could the U.S. military be as effective as locals at stamping out this kind of instability within the Gulf kingdoms. The counterinsurgency skills that the U.S. military has learned in Iraq do not apply to the day-to-day problems that the Gulf states face. Rooting out extremists requires spying on and infiltrating political and religious organizations. Local security forces know the region and understand the languages and local dialects necessary to do these jobs effectively; even the highly skilled Special Forces of the U.S. military could not do as well. Similarly, locals do a better job at protecting the regular operations of oil-producing facilities because they better understand who “belongs” near sensitive sites and who does not; it’s the rough equivalent of an effective foot patrol in police work.  The United States can indirectly support its allies’ internal security efforts, for example, by helping train and equip their security forces. But that mission does not require a large overt U.S. military presence in the region.Domestic instability in the Gulf is a major potential threat to oil flows, and in a tight global supply-and-demand situation any significant loss of supply can have a major impact on price. But the U.S. military is not the answer to this problem.  Of course, if a major Gulf oil producer did descend into civil war, the United States would have difficult decisions to make: whether, and how, to intervene. But even in that scenario, the current U.S. peacetime presence in the region would not appreciably help. Effective U.S. military response to political instability could come in two flavors: small-scale (typically covert) efforts and major stability operations. For the smaller missions, the United States would use Special Forces and intelligence operatives to try to reverse an unfavorable local political outcome. The small team of forces for that type of operation would not need the current U.S. base infrastructure in the region, and might not use it even if available.  On the other hand, if the United States were to respond to a full-blown civil war in the Persian Gulf with a major military intervention, current (or foreseeable) forward deployments would not contribute much to the operation. The large intervention force would have to come from bases in the continental United States, Germany or East Asia, as did the forces that fought the Gulf War in 1991 and the Iraq War in 2003. With an over-the-horizon strategy, American leaders could choose either kind of intervention, just as they could with the current forward-presence strategy. When it comes to contingencies tied to local political instability, however, our current force presence in the region adds no value whatsoever. Indeed, it subtracts from it.

Iraqi instability undermines oil investor confidence

The Jamestown Foundation, 08 [Chris Zambelis, Information without political agenda from Eurasia, China, and World of Terrorism, “Global Terrorism Analysis: Attacks in Yemen Reflect al-Qaeda’s Global Oil Strategy”, 9-4, http://www.jamestown.org/programs/gta/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=5137&tx_ttnews[backPid]=167&no_cache=1, dgeorge] 

It is difficult to discern the precise reason behind al-Qaeda’s shift in strategy at this juncture. One likely possibility is that bin Laden was inspired by the Iraqi insurgency, especially its nationalist strain, which targeted oil infrastructure to great effect in order to undermine the U.S.-led Coalition’s efforts to control the country. Although most of the damage against the Iraqi oil infrastructure, especially oil pipelines, was easily repairable, the ongoing violence and instability coupled with the deliberate targeting of oil-related sites by the insurgents undermined investor confidence and raised concerns about Iraq’s potential to regain its place as a major oil producer. These factors, along with a host of others, contributed to a steady increase in oil prices during this volatile period. In keeping with al-Qaeda’s long-term goal of bankrupting the United States, it is likely that bin Laden identified an opportunity to up the ante against the United States and its allies in the region by making oil fair game.  

Oil Advantage

Oil production in Iraq is key to the Middle East economy

Barlett and Steele, 2003

 (Donald Barlett and James Steele, investigative journalists and authors, winners of two Pulitzer Prizes, two National Magazine Awards and five George Polk Awards during their thirty five years of service at the Philadelphia Inquirer, Time, and Vanity Fair, “Iraq’s crude awakening,” Time, May 10, 2003, http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,450939,00.html) 

Just to look at Iraq today, one would never know that it's an oil giant. it's a country nearly paralyzed by an energy crisis. Everywhere, drivers sit in endless lines of cars, sometimes for days, to buy gasoline. Electricity comes and goes. Homes lack fuel for cooking. Iraq's oil industry, which in its heyday produced 3.5 million bbl. a day, now produces little more than 5% of that. Refineries operate at less than 30% of capacity. But the picture belies a deeper reality: Iraq is potentially the most important new player in the global oil market. Although each day brings fresh accounts of breakdowns in the country's crude-oil machinery—fractured pipe- lines, controls damaged by looters, rusting equipment, 1970s technology in the 21st century—Iraq is the only country capable of flooding the world with cheap oil on the scale of Saudi Arabia. And that poses a major test for Washington. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld has been firm and consistent on what the war in Iraq is not about. "It has nothing to do with oil, literally nothing to do with oil," he says. If it sounds as though he's protesting too much, it's because the Bush Administration is up against a prevailing world view that the burden of proof is on the U.S. to show that it won't exploit Iraq's underground riches. Hours after the invasion began, U.S. forces had seized two offshore terminals that can transfer 2 million bbl. daily to tankers. They secured the southern Rumaila oil field so swiftly that Saddam Hussein's retreating troops managed to set only nine wells ablaze, compared with 650 Kuwaiti wells during Gulf War I, and U.S. airborne troops took the northern oil fields at Kirkuk largely intact. Three weeks later, when U.S. forces rolled into downtown Baghdad, they headed straight for the Oil Ministry building and threw up a protective shield around it. While other government buildings, ranging from the Ministry of Religious Affairs to the National Museum of Antiquities, were looted and pillaged, while hospitals were stripped of medicine and basic equipment, Iraq's oil records were safe and secure, guarded by the U.S. military. General Richard Myers, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, had an explanation: "I think it's, as much as anything else, a matter of priorities." Rumsfeld's disclaimer aside, the fact is that oil—who has it, who produces it, who fixes its price—governs everything of significance in the Persian Gulf and affects economies everywhere. While the Bush Administration has repeatedly asserted that Iraq's oil belongs to its citizens—"We'll make sure that Iraq's natural resources are used for the benefit of their owners, the Iraqi people," the President said—the stakes go far beyond Iraq. The amount of oil that Iraq brings to market will not just determine the living standards of Iraqis but affect everything from the Russian economy to the price Americans pay for gasoline, from the stability of Saudi Arabia to Iran's future. 

Middle East oil supply is key to global economic growth

Marafi, 09 [Khaled, Khaled Ali Khamis Sweilem, Ministry of Agriculture, University

of Jordan, “Security Concerns in the Middle East For Oil Supply: Problems and Solutions”, http://www.springerlink.com/content/v827857m21257431/fulltext.pdf, dgeorge] 

Gulf oil supply is the key to a robust world economy and its growth. Security of this oil supply and its unhindered free flow to world markets is vital to the stability of the Gulf region and of the oil importing countries of the world. A Market and Institutions scenario is much more suitable for providing a secure oil supply. Empire order and Trans-Atlantic cleavages are bound to create a non-integrated gap in the value chain of oil supply in the Gulf region. Transformation of the non-integrated gap requires a strong connection with a functioning core. A preventive strategy, not a preemptive strike, is suitable for energy supply security. The fight against radicalism and terrorism is also important for the security of oil supply. UN organs and mechanisms alone are not adequate to address all the problems in the Gulf region related to oil supply security. An internally working power balance should be constructed as a preventive strategy among Arabs, Iranians and Israelis, with the support of existing and newly integrated mechanisms originating from NATO, the EU, the US and the Asia-Pacific region. 

Oil Advantage

Oil revenues key to rebuilding Iraq stability

Cordesman et. al. 10 (Anthony H. Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies Professor of National Security Studies at Georgetown University, national security assistant to Senator John McCain, former director of intelligence assessment in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Adam Mausner, BA in political science and Elena Derby, researcher for CSIS, Economic Challenges in Post-Conflict Iraq, March 17, 2010, CSIS, center for strategic and international studies, < http://csis.org/files/publication/100317_IraqEconomicFactors.pdf>)
Economics are as important to Iraq’s stability and political accommodation as security and governance, and they are equally critical to creating a successful strategic partnership between Iraq and the United States. It is far from easy, however, to analyze many of the key factors and trends involved. Iraqi data are weak and sometimes absent. U.S. and Coalition forces generally failed to look in detail at many of Iraq’s most serious economic problems, or they issued heavily politicized reports designed to show that Iraqi “reconstruction” had been far more successful than it really was. It is clear, however, that any analysis of a U.S. and Iraqi strategic partnership must examine these issues, which fall into four major categories:  Iraq’s near-term and mid-term dependence on its petroleum sector for much of its economic growth and most of its government revenue and self-financed development and security efforts.  The critical problems in other sectors of the Iraqi economy, including industry and agriculture, and in many areas of government services like health and education.  The impact of outside aid, where the Special Inspector General for Iraqi Reconstruction (SIGIR) and other reporting indicates that U.S. and other international aid efforts have fallen far short of their goals and sometimes done more harm than good.  Iraq’s ability to develop levels of security that will allow a normal economy to develop, which will reassure investors that foreign and domestic investment is safe, and that will ensure that investments in infrastructure and development are not attacked. In the next few years Iraq will depend on oil revenues to fund most of its stability and reconstruction operations. 

Global economy collapse leads to global instability and nuclear war. 




 Mead, 09 – Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, The New Republic, “Only Makes You Stronger”, 2/4, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2) 

The greatest danger both to U.S.-China relations and to American power itself is probably not that China will rise too far, too fast; it is that the current crisis might end China's growth miracle. In the worst-case scenario, the turmoil in the international economy will plunge China into a major economic downturn. The Chinese financial system will implode as loans to both state and private enterprises go bad. Millions or even tens of millions of Chinese will be unemployed in a country without an effective social safety net. The collapse of asset bubbles in the stock and property markets will wipe out the savings of a generation of the Chinese middle class. The political consequences could include dangerous unrest--and a bitter climate of anti- foreign feeling that blames others for China's woes. (Think of Weimar Germany, when both Nazi and communist politicians blamed the West for Germany's economic travails.) Worse, instability could lead to a vicious cycle, as nervous investors moved their money out of the country, further slowing growth and, in turn, fomenting ever-greater bitterness. Thanks to a generation of rapid economic growth, China has so far been able to manage the stresses and conflicts of modernization and change; nobody knows what will happen if the growth stops. India's future is also a question. Support for global integration is a fairly recent development in India, and many serious Indians remain skeptical of it. While India's 60-year-old democratic system has resisted many shocks, a deep economic recession in a country where mass poverty and even hunger are still major concerns could undermine political order, long-term growth, and India's attitude toward the United States and global economic integration. The violent Naxalite insurrection plaguing a significant swath of the country could get worse; religious extremism among both Hindus and Muslims could further polarize Indian politics; and India's economic miracle could be nipped in the bud. If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength.
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 Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong. But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 

Oil Advantage (Prices)

Oil is down but stable because of market growth 

Reuters 7/15 (Crude down as economic growth concerns weigh, Reuters.com, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN1524843120100715) 

NEW YORK, July 15 (Reuters) - U.S. crude oil futures tumbled on Thursday as disappointing economic data pushed oil prices and the stock market lower. "The market was looking for confirmation that growth was proceeding at a good pace, so when the numbers weren't a lot better than expected some of the optimism that has pushed prices up caused some profit taking," said Gene McGillian, analyst at Tradition Energy in Stamford, Connecticut. Factory activity growth in the U.S. Mid-Atlantic region fell unexpectedly this month, the Philadelphia Federal Reserve Bank said its business activity index dropped to 5.1 in July from June's 8.0. [ID:nN15204522] Crude prices received little support from a weaker dollar. The dollar hit a two-month low against the euro and a basket of major currencies after soft inflation and manufacturing data sparked concern about the strength of the U.S. economy. [USD/] Data showing a third straight month with lower producer prices came a day after Federal Reserve meeting minutes showed policymakers think they may need to do help a sputtering economic recovery. U.S. stocks extended losses after the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia's business conditions report. [.N] The disappointing economic data was offsetting Wednesday's U.S. Energy Information Administration report showing crude oil inventories fell 5.1 million barrels last week, much more than expected. [EIA/S] But the same report also showed rising products stocks as refiners boosted capacity utilization above 90 percent. The August NYMEX crude options expire on Thursday, as does the August Brent crude contract.

 (Be 
US military presence fuels rise in insurgency

Friedman, Sapolsky, and Preble 8 njamin H. Friedman, Ph.D in political science, Harvey M. Sapolsky, Ph.D in political economy and government, professor of public policy and organization at MIT, and Christopher Preble, director of foreign policy studies, Ph.D.in history, Learning the Right Lessons from Iraq, February 13, 2008, The Cato Institute, < http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-610.pdf>)
Another theory of the insurgency says that its cause was not disorder but disagreements among Iraq’s factions about the governance of Iraq and opposition to the presence of an occupying force. Far from preventing violence, the presence of American troops might have provoked it. It is not as if the insurgency grew in regions where troops were absent and peace broke out where they were present. Something closer to the opposite appears to have occurred. The Iraqi insurgents themselves often point to the presence of foreign occupiers as the principal motivation for their violence.17 If 130,000 American troops had little idea how to win the loyalty of Iraq’s Sunnis, there is little reason to believe that another 200,000 would have done much better.

Insurgency leads to skyrocketing oil prices

FIND, 08 [Federal Information and News Dispatch, Inc., Congressional Document/Publication (US Senate Documents) from Senate Democratic Communications Center, “The War in Iraq Has Contributed to Pain at the Pump”, 4-30, l/n, dgeorge] 

5 Years Later, Iraq Oil Output Remained Below Pre-War Levels. "Instead of making Iraq an open economy fueled by a thriving oil sector, the war has failed to boost the flow of oil from Iraq's giant well-mapped reservoirs, which oil experts say could rival Saudi Arabia's and produce 6 million barrels a day, if not more. Thanks to insurgents' sabotage of pipelines and pumping stations, and foreign companies' fears about safety and contract risks in Iraq, the country is still struggling in vain to raise oil output to its prewar levels of about 2.5 million barrels a day." [Washington Post, 3/16/08 ]  *Oil Exports Have Still Not Reached Pre-War Levels According to the Brookings Institute's Iraq Index, Iraq's pre-war oil production was 2.5 million barrels per day. Of this, 1.7 to 2.5 million of barrels per day was exported. As of March 2008, Iraq's oil production was 2.42 million barrels per day, with 2.02 million barrels per day for export. [Brookings Institute's Iraq Index, 3/31/08]  Iraq War Drastically Cut Iraqi Oil Supplies, Led to Skyrocketing Oil Prices. "In the absence of Iraqi supplies, prices have soared three-and-a-half-fold since the U.S. invasion on March 20, 2003. (Last week, they shattered all previous records, even after adjusting for inflation.) The profits of the five biggest Western oil companies have jumped from $40 billion to $121 billion over the same period. While the United States has rid itself of Saddam Hussein and whatever threat he might have posed, oil revenues have filled the treasuries of petro-autocrats in Iran, Venezuela and Russi8a, emboldening those regimes and complicating U.S. diplomacy in new ways." [Washington Post, 3/16/08 ]  Iraq War Resulted in Loss of an Average of 2 Millions Barrels of Oil a Day. "The costs and benefits of America's occupation of Iraq vary, according to proponents and opponents, except when it comes to oil exports. The U.S.-led invasion has resulted in the loss of an average of 2 million barrels a day of Iraqi oil from world markets. That is a significant number with huge consequences for economies around the globe." [USA Today, op-ed by Youssef Ibrahim, 10/5/04 ]  *Loss of Iraqi Oil Supply Coincided With Skyrocketing of Demand for Oil - Driving Up Costs of Everything Related to Petroleum. "The impact is slowly taking its toll as the price of everything related to petroleum rises (from the food on the supermarket shelves to the gasoline in your car to the plastic chairs on your lawn).The reason oil prices have been hovering around $50 a barrel now is that most of these Iraqi exports disappeared just as oil consumption began to skyrocket around the world. The International Energy Agency reported that the global use of oil - about 81 million barrels every 24 hours - rose at least 1.3% and perhaps as much as 3% in the past year. Consumption is being driven by new, voracious appetites in the huge industrial machineries of China and India as well as in various other economies on a fast-growth track." [USA Today, op-ed by Youssef Ibrahim, 10/5/04 ]  Iraq Will Generate $50-100 Billion Oil Revenue Due to High Prices, Not Production as Administration Officials Predicted. "Leading administration officials expected a postwar Iraq to reclaim its former position among oil exporters.
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 'We are dealing with a country that can really finance its own reconstruction and relatively soon,' then-Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz told Congress just after the invasion, predicting that oil would generate $50 billion to $100 billion in revenues within two to three years. Ironically, Iraq might approach that figure this year because of high prices, not higher production." [Washington Post, 3/16/08 ]  INSURGENCY AND ONGOING VIOLENCE FURTHER DAMAGED IRAQ'S OIL INDUSTRY  Insurgent Attacks Limited Iraqi Oil Exports, Infrastructure Destroyed Due to War Two Decades of War, International Sanctions and Misuse by Saddam Hussein's Government. "Iraq's economy has benefited from today's oil prices. But widespread attacks by insurgents limit its oil exports. Also, the government doesn't have the money it needs to rehabilitate and upgrade an oil industry infrastructure that has fallen apart during two decades of wars, misuse by Saddam Hussein's government and international trade sanctions. Zainy said few changes are expected in Iraq's current oil exports of about 1.6 million barrels a day, mostly through its southern ports, which have suffered far fewer insurgent attacks than the main pipeline to Turkey in the north." [Associated Press, 8/18/05 ]  "Chaos and Guerrilla Sabotage Have Slowed the Flow of Oil" in Iraq. "Instead of inaugurating a new age of cheap oil, the Iraq war may become known as the beginning of an era of scarcity. Two years ago, it seemed likely that Iraq, with the world's third-largest petroleum reserves, would become a hypercharged gusher once U.S. troops toppled Saddam Hussein. But chaos and guerrilla sabotage have slowed the flow of oil to a comparative trickle." [San Francisco Chronicle, 3/20/05 ]  Insurgency Blamed for Production of Oil in Iraq Far Lower Than Predicted Before the War. "'If it weren't for the insurgency, Iraq would produce at least another million barrels day -- and maybe two,' said Gal Luft, co-director of the Institute for the Analysis of Global Security in Washington. 'Iraq is very much missing from the market, and it's one of the reasons why prices have risen so much.' Iraq has earned only about $31 billion from oil exports in the two years since the U.S. invasion, far below the prewar predictions by Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz, who claimed that Iraqi oil would generate $50 billion to $100 billion in the same period." [San Francisco Chronicle, 3/20/05 ]  THE WAR HAS DISCOURAGED INVESTMENT IN IRAQ'S OIL INDUSTRY  Iraq's Oil Production Is Far Below Capacity, In Part Because Companies Refuse to Invest Due to Disputes Among Iraqi Politicians and Continued Violence. "The country hopes to reach agreements that will help it fulfill its goal of increasing crude oil production. With the war, mismanagement and neglect, Iraq currently produces far less oil than its potential capacity. Despite Iraq's enormous reserves of more than 100 billion barrels, global oil corporations have been reluctant to invest because of disputes among Iraqi politicians about how to develop the industry and how to share profits. The fighting in Iraq also has dissuaded many investors." [Associated Press, 4/16/08 ]  Investment in Oil Production in the Middle East Has Been Stunted By War-Related Unrest. "Oil traders anticipated before the war that the price of oil would remain about $25 a barrel. Instead, it has soared to more than $100 a barrel. Iraqi oil production has not risen with demand, in part because investment in the Middle East has been stunted by war-related unrest." [Washington Post, 4/15/08 ]  IRAQ WAR CONTRIBUTES TO MIDDLE EAST INSTABILITY, WHICH FURTHER DRIVES UP PRICES  Iraq War Has Led To Fears of Slowing Oil Production From Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and Iran, Driving Up Prices. "The Iraq War hasn't just reduced oil production in Iraq, the world's third-biggest oil producing nation; it has led to fears of a much wider disruption in oil supplies from Iran, Kuwait and Saudi Arabia--and oil investors make their price decisions based on future prospects, not on current usage." [OpEd News, 4/21/08 ]  *Before the Iraq War, OPEC Said It Could Not Control Prices if War Caused Market Speculation. "The president of Opec, the cartel of oil producing countries, has told the BBC that in the event of a war in Iraq the group will try to make good any resulting oil shortages. Abdullah al Attiyah, who is also Energy Minster of the Arabian Gulf state of Qatar, warned however that Opec could not control prices if speculators forced them higher. If war breaks out with Iraq, the price of oil is likely to rise sharply even more." [BBC News, 2/24/03 ]  JEC Report: Greater Instability in the Middle East Caused By Iraq War Have Increased Oil Prices. "The Iraq war has occurred in a context of greatly increasing world demand for oil, as well as declining excess production capacity.Both the direct effect of the war in reducing Iraqi oil production and the indirect effect of creating greater instability in the Middle East can act to increase oil prices. Relatively small increases in oil prices can have substantial economic effects." [Joint Economic Committee Report, "War at Any Price"," 11/13/07]  JEC Report: Iraq War Led to Concern About Regional Conflict, Caused Stockpiling of Oil and Increase in Prices. "The Iraq war could have a second, indirect effect on oil prices if events in Iraq have led to concerns about wider regional conflict, or increases in terrorism in the region that could affect oil fields. These kinds of fears would cause investors to bid up the price of oil on futures markets, and increase the stockpiles of oil they hold against an emergency." [Joint Economic Committee Report, "War at Any Price"," 11/13/07]

Iraq oil price jump leads to global oil price increase

Global Insight, 10 [World Market Research Center, Brad Phillips, “Iraq Oil Exports Slip in April”, 5-5, l/n, dgeorge] 

According to sources at Reuters, Iraqi oil exports during April fell for a second consecutive month, to 1.77 million b/d on average, compared with 1.79 million b/d during March. Iraq exported an average of 1.42 million b/d this past month from the southern hub of Basra, down from an average of 1.50 million b/d in the last year, due to bad weather. Meanwhile, exports through the northern Kirkuk-Ceychan pipeline to the Turkish Mediterranean coast came in at an average of 341,965 b/d during April, falling from an average of roughly 464,000 b/d in the last year due to an attack on 22 April that caused a temporary disruption in flow. The hole in the pipeline from the attack took four days to repair. Additionally, an average of 9,983 b/d of crude was exported to neighbouring Jordan. Preliminary estimates from the Department of State's Weekly Iraq Report and Brookings Institute Iraqi Index suggest that overall oil production in Iraq climbed to 2.41 million b/d, up from 2.25 million b/d in the previous month. Significance:A number of factors reduced export numbers in April and, moreover, revealed vulnerabilities in Iraq's infrastructure; nevertheless, oil prices continued to climb in April as the economic recovery continued to spread across the globe. Although the chances of a double-dip global recession are diminishing, oil prices are still facing considerable downside risk given that paper demand for commodity futures will decelerate once the Fed starts to raise interest rates later this year or the beginning of next year. Currently, IHS Global Insight foresees global oil prices averaging US$77/barrel this year, before rising to an average of US$79/barrel in 2011. Furthermore, the rebound in oil prices should push-up Iraq's trade surplus this year, to 10% of GDP, and cut the fiscal deficit to 5% of GDP. 

Oil Advantage (Prices)

Rising oil prices would destroy economic recovery – most likely impact in this round 

Whipple 7/14 (Tom, one of the most highly respected analysts of peak oil issues in the United States. Retired 30-year CIA analyst who has been following the peak oil story since 1999, Editor of the daily Peak Oil News and the weekly Peak Oil Review, The Peak Oil Crisis: A Mid-Year Review, FNCP.com, http://www.fcnp.com/commentary/national/6896-the-peak-oil-crisis-a-mid-year-review.html)

Interestingly, six in ten surveyed by Pew believe that the economic situation will be better soon and that the recession is only temporary. This alone vividly illustrates how poorly the true state of the global economic situation is understood and the size of the shock that most of us are in for. Nearly everyone will admit that continuing oil shortages and that high (above $100 a barrel) oil prices would be devastating to the prospects for economic recovery and that persisting very high (say above $200 a barrel) oil prices would send the U.S. and many other economies into a deep, long-lasting depression. The problem is that few are willing to consider seriously the accumulating evidence that increasing oil prices and eventually oil shortages within the next few years are as inevitable as the sunrise. Most of us have no thoughts about the issue other than the current price of a gallon of gas. Among those who appreciate that the world's petroleum resources are finite, few understand the proximity of the crisis. 

That causes great-power nuclear war 

Mead 9 (Walter Russell Mead, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2-4, 2009, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2)

If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength. Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong. But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. 
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As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. 

And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can 

just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 

***AT: Saudi Arabia DA***
AT: Saudi Arabia DA---Iraq Won’t Challenge 
Iraq won’t challenge Saudi Arabia – current OPEC quotas make it non-sensical 

CNN Money 10 (1/12, Iraq Oil may rival Saudi Arabia, CNN Money.com, http://money.cnn.com/2010/01/12/news/international/iraq_oil/index.htm) 

But even that would be a significant jump in global oil supplies over a relatively short period of time, potentially sending prices lower and straining the relationships in OPEC.  "Iraq's Ministry of Oil appears to not have considered how the world market can absorb this extra capacity and the impact it could have on prices in the coming decade," Fadhil Chalabi, executive director of the Center for Global Energy Studies and a former acting secretary general of OPEC, wrote in a recent paper.  Put more bluntly: "Peace in Iraq is probably the biggest threat to OPEC that we've had in decades," said James Williams, an energy economist at the oil and gas consultancy WTRG Economics. "Depending on the state of the economy, you're talking a major impact on prices."  Chalabi noted that it would be expensive for Iraq to build 11 million barrels of production capacity, then shut in nearly half of it, which is what they would have to do under their current OPEC quotas. And it's unlikely the Iraqis would want to flood the market and depress oil prices.  So the Iraqis are either hoping to get a larger share of OPEC output at the expense of another cartel member, or they don't believe their own 11 million barrel per day production target.    

AT: Saudi Arabia DA---U.S.-Saudi Relations Resilient 
US-Saudi Relations are resilient – leaders have to co-operate on the Israeli/Palestine and Iran issues 

The National 7/1 (King and president in a solid alliance, TheNational.ae, http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100701/FOREIGN/706309851/1002/NEWS)

Indeed, the absence of specifics in the two leaders’ summation of their talks during a brief photo opportunity at the White House appeared to signal that they were more intent on reinforcing their partnership than launching new initiatives.  “There was good body language, good statements re-emphasising the strategic importance of the relationship, all of which is important,” said Hussein Shobokshi, a businessman and columnist with the Saudi-owned Asharq al Awsat newspaper.  It cannot be ignored, however, that each side “has its own priorities, which are sometimes different”, said Mustafa Alani, a regional analyst at the Gulf Research Centre in Dubai.  “For the Saudis, it’s the Israeli-Palestinian peace process.”   Yet, Mr Alani noted, on that score, “nothing has been delivered and it’s unlikely that anything will be delivered”.  As US presidents usually do, Mr Obama stressed the importance of resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in remarks to reporters after his meeting with King Abdullah. “We discussed the … importance of moving forward in a significant and bold way in securing a Palestinian homeland that can live side by side with a secure and prosperous Israeli state.”   With Benjamin Netanyahu, the Israeli prime minister, scheduled to meet Mr Obama next Tuesday in Washington, it was unlikely that any “significant and bold” initiative would have been issued after the president’s meeting with King Abdullah.   Still, it is evident that Saudi-US bilateral relations have bounced back from the nosedive they took after al Qa’eda’s 2001 terrorist attacks on New York and the Pentagon, whose perpetrators were mostly Saudi nationals. The Bush administration’s decision to invade Iraq further soured relations. 

The US/Saudi Relations goes much beyond oil – it goes back to anti-Russia cold war  

Bronson 06 (Rachel, Director of Middle East Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, Thicker than Oil: America’s Uneasy Partnership with Saudi Arabia, Oxford University Press, 2006) 
Although the notion of oil for defense is a compelling shorthand for describing the relationship between the United States and Saudi Arabia, it ignores overlapping strategic interests that drove together successive Saudi kings and American administrations. A critical, if often overlooked, aspect of the U.S.-Saudi relationship has been the shared interest in combating the Soviet Union. After all, who better for the United States to partner with in its fight against “godless Communism” than a religiously motivated state such as Saudi Arabia? Successive Saudi leaders were similarly concerned about the ideological threat posed by the atheistic Soviet Union and its proxies in the region. Their concern was driven by the fact that the ruling family’s domestic legitimacy was based on a long-standing bargain with religious clerics. Saudi Arabia and the United States’ mutual fear of the Soviet Union’s expanding global influence, predicated on strategic and religious realities, provided a protective political layer that enveloped oil and defense interests. It also left behind a legacy that today enflames the Middle East. 

AT: Saudi Arabia DA---Iraq Production Won’t Challenge Saudi 
Iraq plans are dwarfed by Saudi Arabia  

Commodities Now 3/31 (Iraq oil output goals unlikely to be met: report, http://www.commodities-now.com/news/power-and-energy/2217-iraq-oil-output-goals-unlikely-to-be-met-report.html)

Iraq's ambitious plans to boost crude oil production to as much as 12 million barrels per day in coming years is not likely to be met due to a myriad of challenges, IHS Cambridge Energy Research Associates said in a report on Wednesday. These "highly ambitious plans ... are unlikely to be fully realized given political, security, operational and infrastructure challenges," noted IHS CERA, an energy sector advisory firm based in Cambridge, Massachusetts.  The report points out that Iraq starts out with rich oil resources that have suffered from “underinvestment and underdevelopment for decades.”  “But Iraq’s new expansion timetable would dwarf the most rapid buildups that we have recently seen in places such as Russia and Saudi Arabia,” said IHS CERA Senior Middle East Director, Bhushan Bahree. “The political, security, operational and infrastructure challenges in the country, along with a likely shortage of skilled personnel, are likely to hamper progress towards such an unprecedented achievement.”  Iraq’s recent elections and current efforts to form a new government could exacerbate existing sectarian and other tensions in the country and it is unclear what approach a new government could take regarding oil contracts. Security will also remain a concern as foreign workers and oil company operations expand in areas that have been prone to violence in the past, the report says.  The report identifies infrastructure and logistics as “major challenges.” Iraq is responsible for providing the infrastructure needed to receive the extra oil but its plans for providing a “complex network of capital-intensive infrastructure”—from ports and roads to power and water crucial for operations—in synchronization with the development oil fields are not known, representing a major potential bottleneck. 

AT: Saudi Arabia DA---No Production Increase
Iraq won’t meet its goals – investment fails 

Commodities Now 3/31 (Iraq oil output goals unlikely to be met: report, http://www.commodities-now.com/news/power-and-energy/2217-iraq-oil-output-goals-unlikely-to-be-met-report.html)

Iraq's ambitious plans to boost crude oil production to as much as 12 million barrels per day in coming years is not likely to be met due to a myriad of challenges, IHS Cambridge Energy Research Associates said in a report on Wednesday. These "highly ambitious plans ... are unlikely to be fully realized given political, security, operational and infrastructure challenges," noted IHS CERA, an energy sector advisory firm based in Cambridge, Massachusetts.  The report points out that Iraq starts out with rich oil resources that have suffered from “underinvestment and underdevelopment for decades.”  “But Iraq’s new expansion timetable would dwarf the most rapid buildups that we have recently seen in places such as Russia and Saudi Arabia,” said IHS CERA Senior Middle East Director, Bhushan Bahree. “The political, security, operational and infrastructure challenges in the country, along with a likely shortage of skilled personnel, are likely to hamper progress towards such an unprecedented achievement.”  Iraq’s recent elections and current efforts to form a new government could exacerbate existing sectarian and other tensions in the country and it is unclear what approach a new government could take regarding oil contracts. Security will also remain a concern as foreign workers and oil company operations expand in areas that have been prone to violence in the past, the report says.  The report identifies infrastructure and logistics as “major challenges.” Iraq is responsible for providing the infrastructure needed to receive the extra oil but its plans for providing a “complex network of capital-intensive infrastructure”—from ports and roads to power and water crucial for operations—in synchronization with the development oil fields are not known, representing a major potential bottleneck. 

***AT: Russia Oil DA***
AT: Russia DA---No Competition 
No competition – Russia can just get contracts from Iraq

Tehran Times 7/21 (Gazprom to drill 3-4 new wells in Iraq, TehranTimes.comhttp://www.tehrantimes.com/index_View.asp?code=223369) 

A Gazprom Neft-led group aims to drill three to four new wells next year in Iraq’s Badrah oilfield as part of its plan to reach 15,000 barrels per day by the last quarter of 2013, a company executive told Reuters on Monday. Alexander V. Kolomatsky, project director Middle East at Gazprom Neft, the oil arm of Russia’s Gazprom, also said the company was in the ‘final stage’ of negotiations with Iran to develop Azar oilfield - part of Iraq’s Badrah field which lies across the border. “I think talks are going well... but it’s difficult with sanctions,” he said on the sidelines of a conference in Baghdad. Oil reserves in Iraq will be the largest in the world according to recent geological surveys and seismic data. The Iraqi government has stated that new exploration showed Iraq has the world’s largest proven oil reserves, with more than 500 billion barrels. Officially confirmed reserves rank third largest in the world at approximately 115 billion barrels. 

AT: Russia DA---No Price Increase
Iraq oil won’t increase the price – oil minister sees them as stable as growth 

Reuters 6/28 (Iraq oil minister sees oil prices as acceptable, Reuters.com, http://in.reuters.com/article/idINIndia-49671420100626)

(Reuters) - Iraqi Oil Minister Hussain al-Shahristani said on Saturday he viewed current oil prices of between $70 and $80 per barrel as acceptable and balanced, and likely to endure for the rest of the year.  "These prices seem acceptable and balanced in the oil market and it's expected to continue," Shahristani told reporters in Baghdad when asked if the price range of $70 to $80 per barrel was likely to persist for the rest of 2010.  He said the oil producer's group OPEC had spare capacity and could add output at any time.  "We have spare capacity in the OPEC countries to increase supply if we found there was a market for it but the demand so far has not picked up as quickly as we hoped and we are waiting for economic recovery to influence demand," he said.  Oil prices climbed to a seven-week high above $78 per barrel on Friday on fears a tropical storm could form in the Caribbean and threaten production in the Gulf of Mexico. But crude prices fell to below $65 a barrel in mid-May as a sovereign debt crisis unfolded in Europe, casting doubt on the global recovery.  "I think the market is balanced, supply and demand are balanced, and that has been the reason in my view why the prices have stabilised around $75-80 over the last few months," Shahristani said. Shahristani, whose country is an OPEC member, said there had been an economic recovery in the United States.  But he said most of the growth in oil demand was expected to come from Asia, driven by China and India, the Middle East and perhaps Latin America.  Demand in Europe had stabilised, he said.  Emerging from years of war, diplomatic isolation and sanctions, Iraq has struck a series of deals that could make it the world's second largest oil producer after Saudi Arabia. If the deals work out, its output capacity could climb to 12 million barrels per day in seven years from 2.5 million bpd now. 

Iraq oil won’t increase the price – oil minister sees them as about right 

Daily Star 6/8 (Iraq says oil price fair, raps lack of OPEC compliance, Daily Star, http://www.dailystar.com.lb/article.asp?edition_id=10&categ_id=3&article_id=115685#ixzz0uGIfuyLy) 

KUALA LUMPUR: Iraq’s Oil Minister said on Monday current crude prices were fair and not too high to hinder global economic recovery, but added that he was not very happy with OPEC members’ compliance with production quotas.  Hussain al-Shahristani said he was comfortable with current price levels which were high enough to encourage investments, adding that there was no need for an emergency OPEC meeting before October.  “The current price is also not too high to hinder the recovery of the global economy. It’s a fair price,” he told Reuters on the sidelines of the Asia Oil and Gas Conference (AOGC) in the Malaysian capital.  US crude for July slid as much as $2.00 to $69.51 a barrel on Monday, the lowest since May 26, and was down $1.34 at $70.17 by 0804 GMT, extending Friday’s drop of more than $3.00. 

AT: Russia DA---No Production Increase
Iraq won’t meet its goals – investment fails 

Commodities Now 3/31 (Iraq oil output goals unlikely to be met: report, http://www.commodities-now.com/news/power-and-energy/2217-iraq-oil-output-goals-unlikely-to-be-met-report.html)

Iraq's ambitious plans to boost crude oil production to as much as 12 million barrels per day in coming years is not likely to be met due to a myriad of challenges, IHS Cambridge Energy Research Associates said in a report on Wednesday. These "highly ambitious plans ... are unlikely to be fully realized given political, security, operational and infrastructure challenges," noted IHS CERA, an energy sector advisory firm based in Cambridge, Massachusetts.  The report points out that Iraq starts out with rich oil resources that have suffered from “underinvestment and underdevelopment for decades.”  “But Iraq’s new expansion timetable would dwarf the most rapid buildups that we have recently seen in places such as Russia and Saudi Arabia,” said IHS CERA Senior Middle East Director, Bhushan Bahree. “The political, security, operational and infrastructure challenges in the country, along with a likely shortage of skilled personnel, are likely to hamper progress towards such an unprecedented achievement.”  Iraq’s recent elections and current efforts to form a new government could exacerbate existing sectarian and other tensions in the country and it is unclear what approach a new government could take regarding oil contracts. Security will also remain a concern as foreign workers and oil company operations expand in areas that have been prone to violence in the past, the report says.  The report identifies infrastructure and logistics as “major challenges.” Iraq is responsible for providing the infrastructure needed to receive the extra oil but its plans for providing a “complex network of capital-intensive infrastructure”—from ports and roads to power and water crucial for operations—in synchronization with the development oil fields are not known, representing a major potential bottleneck. 

AT: Russia DA---High Prices Bad---Russia Economy 
High oil prices crush the Russian Economy – oil causes the gov to not diversity their economy

Prime-Tass English-language Business Newswire October 13, 2005
Oil prices may be at all time highs, but Russia's GDP growth in 2005 is expected to decline from its 2004 level even as oil money is pouring into government coffers. Although it is often said that the Russian economy is booming thanks to the high oil price this is not the current reality. What is worse, some economists argue, even higher oil prices may damage Russian economic reforms and increase the government's control over the economy.  Russia's GDP, rose 5.8% in January-August, according to the Economic Development and Trade Ministry. GDP was up 7.3% in January-August last year. 'A more accurate statement is that Russia is maintaining a high growth rate thanks to a high oil price,' Natalya Orlova, economist at Alfa Bank, said. 'The problem is that the growth rate is not accelerating. Russia's GDP growth was 7.1% in 2004 and will fall to just under 6% in 2005. Should oil prices drop, the growth rate could fall to 3% or 4%,' she added. But the financial situation of the Russian government has significantly improved thanks to high oil prices, economists said. 'Most of the gains from (high oil prices) are simply going to radically improve the state's international balance sheet,' Al Breach, chief economist at Brunswick UBS, said in a September report. 'There are considerable second-order effects of this improvement, but it is not the oil money directly that is fuelling the rapid domestic demand growth.' 'The clear beneficiaries of the high (oil) prices are the budget and Stabilization Fund,

More oil revenue destroys the economy – too much money means too much inflation 

Channel NewsAsia 2004 (Aug 8, “High Oil Prices”, lexis) 

Moscow could, however, have trouble keeping inflation below 10 percent this year because of increased liquidities provided by oil revenue,

Russian economic collapse causes global nuclear war.

David 99 (Steven, Professor of Political Science at The Johns Hopkins University, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb) 
If internal war does strike Russia, economic deterioration will be a prime cause.  From 1989 to the present, the GDP has fallen by 50 percent.  In a society where, ten years ago, unemployment scarcely existed, it reached 9.5 percent in 1997 with many economists declaring the true figure to be much higher.  Twenty-two percent of Russians live below the official poverty line (earning less than $ 70 a month).  Modern Russia can neither collect taxes (it gathers only half the revenue it is due) nor significantly cut spending. Reformers tout privatization as the country's cure-all, but in a land without well-defined property rights or contract law and where subsidies remain a way of life, the prospects for transition to an American-style capitalist economy look  remote at best.  As the massive devaluation of the ruble and the current political crisis show, Russia's condition is even worse than most analysts feared.  If conditions get worse, even the stoic Russian people will soon run out of patience.    A future conflict would quickly draw in Russia's military.  In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed forces in check.  But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation -- personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders.  Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has  fallen to a dangerous low.  Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care.  A new emphasis on domestic missions has created an ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force.  Newly enhanced ties between military units and local authorities pose another danger.  Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages.  Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces.  Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support.    Divining the military's allegiance is crucial, however, since the structure of the Russian Federation makes it virtually certain that regional conflicts will continue to erupt.  Russia's 89 republics, krais, and oblasts grow ever more independent in a system that does little to keep them together.  As the central government finds itself unable to force its will beyond Moscow (if even  that far), power devolves to the periphery.  With the economy collapsing, republics feel less and less incentive to pay taxes to Moscow when they receive  so little in return.  Three-quarters of them already have their own constitutions, nearly all of which make some claim to sovereignty.  Strong ethnic bonds promoted by shortsighted Soviet policies may motivate non-Russians  to secede from the Federation.  Chechnya's successful revolt against Russian control inspired similar movements for autonomy and independence throughout the  country.  If these rebellions spread and Moscow responds with force, civil war is likely.    Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe.  A major power like Russia -- even though in decline  -- does not suffer civil war quietly or alone.  An embattled Russian Federation  might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China.  Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe.  Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors.  Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of  Europe and Asia.  Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse.  Just as  the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime.    Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal.  No nuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen.  Russia retains some 20,000 nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country.  So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss  of any weapons or much material.  If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak  grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states.  Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces.  And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war.

***Misc***
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American troops in Iraq increase terrorism and perpetuate a violent cycle, withdrawal is key

Conetta, 2007

(Carl Conetta, co-director of the Project on Defense Alternatives and Research Fellow of the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, “Resolving Iraq: Progress depends on a short timeline for troop withdrawal,” Project on Defense Alternatives, January 18, 2007 <http://www.comw.org/pda/0701bm40.html> )

The power and appeal of "rejectionism" among Sunnis and Shia alike derive from the fact of the American occupation. The negative aura that surrounds the American presence also touches and tarnishes the Iraqi government, which is presently dependent on American power. And, because that government is dominated by Kurdish and Shia parties, the impression that it is "collaborationist" feeds communal tensions. The key to ending civil conflict in Iraq and stabilizing the country is integration of the Sunni community into the political process as a full partner. Also essential is the fuller integration of the various Shia "Sadrist" trends. The occupation puts these goals out of reach. It makes it impossible to integrate the more "nationalist" of the Sunni insurgent groups. It also creates a base of support among Sunnis for Al Qaeda-linked terrorists. These latter are principally responsible for the mass attacks on Shia community, which drive the cycle of communal violence. With regard to integrating Sunnis: what is most important is the co-option of "rejectionist" elements -- especially recalcitrant tribal groups and those indigenous insurgents not affiliated with Al Qaeda franchise groups. Desired immediate outcomes would be a substantial reduction in attacks on coalition forces, strong local cooperation in suppressing the activity of Al Qaeda-affiliated groups, and an end to terrorist assaults on the Shia community. Another near-term objective would be a quid pro quo "cease-fire" on the part of Sadrists and other Shia militants who target Sunnis.

The invasion of Iraq has increased terrorism in the area

Norton, 2004

(Richard Norton-Taylor, security editor for The Guardian, “Occupation has boosted al Qaeda, thinktank says,” Guardian.co.uk, May 26, 2004, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2004/may/26/alqaida.iraq)  

The occupation of Iraq has provided a "potent global recruitment pretext" for al-Qaida and probably increased worldwide terrorism, a leading thinktank said yesterday. Despite some losses, al-Qaida has more than 18,000 potential terrorists at large and its ranks are growing, the International Institute for Strategic Studies said, adding that al-Qaida now had a presence in more than 60 countries. Last night, a new warning emerged from the US that al-Qaida-type terrorists are preparing to launch a major attack in the US this summer. The warning came from a counter-terrorism official who told Associated Press that the intelligence was the most disturbing garnered since the September 11 attacks. The IISS survey said that despite the death or capture of half of its 30 senior leaders, as well as some 2,000 rank-and-file supporters, a rump leadership of the al-Qaida network was still intact. "Christian nations' forcible occupation of Iraq, a historically important land of Islam, has more than offset any calming effect of the US military withdrawal from Saudi Ara bia," the IISS said. It added: "With Osama bin Laden's public encouragement, up to 1,000 foreign jihadists have infiltrated Iraq." The earlier invasion of Afghanistan forced al-Qaida to change its tactics, said the IISS. "While al-Qaida lost a recruiting magnet and a training, command and operations base, it was compelled to disperse and become even more decentralised, 'virtual', and invisible". It delegated more responsibility to "local talent," with recruits becoming "less religiously absolute in mindset [and] closer to their enemies in background". This could make them more open to penetration by western security and intelligence agencies, the thinktank suggested. Any security offensive against al-Qaida must be accompanied by political developments, such as the democratisation of Iraq and the resolution of conflict in Israel, it said. In a report uncharacteristically critical of America, the IISS warned that Iraq is facing a "security vacuum". Middle-ranking members of the Saddam regime have been able to deploy their weapons, "gain ideological purchase and resonance with a new brand of Islamic nationalism, and to mobilise Sunni fears of Shi'ite and Kurdish domination and a growing resentment at foreign occupation. It is unlikely that there has been a 'hidden hand' centrally coordinating and funding the insurgency". The IISS report added: "Heavy-handed searches by US troops in hunting for leading members of the old regime have more to do with Falluja's becoming a centre of violent opposition to US occupation than does Ba'ath loyalism." The priority of a new Iraqi government, John Chipman, director of the IISS, said yesterday, must be a new army and police force.
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U.S. occupation of Iraq has increased terrorism, withdrawal is the only way to solve

Davoudi, 2009

(Parvis Davoudi, PhD in economics from Iowa State University, economist, former vice president of Iran, “U.S. held accountable for increased terrorism in Iraq and Afghanistan,” Watching America, Decmber 30, 2009, http://watchingamerica.com/News/42804/u-s-held-accountable-for-increased-terrorism-in-iraq-and-afghanistan/ )

In an interview with ISNA, Alireza Davoodi said, “The U.S. is held accountable for increased terrorism in Iraq and Afghanistan. To launch a war on terror, cross-regional powers must pull out of the region." Davoodi is an international issues expert. He is saying that the United States' slogan, "War on Terror," differs from the actions America takes in Afghanistan and Iraq. He underlines U.S. presence in the regions as the cause for increased terrorist acts there. Davoodi discussed more about the Western nations that always proclaim "War on Terror." Terrorism has officially survived once again in the wake of the United States' strikes on Afghanistan and occupation of Iraq. More terrorism grew by means of anxiety in these countries. As a result, wars on terror are fought daily in both countries. In addition to existing terrorism in these countries, he added, U.S.-backed state terrorism is dominant now in the areas. The U.S. itself is responsible for increasing terrorism in the Middle East. If the Taliban presently is active in Afghanistan, it meets operating costs with U.S. dollars. Underscoring that militias in the regions like Afghanistan and Iraq act as invisible arms under the auspices of America in order to forcibly instate U.S. presence and disguise it through certain operations, Davoodi further said, “After the 9/11 attacks, no security is seen in Afghanistan and Iraq. As a matter of fact, incidents increasingly take place and civilians suffer the most damages in both countries. If the U.S. wants to restore its false democracy in the region, why are civilians victimized rather than militias?" Referring to the intensifying trend of terrorism today, he said that it thrives because of U.S. support and its negative and cursed presence in the region. “Currently, the Islamic and Middle East nations can strengthen their presence and draft a treaty to decrease the impact of terrorism in the region," added the expert to propose ways out of the crises in Iraq and Afghanistan. Davoodi kept on saying America is contradicting its words with its actions in the War on Terror. Terrorism originates from American budgets and ammunition support. An example of this is the event in which the Revolutionary Guard's commanders were murdered by the U.S.-backed and illegal Jondollah band. This reality even shows the contradiction of America's War on Terror. In other words, the U.S. defines terrorism within the framework of national interests and sacrifices defenseless people in the region. He continued to explain, “When the issue of U.S. troop pullout from Iraq comes up, terrorist acts take place immediately and many people get killed by means of which America finds a pretext to justify its presence in Iraq. This is while a U.S. troop pullout from Afghanistan was one of the pledges made by Obama during his election campaign. Conversely, more troops have been deployed to Afghanistan. Either way, such actions are taken to fulfill U.S. ambitions." Dictating any kind of theory, principle, or policy to a foreign country is absurd and taking such measures triggers increased terrorism in the respective nation. Regional nations should come together to decide on this issue because it is the countries themselves that know what results are needed in the War on Terror. In his final remarks, Davoodi said, “To fight terrorism, cross-regional powers must first evacuate the region, and the occupied countries should hold control of their own lands. Moreover, defensive forces from the regional countries should give help to the occupied nations."

Military operations in Iraq are responsible for increased terrorism internationally

Matthews, 2004

(Robert Matthews, history preofessor at NYU and analyst for the Center for the Investigation of Peace, “Nuclear Games: Iran and North Korea,” Center for the Investigation of Peace, 2004, www.cipresearch.fuhem.es/.../Nuclear_Games_Iran_and_North_Korea.pdf)

In terms of the issues defining the Manichean notion of an "axis of evil," both North Korea and Iran should be considered considerably more dangerous than Iraq, which was viewed a weaker stand-in for the other two. However, U.S. relations with these first two
"axis of evil, "countries, Iran and North Korea, perhaps offer the best opportunity to assess the efficacy as well as the pitfalls inherent in current U.S. foreign policy, centered as it is on hard-line rhetoric, unilateral moves, and the military adventure in Iraq. Is the war against Iraq a lesson for recalcitrant states like Iran or North Korea (as well as some others like Syria, Libya) or is it a dangerous diversion-- a "weapon of mass distraction" from real threats to U.S. and regional security? Is Iraq the opening salvo in an attack on serial targets in the name of fighting terrorism or an example to avoid repeating? And finally, is the war on Iraq counterproductive in the sense that it may have caused a country like North Korea to intensify its production of nuclear weapons to defend itself against a country which has made its clear its hostility to the regime?
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Iraqi occupation has caused terrorism to metasticize

Mazzetti, 2006

(Mark Mazzetti is a correspondent for The New York Times, he shared a Pulitzer Prize for reporting on the intensifying violence in Pakistan and Afghanistan, he was the Pentagon correspondent for U.S. News & World Report, during the war in Iraq in 2003, he spent two months embedded with the 1st Marine Expeditionary Force and as a reporter in Baghdad, he worked as a correspondent for The Economist, received his Bachelor of Arts degree in public policy and history from Duke University in 1996, graduating Summa Cum Laude. He went on to earn a Masters degree in modern history from Oxford University in 1997.  Mr. Mazzetti was the recipient of the 2006 Gerald R Ford Prize for Distinguished Reporting on National Defense. In 2008, Mr. Mazzetti won the Livingston Award in the category of national reporting for breaking the story of the C.I.A.'s destruction of videotapes showing harsh interrogation of Qaeda detainees, “Spy agencies say Iraq war worsens terrorism threat,” New York Times, September 24, 2006, http://www.nytimes.com/2006/09/24/world/middleeast/24terror.html?pagewanted=1&_r=1 )

 A stark assessment of terrorism trends by American intelligence agencies has found that the American invasion and occupation of Iraq has helped spawn a new generation of Islamic radicalism and that the overall terrorist threat has grown since the Sept. 11 attacks.  The classified National Intelligence Estimate attributes a more direct role to the Iraq war in fueling radicalism than that presented either in recent White House documents or in a report released Wednesday by the House Intelligence Committee, according to several officials in Washington involved in preparing the assessment or who have read the final document.  The intelligence estimate, completed in April, is the first formal appraisal of global terrorism by United States intelligence agencies since the Iraq war began, and represents a consensus view of the 16 disparate spy services inside government. Titled “Trends in Global Terrorism: Implications for the United States,’’ it asserts that Islamic radicalism, rather than being in retreat, has metastasized and spread across the globe.  An opening section of the report, “Indicators of the Spread of the Global Jihadist Movement,” cites the Iraq war as a reason for the diffusion of jihad ideology.  The report “says that the Iraq war has made the overall terrorism problem worse,” said one American intelligence official.  More than a dozen United States government officials and outside experts were interviewed for this article, and all spoke only on condition of anonymity because they were discussing a classified intelligence document. The officials included employees of several government agencies, and both supporters and critics of the Bush administration. All of those interviewed had either seen the final version of the document or participated in the creation of earlier drafts. These officials discussed some of the document’s general conclusions but not details, which remain highly classified.  Officials with knowledge of the intelligence estimate said it avoided specific judgments about the likelihood that terrorists would once again strike on United States soil. The relationship between the Iraq war and terrorism, and the question of whether the United States is safer, have been subjects of persistent debate since the war began in 2003.  National Intelligence Estimates are the most authoritative documents that the intelligence community produces on a specific national security issue, and are approved by John D. Negroponte, director of national intelligence. Their conclusions are based on analysis of raw intelligence collected by all of the spy agencies.  Analysts began working on the estimate in 2004, but it was not finalized until this year. Part of the reason was that some government officials were unhappy with the structure and focus of earlier versions of the document, according to officials involved in the discussion.  Previous drafts described actions by the United States government that were determined to have stoked the jihad movement, like the indefinite detention of prisoners at Guantánamo Bay and the Abu Ghraib prison abuse scandal, and some policy makers argued that the intelligence estimate should be more focused on specific steps to mitigate the terror threat. It is unclear whether the final draft of the intelligence estimate criticizes individual policies of the United States, but intelligence officials involved in preparing the document said its conclusions were not softened or massaged for political purposes.  Frederick Jones, a White House spokesman, said the White House “played no role in drafting or reviewing the judgments expressed in the National Intelligence Estimate on terrorism.” The estimate’s judgments confirm some predictions of a National Intelligence Council report completed in January 2003, two months before the Iraq invasion. That report stated that the approaching war had the potential to increase support for political Islam worldwide and could increase support for some terrorist objectives.  

US is cause of Iraqi instability- as influence decreases, ethnic and terrorism threats increase

Baker and Hamilton, 06 [James and Lee, both Co-Chairs of the Iraq Study Group, James Baker served in senior government positions under three United States presidents, the 67th Secretary of the Treasury from 1985 to 1988 under President Ronald Reagan. As Treasury Secretary, he was also Chairman of the President’s Economic Policy Council. From 1981 to 1985, he served as White House Chief of Staff to President Reagan. Mr. Baker’s record of public service began in 1975 as Under Secretary of Commerce to President Gerald Ford. It concluded with his service as White House Chief of Staff and Senior Counselor to President Bush from August 1992 to January 1993, graduated from Princeton University and University of Texas School of Law at Austin and received a J.D. with honors, received the Presidential Medal of Freedom in 1991 and has been the recipient of many other awards for distinguished public service, Lee Hamilton was previously Director of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, served as a Commissioner on the United States Commission on National Security, includes consultations from U.S. Administration Officials, Congress, Foreign Officials, Former Officials and Experts, “THE IRAQ STUDY GROUP REPORT”,  http://www.bakerinstitute.org/publications/iraqstudygroup_findings.pdf, dgeorge] 

There is no guarantee for success in Iraq. The situation in Baghdad and several provinces is dire. Saddam Hussein has been removed from power and the Iraqi people have a democratically elected government that is broadly representative of Iraq’s population, yet the government is not adequately advancing national reconciliation, providing basic security, or delivering essential services. The level of violence is high and growing. There is great suffering, and the daily lives of many Iraqis show little or no improvement. Pessimism is pervasive. U.S. military and civilian personnel, and our coalition partners, are making exceptional and dedicated efforts—and sacrifices—to help Iraq. Many Iraqis have also made extraordinary efforts and sacrifices for a better future. However, the ability of the United States to influence events within Iraq is diminishing. Many Iraqis are embracing sectarian identities. The lack of security impedes economic development. Most countries in the region are not playing a constructive role in support of Iraq, and some are undercutting stability. Iraq is vital to regional and even global stability, and is critical to U.S. interests. It runs along the sectarian fault lines of  Shia and Sunni Islam, and of Kurdish and Arab populations. It has the world’s second-largest known oil reserves. It is now a base of operations for international terrorism, including al Qaeda. Iraq is a centerpiece of American foreign policy, influencing how the United States is viewed in the region and around the world. Because of the gravity of Iraq’s condition and the country’s vital importance, the United States is facing one of its most difficult and significant international challenges in decades. Because events in Iraq have been set in motion by American decisions and actions, the United States has both a national and a moral interest in doing what it can to give Iraqis an opportunity to avert anarchy. 

US Military Presence > Insurgency

US military presence fuels rise in insurgency

Friedman, Sapolsky, and Preble 8 (Benjamin H. Friedman, Ph.D in political science, Harvey M. Sapolsky, Ph.D in political economy and government, professor of public policy and organization at MIT, and Christopher Preble, director of foreign policy studies, Ph.D.in history, Learning the Right Lessons from Iraq, February 13, 2008, The Cato Institute, < http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-610.pdf>)
Another theory of the insurgency says that its cause was not disorder but disagreements among Iraq’s factions about the governance of Iraq and opposition to the presence of an occupying force. Far from preventing violence, the presence of American troops might have provoked it. It is not as if the insurgency grew in regions where troops were absent and peace broke out where they were present. Something closer to the opposite appears to have occurred. The Iraqi insurgents themselves often point to the presence of foreign occupiers as the principal motivation for their violence.17 If 130,000 American troops had little idea how to win the loyalty of Iraq’s Sunnis, there is little reason to believe that another 200,000 would have done much better.

US military’s lack of understanding of Iraqi culture fuels the rise in insurgency

Inskeep 6 (Steve Inskeep, host of Morning Edition on NPR, US’s Cultural Ignorance Fuels Iraq Insurgency, April 28, 2006, National Public Radio, < http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=5366677>)

The U.S. military's lack of understanding about Iraqi culture helped create the conditions for the insurgency that U.S. forces face there, according to a military adviser who has written a new book about the insurgency.  Between November 2003 and September 2005, professor Ahmed Hashim worked with U.S. troops in Iraq. His job was to try to understand the insurgents and what motivates them His new book is called Insurgency and Counter-Insurgency in Iraq. Hashim lists about 20 groups of insurgents, including nationalists, former Baathists, tribal-based insurgents and religious extremists. The groups say they want the United States out of Iraq, and they reject the U.S.-backed government, but they don't agree on what they do want.  "If we were out of the picture, some of the insurgent groups could engage in bloodshed against one another because they have such different and disparate political views of the future of Iraq," Hashim says. Hashim, who teaches at the Naval War College, says he was surprised by how little the U.S. military understands about the culture, or "human terrain," of Iraq. That includes "societal networks, relations between tribes and within tribes, kinship ties... what is it people are fighting for?"

US counterinsurgency forces causes the rise in Iraqi insurgency

Hanson and Schmidt 7 (Matthew A. Hanson, undergraduate at William and Mary, Martin B. Schmidt, Professor in Economics at William and Mary , The Impact of Coalition Offensive Operations on the Iraqi Insurgency , September 2007, COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS < http://web.wm.edu/economics/wp/cwm_wp56.pdf>)
Much Coalition activity has focused on military solutions to the problem of the insurgency. While the political, economic, and social domains to the fight against the insurgency in Iraq have not been ignored, they have not until recently occupied a prominent place among the U.S. military leadership that has largely decided the methods of counterinsurgency.2 Rather Coalition activities have largely focused on offensive military operations. Broadly defined, offensive operations are military operations which disrupt enemy coherence, secure or seize terrain, deny the enemy resources, fix the enemy, or gain information.3 Because our focus is counterinsurgency, we focus on the more limited subset of cordon and search, cordon and knock, patrols, raids, the finding of weapons caches, and other similar actions, excluding major offensives similar to traditional military operations. Offensive counterinsurgency operations provide benefits through disruption to the insurgent net- work – insurgents are captured or killed, weapon caches are found, and an increased probability of capture or death may reduce the ability of the insurgency to recruit followers. However, these operations may anger the civilian populace. The homes and property of noncombatants are often damaged. There are frequent misunderstandings, leading to accidental civilian casualties due to the necessary force protection measures of the counterinsurgents. Furthermore, the mere presence of the counterinsurgents – seen as an occupying power by the overwhelming majority of Iraqis – may inflame the populace.4 Individually or in totality, these may lead to increased recruitment into insurgent networks. 

Iraqis and many other Iraqi insurgent groups are opposed to the Coalition’s occupation

Hanson and Schmidt 7 (Matthew A. Hanson, undergraduate at William and Mary, Martin B. Schmidt, Professor in Economics at William and Mary , The Impact of Coalition Offensive Operations on the Iraqi Insurgency , September 2007, COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS < http://web.wm.edu/economics/wp/cwm_wp56.pdf>)
Since the end of major combat operations in Iraq on May 1, 2003, the multinational force in Iraq (MNF-I or Coalition force) has been involved in a difficult occupation. The occupation has been violently opposed by a collection of insurgent groups including Shia militias, Sunni Islamists, Ba’athists from Saddam Hussein’s regime, nationalists, and foreign fighters linked to groups such as al-Qaeda. The significant level of popular support for these insurgent groups and their diverse goals and methods has been a major challenge in the efforts of the Coalition to provide basic security and political or economic benefits to the Iraqi people.1

US Military Presence > Insurgency

Resentment against US military presence leads to an increase in Iraqi insurgency

Metz 3(Steven Metz, on the RAND Corporation Insurgency Board, Ph.D, professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute,  Insurgency and

Counterinsurgency in Iraq, November 5, 2003, The Washington Quarterly, <https://www.ciaonet.org/olj/twq/win2004/twq_win2004b.pdf>)
U.S. strategists and political leaders also underestimated how long it would take before resentment of the occupation would spark violence. They assumed that, as long as they provided basic services and evidence of economic and political progress, the Iraqis would tolerate coalition forces. This has not proven true. Even in areas where services have been restored to prewar levels, resentment at outside occupation is escalating to the point of violence. The honeymoon period of universal welcome for coalition forces lasted only a few weeks after the overthrow of Saddam’s regime. In Iraq, U.S. strategists correctly gauged the powerful appeal of liberation but misunderstood how it would be interpreted. For most Iraqis, liberation means removing Saddam’s regime and any outside presence. The Arab world has little tolerance for outside occupation, particularly by non-Muslims, and a tradition of violent opposition to occupiers. Long, bloody wars were waged against the French occupation of Morocco and Algeria, the British occupation of Iraq, and the Israeli occupation of the West Bank and southern Lebanon. This tradition, combined with the current appeal of radical jihad, is incendiary, yielding recruits driven by ideology and contributions from those unwilling to fight themselves but willing to provide money to hire and equip additional guerrillas. Islamic radicalism will doubtless increasingly provide the motivation, legitimacy, and global network of support for insurgents in Iraq. This mixture is even more volatile than the one that existed in Vietnam, where the insurgency took decades to mount because of the isolation and illiteracy of the peasantry. In today’s age of interconnectedness, transparency, and pervasive information technology, the process can be compressed into months or even weeks. 

U.S. occupation encourages coalition attacks and increases instability

Christoff, 2006

(Joseph A. Christoff, Director of International Affairs and Trade, “Rebuilding Iraq: Stabilization, Reconstruction, and Financing Challenges,” United States Government Accountability Office testimony, February 8, 2006, www.gao.gov/new.items/d06428t.pdf) 

As the administration has reported, insurgents share the goal of expelling the coalition from Iraq and destabilizing the Iraqi government to pursue their individual and, at times, conflicting goals.7 Iraqi Sunnis make up the largest portion of the insurgency and present the most significant threat to stability in Iraq. In February 2006, the Director of National Intelligence reported that the Iraqi Sunnis’ disaffection is likely to remain high in 2006, even if a broad, inclusive national government emerges. These insurgents continue to demonstrate the ability to recruit, supply, and attack coalition

and Iraqi security forces. Their leaders continue to exploit Islamic themes, nationalism, and personal grievances to fuel opposition to the government and recruit more fighters. According to the Director, the most extreme Sunni jihadists, such as al-Qaeda in Iraq, will remain unreconciled and continue to attack Iraqi and coalition forces. The remainder of the insurgency consists of radical Shia groups, some of whom are supported by Iran, violent extremists, criminals, and, to a lesser degree, foreign fighters. According to the Director of National Intelligence, Iran provides guidance and training to select Iraqi Shia political groups and weapons and training to Shia militant groups to enable anticoalition attacks. Iran also has contributed to the increasing lethality of anticoalition attacks by enabling Shia militants to build improvised explosive devices with explosively formed projectiles, similar to those developed by Iran and Lebanese Hizballah.

Attempts to stop insurgency have only caused more violence

Jervis, 2007

(Robert Jervis, the Adlai E. Stevenson Professor of International Affairs at Columbia University, “Iraq, the U.S., and the region after an American withdrawal,” Saltzman Working Paper, October 2007, www.siwps.com/programs/SWP.attachment/...--/No%202%20-%20Jervis.pdf)

The broad policy choices for political arrangements have been widely debated and little needs to be said about them here: extreme decentralization or power-sharing at the center; disarming militias or bringing them under government control; conciliating the Sunnis or supporting a Shia bloc. A few other points may be useful, however. First, although the debate about whether we are seeing a "real" civil war can degenerate into semantics, what is important is that the tactics appropriate to combating insurgency may feed sectarian violence. Most obviously, the presence of deep splits makes the prescription of building the Iraqi security forces not only difficult but perhaps counter-productive: the problem is not to build an Iraqi army, but to build an Iraqi army. We may know how to do the former; we have little idea about the latter, which may be impossible. As noted earlier, the recent military progress has not been accompanied by political reconciliation.

US Military Presence Required

The U.S. has changed the power balance in the Middle East, which will require long-term presence

Telhami, 2007

(Shibley Telhami, a senior fellow in the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, is a former advisor to the U.S. Mission to the United Nations and the Iraq Study Group. He is an expert on U.S. policy in the Middle East, particularly on the role of the news media in shaping political identity and public opinion in the region, “In the shadow of the Iraq war: America in Arab eyes,” Brookings, Spring 2007, http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2007/spring_islamicworld_telhami.aspx) 

It is no secret that the vast majority of Arabs and Muslims outside Iraq strongly opposed the US-led invasion of that country. Most Arab governments shared the view of their public that the war was ill advised, but many felt they could not say 'no' to Washington. There was profound mistrust of American motives and fear that the regional consequences would be devastating. The ultimate judgement on the war would be less over the issue of weapons of mass destruction and more over the consequences of the war for Iraq and the region. Perhaps, some hoped, America could surprise them. US policymakers knew, too, that the American public would judge the George W. Bush administration's decision to go to war on the war's outcome. Had things gone well, much would have been forgiven. But aside from the removal of Saddam Hussein's ruthless regime, it is hard to claim success, even by the most modest of changing measures.   The war has significantly altered the distribution of power and the calculations of governments in the region, and has widened the gap between governments and publics. In Iraq, Lebanon and the Palestinian territories, central authority has been significantly weakened since the war and non-state militant actors have correspondingly been strengthened. Washington had hoped that a stable, pro-American Iraq, aided by the presence of significant American forces on its soil, would enhance America's projection of power in the region. While America retains much power in the Middle East, certainly more than any other state, there is a regional perception that the United States has been weakened. This is evident in public-opinion polls showing that Arabs believe America is now weaker than it was before the Iraq War. The sense that American forces are over-stretched in Iraq has diminished America's ability to project power elsewhere.   While Arab governments were initially nervous about the prospect of being targeted after Iraq, many, especially Saudi Arabia, Egypt and Jordan, found themselves indispensable for America's strategy to prevent further disaster in Iraq, to pursue the war on al-Qaeda and its allies, and to manage the Arab–Israeli arena. Even in the early phases of the Iraq War, Arab leaders assumed that the Bush administration's rhetoric about spreading democracy in the Arab world was primarily intended as a way of pressuring them to cooperate more in the 'war on terror', on Iraq and on the Arab–Israeli issue. Nonetheless, they understood that the president had stressed the issue of democracy to the American people and thus made it a political issue in the United States. In the early days after the fall of Baghdad, the Bush administration was looking to claim successes on the issue of democracy, in part to shift the domestic debate away from the absence of weapons of mass destruction. For Arab governments, the answer was simple: give the United States just enough evidence of political change to be claimed as successes in the American political debate. Once a country is added to the success side of the American ledger, they reasoned, it is hard for the administration politically to move them back into the failure column. The success of Islamist parties in Iraq, Lebanon, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt has, predictably, applied the brakes on the US push for rapid electoral change in the region, and there has been a revival in the strong working relationship between the United States and its traditional friends in the Arab world. But this revival has camouflaged a serious shift in the balance of power, the ramifications of which are still unclear. Iraq is no longer a major regional power and, regardless of the outcome internally, will not be for the foreseeable future. Historically, Iraq has not only balanced Iran in the Gulf, but has been one of the poles in Arab politics, often competing with Egypt for Arab leadership. The demise of Iraq as a powerful state has inevitably increased the power of Iran, irrespective of Iran's nuclear programme. This Iranian power is mitigated primarily by the presence of American forces in the Gulf. Even if the United States withdraws from Iraq, it will likely maintain its significant presence in the Gulf, and continue to project American power in the region. Despite their frustration with the outcome of the Iraq War, Gulf Arab governments remain heavily dependent on the United States, especially in the face of rising Iranian power. 

US presence still crucial in contested areas

Perry et. al. 9 (Walter L. Perry, Ph.D in information technology and developed an algorithm for the Defense intelligence Agency designed to indicate when a terrorist group is on the verge of acquiring weapons of mass destruction Stuart E. Johnson, director of international studies at the RAND Corporation ,Keith Crane, director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development program at the RAND Corporation and Ph.D in economics, David C. Gompert, John Gordon IV, Robert E. Hunter, Dalia Dassa Kaye, Terrence K. Kelly, Eric Peltz, Howard J. Shatz, Withdrawing from Iraq Alternative Schedules, Associated Risks, and Mitigating Strategies, August 18, 2009, RAND corporation, < http://www.dtic.mil/cgibin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA50 4075&Location=U2&doc =GetTR Doc.pdf>)
This analysis of Iraq’s internal security and stability suggests a time-tailored withdrawal: first from the Shi’a south and the Sunni west; then from the mixed center in and around Baghdad, leaving a few forces in key areas; and finally from the contested north and the few places in Baghdad where forces remain. Maintaining a presence through either embedded personnel or a stand-alone entity to act as honest broker and mediator will likely prove more critical in the north than maintaining large numbers of combat forces. Arguably, combat forces play a more critical role in contested areas around Baghdad, and in Mosul (due to the lingering AQI presence); nonetheless, they must be out of Iraqi cities by mid-2009. Maintaining some forces as a deterrent in mixed areas until the new government is established seems wise. This analysis suggests that forces in the south and west could be extracted as soon as feasible. Forces in and around Baghdad and Iraq’s north could be extracted gradually, with the pace governed to some extent by events such as continued Sunni-Shi’a (SoI-GoI) progress. When combat units are removed from the center and the north in particular, a significant training and advisory mission should replace them. Noncombat forces would remain through the Security Agreement timeframe (and perhaps longer if the Iraqis so desire).

Insurgency > Instability

Insurgency creates instability

Jha, Kattel, Carwell 10 (MANOJ K. JHA, BHEEM KATTEL, AND MARCUS CARWELL, professors at Morgan State University, Modeling the Insurgent Activities with a Geographic Information System: A Case Study from Iraq, January 19, 2010 RECENT ADVANCES in CIRCUITS, SYSTEMS, SIGNAL and TELECOMMUNICATIONS, < http://www.wseas.us/e-library/conferences/2010/Harvard/CISST/CISST-38.pdf>)
the insurgents there, can be protracted war and urban warfare in which the insurgents attempt to prolong the fight because they know that ruling authority has force advantage and the insurgents employ terrorism as a key factor in destabilizing the society and its government. Among the various tactics used by insurgents in general [17], the Iraqi insurgents seem to have utilized psychological, strategy of chaos, and expressive terrorism, in which they try to take a swift deceptive move aimed at getting the enemy offbalance, or create an atmosphere of chaos to demonstrate the government’s inability to impose law and order, or to express dissatisfaction about something 

Iraqi insurgency destabilizes the region

Metz 3(Steven Metz, on the RAND Corporation Insurgency Board, Ph.D, professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute,  Insurgency and

Counterinsurgency in Iraq, November 5, 2003, The Washington Quarterly, <https://www.ciaonet.org/olj/twq/win2004/twq_win2004b.pdf>)
Although the most benevolent and stable government may face isolated violence, an organized insurgency reveals deep flaws in rule or administration. Today, even an unsuccessful insurrection can weaken or undercut a government, hinder economic development and access to global capital, or at least force national leaders to alter key policies. The tendency then is to deny or underestimate the threat, to believe that killing or capturing only a few of the most obvious rebel leaders will solve the problem when in fact the problem—the heart of the insurgency— lies deeper. Like cancers, insurgencies are seldom accorded the seriousness they deserve at precisely the time they are most vulnerable, early in their development. Such is the situation that the United States and coalition forces face in Iraq today. Although U.S. strategists and political leaders may disagree about who is behind the violence in Iraq, the preconditions for a serious and sustained insurgency clearly exist.

Instability > Laundry List of Impacts

Internal instability in Iraq sparks regional wars, global economic decline, and global terrorism

Baker and Hamilton, 06 [James and Lee, both Co-Chairs of the Iraq Study Group, James Baker served in senior government positions under three United States presidents, the 67th Secretary of the Treasury from 1985 to 1988 under President Ronald Reagan. As Treasury Secretary, he was also Chairman of the President’s Economic Policy Council. From 1981 to 1985, he served as White House Chief of Staff to President Reagan. Mr. Baker’s record of public service began in 1975 as Under Secretary of Commerce to President Gerald Ford. It concluded with his service as White House Chief of Staff and Senior Counselor to President Bush from August 1992 to January 1993, graduated from Princeton University and University of Texas School of Law at Austin and received a J.D. with honors, received the Presidential Medal of Freedom in 1991 and has been the recipient of many other awards for distinguished public service, Lee Hamilton was previously Director of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, served as a Commissioner on the United States Commission on National Security, includes consultations from U.S. Administration Officials, Congress, Foreign Officials, Former Officials and Experts, “THE IRAQ STUDY GROUP REPORT”,  http://www.bakerinstitute.org/publications/iraqstudygroup_findings.pdf, dgeorge] 

Continuing violence could lead toward greater chaos, and inflict greater suffering upon the Iraqi people. A collapse of Iraq’s government and economy would further cripple a country already unable to meet its people’s needs. Iraq’s security forces could split along sectarian lines. A humanitarian catastrophe could follow as more refugees are forced to relocate across the country and the region. Ethnic cleansing could escalate. The Iraqi people could be subjected to another strongman who flexes the political and military muscle required to impose order amid anarchy. Freedoms could be lost. Other countries in the region fear significant violence crossing their borders. Chaos in Iraq could lead those countries to intervene to protect their own interests, thereby perhaps sparking a broader regional war. Turkey could send troops into northern Iraq to prevent Kurdistan from declaring independence. Iran could send in troops to restore stability in southern Iraq and perhaps gain control of oil fields. The regional influence of Iran could rise at a time when that country is on a path to producing nuclear weapons. Ambassadors from neighboring countries told us that they fear the distinct possibility of Sunni-Shia clashes across the Islamic world. Many expressed a fear of Shia insurrections— perhaps fomented by Iran—in Sunni-ruled states. Such a broader sectarian conflict could open a Pandora’s box of problems—including the radicalization of populations, mass movements of populations, and regime changes—that might take decades to play out. If the instability in Iraq spreads to the other Gulf States, a drop in oil production and exports could lead to a sharp increase in the price of oil and thus could harm the global economy. Terrorism could grow. As one Iraqi official told us, “Al Qaeda is now a franchise in Iraq, like McDonald’s.” Left unchecked, al Qaeda in Iraq could continue to incite violence between Sunnis and Shia. A chaotic Iraq could provide a still stronger base of operations for terrorists who seek to act regionally or even globally. Al Qaeda will portray any failure by the United States in Iraq as a significant victory that will be featured prominently as they recruit for their cause in the region and around the world. Ayman al-Zawahiri, deputy to Osama bin Laden, has declared Iraq a focus for al Qaeda: they will seek to expel the Americans and then spread “the jihad wave to the secular countries neighboring Iraq.” A senior European official told us that failure in Iraq could incite terrorist attacks within his country. 

Sectarian conflict leads to Iraq government collapse, Middle East vacuum, and diminishes US hegemony

Baker and Hamilton, 06 [James and Lee, both Co-Chairs of the Iraq Study Group, James Baker served in senior government positions under three United States presidents, the 67th Secretary of the Treasury from 1985 to 1988 under President Ronald Reagan. As Treasury Secretary, he was also Chairman of the President’s Economic Policy Council. From 1981 to 1985, he served as White House Chief of Staff to President Reagan. Mr. Baker’s record of public service began in 1975 as Under Secretary of Commerce to President Gerald Ford. It concluded with his service as White House Chief of Staff and Senior Counselor to President Bush from August 1992 to January 1993, graduated from Princeton University and University of Texas School of Law at Austin and received a J.D. with honors, received the Presidential Medal of Freedom in 1991 and has been the recipient of many other awards for distinguished public service, Lee Hamilton was previously Director of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, served as a Commissioner on the United States Commission on National Security, includes consultations from U.S. Administration Officials, Congress, Foreign Officials, Former Officials and Experts, “THE IRAQ STUDY GROUP REPORT”,  http://www.bakerinstitute.org/publications/iraqstudygroup_findings.pdf, dgeorge] 

The challenges in Iraq are complex. Violence is increasing in scope and lethality. It is fed by a Sunni Arab insurgency, Shiite militias and death squads, al Qaeda, and widespread criminality. Sectarian conflict is the principal challenge to stability. The Iraqi people have a democratically elected government, yet it is not adequately advancing national reconciliation, providing basic security, or delivering essential services. Pessimism is pervasive. If the situation continues to deteriorate, the consequences could be severe. A slide toward chaos could trigger the collapse of Iraq’s government and a humanitarian catastrophe. Neighboring countries could intervene. Sunni-Shia clashes could spread. Al Qaeda could win a propaganda victory and expand its base of operations. The global standing of the United States could be diminished. Americans could become more polarized. 

Iraq Stability---Impact---Terrorism
Iraqi instablity spills over and causes terrorism. 

The National Interest 7 (“Keeping the Lid On”, Lexisnexis, May-June 2007)
THE COLLAPSE of Iraq into all-out civil war would mean more than just a humanitarian tragedy that could easily claim hundreds of thousands of Iraqi lives and produce millions of refugees. Such a conflict is unlikely to contain itself. In other similar cases of all-out civil war the resulting spillover has fostered terrorism, created refugee flows that can destabilize the entire neighborhood, radicalized the populations of surrounding states and even sparked civil wars in other, neighboring states or transformed domestic strife into regional war.  Terrorists frequently find a home in states in civil war, as Al-Qaeda did in Afghanistan. However, civil wars just as often breed new terrorist groups-Hizballah, the Palestine Liberation Organization, the Salafist Group for Preaching and Combat of Algeria, and the Tamil Tigers were all born of civil wars. Many such groups start by focusing on local targets but then shift to international attacks-starting with those they believe are aiding their enemies in the civil war. 

Terrorism risks extinction

Kirkus Reviews, 99 (Book Review on “The New Terrorism: Fanatiscism and the Arms of Mass Destruction”, http://www.amazon.com/New-Terrorism-Fanaticism-Arms-Destruction/dp/product-description/0195118162)

Today two things have changed that together transform terrorism from a ``nuisance'' to ``one of the gravest dangers facing mankind.'' First terroristsbe they Islamic extremists in the Middle East, ultranationalists in the US, or any number of other possible permutationsseem to have changed from organized groups with clear ideological motives to small clusters of the paranoid and hateful bent on vengeance and destruction for their own sake. There are no longer any moral limitations on what terrorists are willing to do, who and how many they are willing to kill. Second, these unhinged collectivities now have ready access to weapons of mass destruction. The technological skills are not that complex and the resources needed not too rare for terrorists to employ nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons where and when they wish. The consequences of such weapons in the hands of ruthless, rootless fanatics are not difficult to imagine. In addition to the destruction of countless lives, panic can grip any targeted society, unleashing retaliatory action which in turn can lead to conflagrations perhaps on a world scale. To combat such terrorist activities, states may come to rely more and more on dictatorial and authoritarian measures. In short, terrorism in the future may threaten the very foundations of modern civilizations. 

Reconstruction Key to Stability

Successful reconstruction of Iraqi government is crucial to stability

Cordesman et. al. 10 (Anthony H. Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies Professor of National Security Studies at Georgetown University, national security assistant to Senator John McCain, former director of intelligence assessment in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Adam Mausner, BA in political science and Elena Derby, researcher for CSIS, Economic Challenges in Post-Conflict Iraq, March 17, 2010, CSIS, center for strategic and international studies, < http://csis.org/files/publication/100317_IraqEconomicFactors.pdf>)
Most importantly, Iraq must find ways to fund its development programs, especially its health and education sectors which are extremely lacking in funding and personnel. These aspects of reconstruction are crucial to meeting the needs of the Iraqi people and preventing a return to sectarian violence. If the Iraqi people do not perceive that the government is providing them with security and basic services then it cannot succeed at creating long-term stability and development.

Withdrawal > Stability

U.S. withdrawal is key to economic stability in Iraq

Makovsky, 2010

(Michael Makovsky, foreign policy expert, with a specialty in the intersection of international energy markets and politics with U.S. national security. From 2002-2006, he served as special assistant for Iraqi energy policy in the Office of Secretary of Defense and Director of Essential Services in the Washington office of the Coalition Provisional Authority, the postwar Allied entity that governed Iraq, “There will be oil,” The New Republic, January 27, 2010, http://www.tnr.com/article/world/there-will-be-oil) 

Last month marked a turning point in the United States-Iraq relationship. American influence is waning, while Iraq is taking steps to get on its feet economically. We suffered no combat deaths in December, and continue to reduce our presence, expecting to withdraw all combat troops by August. And Iraq concluded a major round of production deals with oil companies.  This last development is a big deal. Oil is the key to Iraq’s economic growth and reconstruction, and, after several years of postwar stagnation, Iraqi oil production returned in 2009 to pre-war levels: 2.5 million barrels per day, of which 2 million are exported. But are these recent deals good news—for Iraq or for the United States?  The Bush administration pressed hard for the enactment of petroleum laws that would encourage foreign investment, reorganize Iraq’s oil sector, and distribute oil revenue fairly across the country—to no avail. The Kurdistan Regional Government, meanwhile, boosted its economy in the north by concluding more than two dozen oil deals in the last several years, thanks to production sharing agreements, which give companies a negotiated share of production. The federal Iraqi oil minister, Hussain al-Shahristani, decided to cut some deals even without new oil laws, before the national elections slated for March. The first round of deals began last summer, the second in December. Shahristani did not offer production sharing agreements. Instead, he held an auction for less appealing 20-year service agreements under which Iraq would pay companies a very low fee—most successful bids ranged from $1 to $3 per barrel per day (before taxes and government fees)—for production beyond a specified level.  This approach was a boon to state or national oil companies, such as China’s. National oil companies are less focused than private companies on profits, and were therefore better able to meet Iraq’s unattractive terms and offer lower bids. Some private oil companies did bid, although Chevron, despite its many dealings with Iraq before and after the war, did not. According to Lawrence Goldstein—a leading energy expert and member of the National Petroleum Council, which advises the U.S. Secretary of Energy—with national companies controlling up to 90 percent of global oil reserves, and with foreign opportunities scarce and the need to “book” additional reserves urgent, private companies wanted to get involved even on terms that were less than ideal. But the result of the auctions, unsurprisingly, was that only one U.S. company, ExxonMobil, was a winning bidder as a majority partner, and only one other U.S. company, Occidental Petroleum, won as a minority partner. Chinese national companies, by contrast, were part of half a dozen winning bids.  What has gone largely undiscussed is American culpability in this failure to increase U.S. business, jobs, and influence. Early in the summer of 2008, Shahristani sought to award several shorter-term service contracts to mostly Western oil companies on terms far better than those offered in 2009. But several U.S. senators and some in the media criticized those impending deals as lacking transparency and legitimacy, especially without passage of a national oil law. This criticism, according to a former senior State Department figure, emboldened the Iraqi opposition, and it took Shahristani another year to put forward a new arrangement. 

U.S. troop withdrawal is key to stability in Iraq

Conetta, 2007

(Carl Conetta, co-director of the Project on Defense Alternatives and Research Fellow of the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, “Resolving Iraq: Progress depends on a short timeline for troop withdrawal,” Project on Defense Alternatives, January 18, 2007 <http://www.comw.org/pda/0701bm40.html> )

The proposed alternative depends on the willingness of Iraq's political leadership to risk a new course. There is no guarantee that they will assent. Should they reject the path outlined above, however, they will have foreclosed the possibility of stabilizing the country any time soon. Continuing the US mission under such a limitation would be counter-productive and contrary to American interests. Should Iraq's leaders decide to foreclose the hope of progress, the United States should withdraw its current mission and assume a regional posture that aims to contain and manage the effluent from a distance. A deepening of Iraqi civil conflict might ensue -- at least for a time -- or it might not. Either way, a large-scale US military occupation of indefinite duration is not a cost-effective way of hedging against this eventuality. Air, naval, and ground force deployments outside Iraq comprising 50,000 personnel would comprise a very substantial deterrent and rapid response capability -- should the preferred course as outlined above prove impracticable. In addition, regional diplomacy should address a "Plan B" contingency, so that concerned nations might coordinate their responses and minimize the possibility of a broader war. Concerned nations should also make provisions for humanitarian relief and the care of refugees. Seeing our way clear of the Iraq disaster and avoiding similar debacles in the future requires that US national leadership reject the war's originating error: the conviction that one nation might easily compel profound political, economic, and social transition in another at the point of a gun.

Withdrawal > Stability

U.S. withdrawal is the only way to ensure long-term stability in Iraq

NSN, 2009

(National Security Network, a non-profit foreign policy organization headquartered in Washington, D.C. that focuses on international relations, global affairs and national security, “Iraq’s political challenges can’t be solved by American troops,” National Security Network, October 27, 2009, http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1446) 

Iraq continues to face challenges, but the U.S. must remain committed to a policy of withdrawal, transitioning responsibility to Iraqis.  Iraq continues to face a set of daunting challenges.  According to the International Crisis Group, “violence, coupled with a political situation that remains highly dysfunctional, leaves a lot of uncertainty as to Iraq’s viability following parliamentary elections in January 2010 and especially after the U.S. combat troop withdrawal, which is to be completed by August 2010. The country continues to struggle with massive corruption and deep political divisions. One of the most destabilising conflicts concerns disputed territories and hydrocarbon resources to which both the federal government and the Kurdistan regional government lay claim. Al-Qaeda in Iraq, which was pushed on the defensive during the post-2007 U.S. ‘surge’, remains active in some areas and is working to stoke ethnic tensions, just as it fuelled sectarian tensions several years ago.” The Crisis Group makes clear that to overcome these obstacles, the U.S. must encourage Iraqi-led solutions, as it continues to abide by the terms spelled out in the Status of Force Agreement that was signed by the Bush administration. “In order to prevent an outbreak of deadly ethnic conflict after it pulls out its forces, Washington must craft an exit strategy that encourages Iraqi leaders to reach a series of political bargains on power, resources and territory,” said the Crisis Group report.  The future of Iraq is in the hands of the Iraqis; U.S. forces must continue to withdraw and transition responsibility to Iraqis on a pace that is consistent with the Status of Forces Agreement signed by President Bush – as well as Obama’s pledge at Camp Lejeune to honor his campaign pledge and remove all U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of 2011. [ICG, September 2009]  Conservative attempts to rewrite history on Iraq – ignore widespread bipartisan support for President Obama’s withdrawal plan.  In his speech accepting the “Keeper of the Flame” award from Frank Gaffney’s neoconservative think tank the Center for Security Policy, former Vice President Dick Cheney “in Iraq, it is vitally important that President Obama, in his rush to withdraw troops, not undermine the progress we’ve made in recent years... When he finally got around to talking about Iraq, he told the media that he reiterated to Maliki his intention to remove all U.S. troops from Iraq. Former President Bush's bold decision to change strategy in Iraq and surge U.S. forces there set the stage for success in that country. Iraq has the potential to be a strong, democratic ally in the war on terrorism, and an example of economic and democratic reform in the heart of the Middle East. The Obama Administration has an obligation to protect this young democracy and build on the strategic success we have achieved in Iraq.” Earlier this year, Dick Cheney declared mission accomplished, “We’ve accomplished nearly everything we set out to do... We have succeeded in creating in the heart of the Middle East a democratically governed Iraq, and that is a big deal. And it is, in fact, what we set out to do.”  Bill Kristol also revised history declaring victory saying, “we won that war and we paid great sacrifice to do so and I do not want to fritter it away because of a stupid campaign promise about a 16 month withdrawal and then an arbitrary deadline.” Kori Schake, a Bush administration State Department official also said that, “The administration set a politically expedient timeline for abandoning Iraq with no hedge against resurgent violence or challenges to what we and the Iraqis have achieved in this most important of the wars we are fighting.”  Despite the conservatives’ rhetoric, the surge failed to heal Iraq’s many divides.  

American troop withdrawal will stop violence and increase stability in Iraq

Diamond, 2006

(Larry Diamond, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and founding co-editor of the Journal of Democracy, “Iraq and Democracy: The Lessons Learned,” Current History, January 2006, www.journalofdemocracy.org/articles/gratis/Diamond-16-1.pdf)

There are now three imperatives. First, power-sharing must be made to work so that all groups see that they can better secure their interests through peaceful participation in politics and government than through violence. Second, compromise must be achieved in the forthcoming process to review and amend the constitution adopted in October (over the bitter objections of the Sunni Arab communities, which voted overwhelmingly against it). In particular, the federal system must be revised to clearly establish central government control over future (as well as current) oil and gas production, and to rule out the creation of new governing regions, or at least to limit the number of provinces that can come together into a single region. This would remove one of the most alarming Sunni concerns, a Shiite super-region with control over most of the country’s oil resources. And third, comprehensive negotiations are needed between the United States and the insurgents, involving as well the new Iraqi government and the mediation of the United Nations and the Arab League. Through such negotiations, it may be possible to entrench power-sharing provisions and develop a mutually acceptable plan for American military withdrawal. This would lead many of the Sunni insurgent groups to suspend the violent struggle and to take visible public steps to discourage and delegitimize the continuation of the insurgency. With greater Sunni cooperation, it may also become possible to isolate, capture, kill, or expel the Al Qaeda fighters who have been responsible for the most destructive and destabilizing violence. After nearly three years and a bitter cost in lives and treasure, the United States now has a real chance to help Iraq move toward stabilization. It will not be quick or easy, and real democracy may be years away. But compared with the tyranny of Hussein or the chaos since the invasion, stabilization would count as considerable progress. It would also improve long-term prospects for democratization efforts elsewhere in the region, if the bitter lessons learned in Iraq are heeded.


Withdrawal > Stability

Withdrawal key—it will stabilize the Iraqi government

Holland and Jarrar, 2007

(Joshua Holland, senior editor and Raed Jarrar, Iraq Consultant to the American Friends Service Committee, “Only a U.S. withdrawal will stop Al Qaeda in Iraq,” Alternet, October 5, 2007, http://www.alternet.org/world/64429/)

"The U.S. presence is making our work harder," he said. "For example, the Anbar Salvation Front [the Sunni tribal leadership group that declared war against Al Qaeda in Iraq], is not getting a lot of public support because they think we're collaborating with the U.S. and the Al-Maliki government." Al Jumaili was confident that Iraqis wouldn't tolerate Al Qaeda in Iraq's presence in an independent Iraq. "If the U.S. was to pull out from Iraq and let Iraqis have a national government instead of the puppet one now, Iraqis with their government and tribal leaders would quickly eliminate Al Qaeda from all Iraq," he said. It's a credible statement -- most estimates of the terror group's strength suggest its membership is in the low thousands, no match for the larger organized militias or the fledgling security forces without the support of some of the residents of the areas in which they operate. Contrary to the neat media narrative of a unified "Sunni" leadership that has turned on AQI and joined with the Americans -- a narrative wholly fabricated by the White House and repeated without skepticism by most of the traditional media -- the Sunni community in Iraq is fragmented and divided by a variety of shifting loyalties and interests. Canadian journalist Patrick Graham, who spent a year with Sunni militias, wrote of the "Anbar Awakening":

â€¦ It is still a shaky union, a desperate marriage of convenience based on shared enemies: Iran, and the Sunnis' former-friend-turned-foe Al Qaeda. Many of America's new allies are former insurgents and Saddam Hussein loyalists (Saddam was a Sunni) who only a short while ago were routinely called terrorists, "anti-Iraqi fighters," and "Baathist dead-enders." They are suspicious of one another and strongly anti-American, although willing to work, for the moment, with the U.S. Iraq's Sunnis are divided; while there's a dramatic backlash against the AQI, the group receives its support from within the community. But according to Sunni leaders with whom we spoke, there won't be a unified opposition to the terror group as long as U.S. forces remain in the country.

The situation in Iraq has worsened since 2003, once the U.S. withdraws the country can begin to stabilize and rebuild
GAO, 2006

(Government Accountability Office, “Rebuilding Iraq: Stabilization, Reconstruction, and Financing Challenges,” United States Government Accountability Office testimony, February 8, 2006, www.gao.gov/new.items/d06428t.pdf) 

The security situation in Iraq has deteriorated since June 2003, with significant increases in attacks against Iraqi and coalition forces. In addition, the security situation has affected the cost and schedule of rebuilding efforts. The State Department has reported that security costs represent 16 to 22 percent of the overall costs of major infrastructure projects.
Second, inadequate performance data and measures make it difficult to determine the overall progress and impact of U.S. reconstruction efforts. The United States has set broad goals for providing essential services in Iraq, but limited performance measures present challenges in determining the overall impact of U.S. projects. Third, the U.S. reconstruction program has encountered difficulties with Iraq's inability to sustain new and rehabilitated infrastructure projects and to address basic maintenance needs in the water, sanitation, and electricity sectors. U.S. agencies are working to develop better performance data and plans for sustaining rehabilitated infrastructure. As the new Iraqi government forms, it must plan to secure the financial resources it will need to continue the reconstruction and stabilization efforts begun by the United States and international community. Iraq will likely need more than the $56 billion that the World Bank, United Nations, and CPA estimated it would require for reconstruction and stabilization efforts from 2004 to 2007. More severely degraded infrastructure, post-2003 conflict looting and sabotage, and additional security costs have added to the country's basic reconstruction needs. However, it is unclear how Iraq will finance these additional requirements. While the United States has borne the primary financial responsibility for rebuilding and stabilizing Iraq, its commitments are largely obligated and future commitments are not finalized. Further, U.S. appropriations were never intended to meet all Iraqi needs. In addition, international donors have mostly committed loans that the government of Iraq is just beginning to tap. Iraq's ability to financially contribute to its own rebuilding and stabilization efforts will depend on the new government's efforts to increase revenues obtained from crude oil exports, reduce energy and food subsidies, control government operating expenses, provide for a growing security force, and repay $84 billion in external debt and war reparations.

Withdrawal > Stability

Withdrawal helps Iraqi stability

Dobbins et. al. 9 (James F Dobbins, former US ambassador to the EU and head of international and security policy for the RAND organization, Ellen Laipson, former Vice Chair of the National Intelligence Council and and former Special Assistant to the US Permanent Representative to the United Nations  Helena Cobban, program organizer on global affairs, Lawrence J Korb, former Director of National Security Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations in New York

US withdrawal from Iraq: What are the Regional Implications?, Fall 2009 Middle East Policy, <http://marshallarmyrotc.org/documents/JamesFDobbinsetal USWithdrawalfromIraq--WhatAretheRegionalImplicationsMiddleEastPolicyFal_001.pdf>)

our leaving is also good for the Iraqis. Why? As long as we were there, whatever government was in power was going to be seen as a creature of the United States. Whatever your feelings about the war, the fact of the matter is, the Iraqis did not welcome us. They did not want us to be there. The polls have been very, very consistent that we were seen as outsiders. This also gave an excuse to countries in the region to interfere. Al-Qaeda said, now Iraq is the central front on the war on terror because you've got the Americans there. They were able to get a lot of foreign fighters to come in and partner with the Sunnis, who felt that they were being denied their fair share of the country's resources.  

Withdrawal allows Iraqis to take charge of their own country’s stability- the Iraqis are fully capable

Dobbins et. al. 9 (James F Dobbins, former US ambassador to the EU and head of international and security policy for the RAND organization, Ellen Laipson, former Vice Chair of the National Intelligence Council and and former Special Assistant to the US Permanent Representative to the United Nations  Helena Cobban, program organizer on global affairs, Lawrence J Korb, former Director of National Security Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations in New York

US withdrawal from Iraq: What are the Regional Implications?, Fall 2009 Middle East Policy, <http://marshallarmyrotc.org/documents/JamesFDobbinsetal USWithdrawalfromIraq--WhatAretheRegionalImplicationsMiddleEastPolicyFal_001.pdf>)

Our departure is also important because it gives the Iraqis the incentive to undertake the political reconciliation that is necessary to create stability. It doesn't matter how long you stay, because if the Iraqis do not undertake this political reconciliation, they are going to have problems, at least internally. It is going to be up to them to do it, and now they can't have any more excuses or incentives. The clock is ticking. They know we are leaving, and to the extent that they don't deal with their internal problems and political reconciliation, they can't count on us to deal with the situation. Can the Iraqis maintain internal security? General Odierno thinks so, and it seems to me 600,000 people in the Iraqi security forces should be more than enough to maintain internal security. Having looked at that over the years, my view is that it is never really going to be a question of capabilities; it's motivation. 

Iran has no justification to intervene in Iraq after US military withdrawal

Dobbins et. al. 9 (James F Dobbins, former US ambassador to the EU and head of international and security policy for the RAND organization, Ellen Laipson, former Vice Chair of the National Intelligence Council and and former Special Assistant to the US Permanent Representative to the United Nations  Helena Cobban, program organizer on global affairs, Lawrence J Korb, former Director of National Security Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations in New York

US withdrawal from Iraq: What are the Regional Implications?, Fall 2009 Middle East Policy, <http://marshallarmyrotc.org/documents/JamesFDobbinsetal USWithdrawalfromIraq--WhatAretheRegionalImplicationsMiddleEastPolicyFal_001.pdf>)

our leaving is also good for the region. Iran no longer has an excuse to intervene in Iraq, nor a justification. At the Bonn Conference of December 2001 that set up the Karzai government, if the Iranians had not worked with us, that conference would not have succeeded, according to Ambassador Dobbins. What was their reward for helping us in Afghanistan, particularly at the Bonn Conference? They got put in the Axis of Evil the next month. Therefore, one can see why they assumed that, if we were in Afghanistan and in Iraq, they in fact would be surrounded. When we are out of there, they no longer have that excuse.  I have a personal experience that relates to this. In September 2001, when the attacks occurred, I was working in New York at the Council on Foreign Relations. The Iranian ambassador called and asked me and a couple of my other colleagues to come over for dinner about two weeks after the attacks. The Iranians don't have an ambassador here, but they do at the United Nations. The UN ambassador asked us to convey to the U.S. government that they were willing to help in Afghanistan. You may remember, Iran had candlelight vigils after the attacks. They were one of the few Muslim countries that condemned them outright. Then, of course, the ambassador called me after the Axis of Evil speech and - rather than inviting me for dinner this time - just said, "what is going on?" With us out of Iraq, they will no longer have an excuse. I would also argue, given what has happened in Iran - their election and its aftermath - they are no longer going to be seen by many people in Iraq as a model to follow. Whatever soft-power influence they may have had in Iraq or in the region has been diminished by the recent events. 

Withdrawal > Stability

US military withdrawal key to Middle East stability

Perry et. al. 9 (Walter L. Perry, Ph.D in information technology and developed an algorithm for the Defense intelligence Agency designed to indicate when a terrorist group is on the verge of acquiring weapons of mass destruction Stuart E. Johnson, director of international studies at the RAND Corporation ,Keith Crane, director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development program at the RAND Corporation and Ph.D in economics, David C. Gompert, John Gordon IV, Robert E. Hunter, Dalia Dassa Kaye, Terrence K. Kelly, Eric Peltz, Howard J. Shatz, Withdrawing from Iraq Alternative Schedules, Associated Risks, and Mitigating Strategies, August 18, 2009, RAND corporation, < http://www.dtic.mil/cgibin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA50 4075&Location=U2&doc =GetTR Doc.pdf>)

The withdrawal’s effect on the region need not harm U.S. interests. While the Middle East will continue to face a number of serious challenges in the wake of the U.S. drawdown from Iraq, many of these challenges will either have existed or grown with the presence of U.S. forces in Iraq or have existed independently of a U.S. presence in Iraq. Moreover, the withdrawal’s effect on key regional challenges, such as the spread of terrorism, is likely to be marginal. A U.S. drawdown may even improve the prospects for more-extensive regional and international cooperation on counterterrorism efforts. It could also enhance the development of a regional security structure that could, in time, reduce the requirement imposed on the United States to provide security. The withdrawal could also improve the prospect of garnering greater regional support, particularly from wealthy Gulf states, to contribute more resources to promote Iraqi stability and to support international organizations assisting with the Iraqi refugee populations.

Withdrawal > Democracy

U.S. occupation prevents democracy in Iraq, withdrawal key

Landy, 2005

(Joanne Landy, co-director of the Campaign for Peace and Democracy and a member of the New Politics editorial board, “Immediate U.S. Withdrawal and the hope for democracy in Iraq,” New Politics, August 2005, http://ww3.wpunj.edu/newpol/issue39/Landy39.htm)
The peace movement should call for the immediate, unconditional withdrawal of all U.S. troops from Iraq and the closing of all military bases there: no temporizing, no negotiations, no timetables -- just bring the troops home, now. Peace activists should say to the American people that the occupation is part and parcel of an imperial U.S. foreign policy that shores up undemocratic regimes like those of Saudi Arabia and Egypt, gives one-sided support to Israel against the Palestinians, and promotes unjust, inequitable economic policies throughout the world. Not only in Iraq, but throughout the Middle East and globally, U.S. foreign and military policy either directly or indirectly subverts freedom and democracy. The true interests of the American people are not served by this policy. Some who opposed the war argue now that the United States can't just "cut and run." In response to such arguments, the peace movement can point out that inside Iraq the occupation has caused terrible suffering, including an estimated 100,000 civilian deaths, massive unemployment, corruption and imposed privatization, horrific torture, a continuing infrastructure disaster, and brutal destruction in Fallujah and elsewhere. Moreover, the U.S. military and political presence has not strengthened secular and democratic elements in Iraq; to the contrary, it has served to undermine them. And far from effectively combating terror, U.S. actions in Iraq have only served to recruit more terrorists both inside the country and globally. The Iraqi people have the right to resist the U.S. occupation, and they should have our support; at the same time the peace movement should give no support to the victory of those elements of the resistance, whether Baathist or theocratic fundamentalist, that are organized to impose an extreme authoritarian regime on the Iraqi people. Such elements, if they came to power, would not open up the road to democracy, social justice or social progress for the people of Iraq: they would simply substitute systematic and brutal domestic repression for U.S. rule. 

Withdrawal > Decreased Terrorism

Withdrawal key—it will reduce terrorism 

Holland and Jarrar, 2007

(Joshua Holland, senior editor and Raed Jarrar, Iraq Consultant to the American Friends Service Committee, “Only a U.S. withdrawal will stop Al Qaeda in Iraq,” Alternet, October 5, 2007, http://www.alternet.org/world/64429/)

One of the last justifications for continuing the U.S. occupation of Iraq despite overwhelming opposition from Iraqis, Americans and the rest of humanity has come down to this: U.S. forces must remain in order to battle "al Qaeda in Iraq." Like so many of the arguments presented in the United States, the idea is not only intellectually bankrupt, it's also the 180-degree opposite of reality. The truth of the matter is that only the presence of U.S. forces allows the group called "al Qaeda in Iraq" (AQI) to survive and function, and setting a timetable for the occupation to end is the best way to beat them. You won't hear that perspective in Washington, but according to Iraqis with whom we spoke, it is the conventional wisdom in much of the country. The Bush administration has made much of what it calls "progress" in the Sunni-dominated provinces of central Iraq. But when we spoke to leaders there, the message we got was very different from what supporters of a long-term occupation claim: Many Sunnis are, indeed, lined up against groups like AQI, but that doesn't mean they are "joining" with coalition forces or throwing their support behind the Iraqi government. Several sources we reached in the Sunni community agreed that AQI, a predominantly Sunni insurgent group that did not exist prior to the U.S. invasion -- it started in 2005 -- will not exist for long after coalition forces depart. AQI is universally detested by large majorities of Iraqis of all ethnic and sectarian backgrounds because of its fundamentalist interpretation of religious law and efforts to set up a separate Sunni state, and its only support -- and it obviously does enjoy some support -- is based solely on its opposition to the deeply unpopular U.S.-led occupation of Iraq. We spoke by phone with Qasim Al-jumaili, a former member of Falluja's City Council, who was confident that his local militias would eliminate Al Qaeda in Iraq from Fallujah if U.S. forces were to withdraw. 

Iraqi Instability Spills Over Into Middle East

Oil revenues key to rebuilding Iraq stability

Cordesman et. al. 10 (Anthony H. Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies Professor of National Security Studies at Georgetown University, national security assistant to Senator John McCain, former director of intelligence assessment in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Adam Mausner, BA in political science and Elena Derby, researcher for CSIS, Economic Challenges in Post-Conflict Iraq, March 17, 2010, CSIS, center for strategic and international studies, < http://csis.org/files/publication/100317_IraqEconomicFactors.pdf>)
Economics are as important to Iraq’s stability and political accommodation as security and governance, and they are equally critical to creating a successful strategic partnership between Iraq and the United States. It is far from easy, however, to analyze many of the key factors and trends involved. Iraqi data are weak and sometimes absent. U.S. and Coalition forces generally failed to look in detail at many of Iraq’s most serious economic problems, or they issued heavily politicized reports designed to show that Iraqi “reconstruction” had been far more successful than it really was. It is clear, however, that any analysis of a U.S. and Iraqi strategic partnership must examine these issues, which fall into four major categories:  Iraq’s near-term and mid-term dependence on its petroleum sector for much of its economic growth and most of its government revenue and self-financed development and security efforts.  The critical problems in other sectors of the Iraqi economy, including industry and agriculture, and in many areas of government services like health and education.  The impact of outside aid, where the Special Inspector General for Iraqi Reconstruction (SIGIR) and other reporting indicates that U.S. and other international aid efforts have fallen far short of their goals and sometimes done more harm than good.  Iraq’s ability to develop levels of security that will allow a normal economy to develop, which will reassure investors that foreign and domestic investment is safe, and that will ensure that investments in infrastructure and development are not attacked. In the next few years Iraq will depend on oil revenues to fund most of its stability and reconstruction operations. 

Iraqi instability will lead to Middle East instability

Blanchard et. al 9 (Christopher M. Blanchard, Analysts in Middle East affairs, Kenneth Katzman, specialist in Middle Eastern affairs, Carol Migdalovitz, specialist in Middle Eastern affairs, Jeremy M. Sharp, specialist in Middle Eastern affairs, Iraq: Regional Perspectives and U.S. Policy, October 6, 2009, Congressional Research Service for Congress, < http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/RL33793.pdf>)

The recent history of conflict in Iraq suggests that if Iraqis are unable to resolve their differences and control the activities of armed groups, then widespread sectarian or ethnic violence could return to Iraq and draw Iraq’s neighbors toward interference and intervention. Iraq’s ongoing process of stabilization and development presents Iraq’s neighbors with choices about how best to deepen their economic and political re-engagement with Iraqis while seeking to minimize the potential for the new Iraqi government to threaten their security or regional standing. Under any circumstances, Iraq’s neighbors are expected to seek to defend their perceived national interests, and Iraq is likely to remain a field of political and economic competition for its neighbors as its people seek to define their own course on the regional and global stages.  

Alt Causes to Middle East Instability

Increased displacement of Iraqis leads to Middle East instability

Oliker et. al. 10 (Olga Oliker, former special advisor for national security affairs to the Coalition Provisional Authority in Baghdad , held positions in the U.S. Departments of Defense and Energy, Audra K. Grant, former intelligence analyst at the U.S. State Department, Ph.D. in political science, Dalia Dassa Kaye, former assistant professor of political science and international affairs at The George Washington University, Ph.D. in political science, The Impact of U.S. Military Drawdown in Iraq on Displaced and Other Vulnerable Populations Analysis and Recommendations, January 13, 2010,  RAND Corporation, National Defense Research Institute,<http://www.nccilibrary.org/jspui/bitstream/123456789/266/1/RAND%20%20The%20Impact%20of%20U.S.%20Military%20Drawdown%20 in%20Iraq%20on%20Displaced%20and%20Other%20Vulnerable%20populations%20%282010%29.pdf>)

Whether or not violence increases in the near term, however, this displacement crisis may well breed instability in its own right. Unless these problems are addressed as part of a broad development and integration agenda, displacement will not only be long term, but it may also lead to increased risk of violence in the future, as grievances over lost land combine with perceptions of social and economic inequities between the populations hosting the displaced and the newcomers, both in Iraq and in neighboring countries. This has the potential to undermine the stability of key regional states, such as Jordan, and a range of broader U.S. regional goals. 

Attacks against vulnerable population exacerbates Middle East instability

Oliker et. al. 10 (Olga Oliker, former special advisor for national security affairs to the Coalition Provisional Authority in Baghdad , held positions in the U.S. Departments of Defense and Energy, Audra K. Grant, former intelligence analyst at the U.S. State Department, Ph.D. in political science, Dalia Dassa Kaye, former assistant professor of political science and international affairs at The George Washington University, Ph.D. in political science, The Impact of U.S. Military Drawdown in Iraq on Displaced and Other Vulnerable Populations Analysis and Recommendations, January 13, 2010,  RAND Corporation, National Defense Research Institute,<http://www.nccilibrary.org/jspui/bitstream/123456789/266/1/RAND%20%20The%20Impact%20of%20U.S.%20Military%20Drawdown%20 in%20Iraq%20on%20Displaced%20and%20Other%20Vulnerable%20populations%20%282010%29.pdf>)

Successful attacks against the truly vulnerable may also be a starting point for broader violence in Iraq if group tensions escalate into cycles of provocation and reprisal. A demonstrated failure of the Iraqi Security Forces to keep these people safe would also undermine faith in Iraq’s government more broadly, feeding violence and instability and damaging security not just in Iraq, but the broader region. The likelihood that there will be substantial violence against vulnerable people varies somewhat from group to group. Some level of violence against minorities, such as the Yazidis, and refugee groups, such as the Palestinians, who live within Iraqi communities, is fairly likely, as are some attacks against U.S. allies. Such violence is also more likely if the government of Iraq does not place a priority on the protection of the vulnerable. High levels of violence are more likely if the overall security situation worsens. 

Iraqi Stability > Middle East Stability

Iraq stability key to Middle East stability

Dobbins et. al. 9 (James F Dobbins, former US ambassador to the EU and head of international and security policy for the RAND organization, Ellen Laipson, former Vice Chair of the National Intelligence Council and and former Special Assistant to the US Permanent Representative to the United Nations  Helena Cobban, program organizer on global affairs, Lawrence J Korb, former Director of National Security Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations in New York

US withdrawal from Iraq: What are the Regional Implications?, Fall 2009 Middle East Policy, <http://marshallarmyrotc.org/documents/JamesFDobbinsetal USWithdrawalfromIraq--WhatAretheRegionalImplicationsMiddleEastPolicyFal_001.pdf>)

for 30 or 40 years, there were no Western forces in the Middle East, and the area was more or less in equilibrium. The British left in the '50s. American ground forces didn't come into Iraq until the first Gulf War. So you've got a prolonged period during which there were no Western forces, no American forces, in the region. It was a region largely at peace during that period, and it wasn't Iran that drew us into the region; it was Iraq.  The Iranian revolution occurred in '79, and that didn't become a basis for stationing American forces in the region. It was Saddam Hussein and his invasion of Kuwait. So if you fix the Iraqi situation, there isn't necessarily an inherent long-term requirement for a major American presence, and we ought to think about how one could return to that earlier situation. We ought to at least aspire to establishing some kind of internal equilibrium in the region that doesn't require a significant American or Western troop presence.

Iraq Stability Key to US Interests

Iraqi stability key to US economic and political interests

Gompert et. al 10 (David C. Gompert, former Senior Advisor for National Security and Defense for the Coalition Provisional Authority of Iraq, Terrence K. Kelly, former director of the Joint Strategic Planning and Assessment Office in the U.S. Embassy in Baghdad, Jessica Watkins, BA in Oriental Studies, Security in Iraq A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave, June 20, 2010 (last modified), RAND Corporation, National Defense Research Institute < http://gulf.911investigations.net/IMG/pdf_Security_in_Iraq.pdf>)
Because the vantage point for this framework is U.S. interests, it is important to define them. We distinguish between the safety of Americans (civilians and troops) and other U.S. interests, which include Iraq’s unity; its economic and democratic development; security of and access to energy resources in Iraq and the Persian Gulf; containment and defeat of violent jihadism; peace between Iraq and its neighbors, including Iran and Turkey; and U.S. standing in the Middle East and the Muslim world.
Iraq Failure > US Cred Loss
Violence against vulnerable population damage US credibility and soft power

Oliker et. al. 10 (Olga Oliker, former special advisor for national security affairs to the Coalition Provisional Authority in Baghdad , held positions in the U.S. Departments of Defense and Energy, Audra K. Grant, former intelligence analyst at the U.S. State Department, Ph.D. in political science, Dalia Dassa Kaye, former assistant professor of political science and international affairs at The George Washington University, Ph.D. in political science, The Impact of U.S. Military Drawdown in Iraq on Displaced and Other Vulnerable Populations Analysis and Recommendations, January 13, 2010,  RAND Corporation, National Defense Research Institute,<http://www.nccilibrary.org/jspui/bitstream/123456789/266/1/RAND%20%20The%20Impact%20of%20U.S.%20Military%20Drawdown%20 in%20Iraq%20on%20Displaced%20and%20Other%20Vulnerable%20populations%20%282010%29.pdf>)

Substantial violence against vulnerable groups would, without question, present tremendous humanitarian concerns. In addition, it would have a variety of adverse repercussions for the United States, Iraq, and the region more broadly. As the country globally seen as responsible for the Iraq war, the United States would be held accountable for any negative humanitarian repercussions. Perceptions of the United States, at home and abroad, may be particularly eroded by failure to effectively protect and assist U.S.-affiliated Iraqis. Failure of the United States to protect and help the people who were willing to help Americans would be rightly seen as a particularly egregious moral violation. In the Middle East and around the world, this would feed into and would be used to build anti-U.S. sentiment. That, in turn, would hamper U.S. efforts on a broad range of issues as the United States seeks to rebuild its global image and influence. Importantly, such a deleterious outcome would ultimately set a poor precedent for future U.S.-led military operations, making local citizens elsewhere less likely to help the United States. 

Iraq failure destroys US global influence and any chance of succeeding on other foreign policy issues

Baker and Hamilton, 06 [James and Lee, both Co-Chairs of the Iraq Study Group, James Baker served in senior government positions under three United States presidents, the 67th Secretary of the Treasury from 1985 to 1988 under President Ronald Reagan. As Treasury Secretary, he was also Chairman of the President’s Economic Policy Council. From 1981 to 1985, he served as White House Chief of Staff to President Reagan. Mr. Baker’s record of public service began in 1975 as Under Secretary of Commerce to President Gerald Ford. It concluded with his service as White House Chief of Staff and Senior Counselor to President Bush from August 1992 to January 1993, graduated from Princeton University and University of Texas School of Law at Austin and received a J.D. with honors, received the Presidential Medal of Freedom in 1991 and has been the recipient of many other awards for distinguished public service, Lee Hamilton was previously Director of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, served as a Commissioner on the United States Commission on National Security, includes consultations from U.S. Administration Officials, Congress, Foreign Officials, Former Officials and Experts, “THE IRAQ STUDY GROUP REPORT”,  http://www.bakerinstitute.org/publications/iraqstudygroup_findings.pdf, dgeorge] 

The global standing of the United States could suffer if Iraq descends further into chaos. Iraq is a major test of, and strain on, U.S. military, diplomatic, and financial capacities. Perceived failure there could diminish America’s credibility and influence in a region that is the center of the Islamic world and vital to the world’s energy supply. This loss would reduce America’s global influence at a time when pressing issues in North Korea, Iran, and elsewhere demand our full attention and strong U.S. leadership of international alliances. And the longer that U.S. political and military resources are tied down in Iraq, the more the chances for American failure in Afghanistan increase. Continued problems in Iraq could lead to greater polarization within the United States. Sixty-six percent of Americans disapprove of the government’s handling of the war, and more than 60 percent feel that there is no clear plan for moving forward. The November elections were largely viewed as a referendum on the progress in Iraq. Arguments about continuing to provide security and assistance to Iraq will fall on deaf ears if Americans become disillusioned with the government that the United States invested so much to create. U.S. foreign policy cannot be successfully sustained without the broad support of the American people. 

Withdrawal - Later

US military hasn’t met its goals – more time is needed to ensure Iraqi stability

Blanchard et. al 9 (Christopher M. Blanchard, Analysts in Middle East affairs, Kenneth Katzman, specialist in Middle Eastern affairs, Carol Migdalovitz, specialist in Middle Eastern affairs, Jeremy M. Sharp, specialist in Middle Eastern affairs, Iraq: Regional Perspectives and U.S. Policy, October 6, 2009, Congressional Research Service for Congress, < http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/RL33793.pdf>)

While continuing to suggest that U.S. decisions about the timing and scope of troop withdrawals remain conditions based, the Obama Administration has built its policy toward Iraq on the assumption that sequential reductions in U.S. forces over time and the continued building and training of Iraq’s security forces are likely to produce a central government able to defend itself. Some critics contend that, security improvements notwithstanding, the United States has not, to date, accomplished its primary goal—to translate improved security conditions into the achievement of political reconciliation among Iraq’s key communities—and that any security gains therefore remain tenuous. Some of Iraq’s neighbors, such as Saudi Arabia and Turkey, appear to share this perspective and continue to support an active role for U.S. forces in Iraq, 

Withdrawal - by December 2011

Staying until December 2011 allows more flexibility to respond to any potential risks

Perry et. al. 9 (Walter L. Perry, Ph.D in information technology and developed an algorithm for the Defense intelligence Agency designed to indicate when a terrorist group is on the verge of acquiring weapons of mass destruction Stuart E. Johnson, director of international studies at the RAND Corporation ,Keith Crane, director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development program at the RAND Corporation and Ph.D in economics, David C. Gompert, John Gordon IV, Robert E. Hunter,

Dalia Dassa Kaye, Terrence K. Kelly, Eric Peltz, Howard J. Shatz, Withdrawing from Iraq Alternative Schedules, Associated Risks, and Mitigating Strategies, August 18, 2009, RAND corporation, < http://www.dtic.mil/cgibin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA50 4075&Location=U2&doc =GetTR Doc.pdf>)

In this alternative, combat units organized as brigade combat teams (BCTs) remain in Iraq until the December 2011 departure deadline. This alternative adds flexibility by not requiring a fixed date for the removal of combat units and changing the mission of the remaining force before the end of the Security Agreement period in December 2011. Also, it does not require the re-roling of BCTs at any time in the drawdown process. In addition, the longer drawdown schedule provides more flexibility in sequencing the departure of combat units. With additional time, it is easier to plan for the removal of units from relatively secure areas first. • Rationale: This alternative provides the most flexibility. If some or all of the potential risk factors described in detail in the body of this report come to pass, the retention of some combat units to the end of December 2011 allows the command in Iraq the opportunity to respond militarily. In addition, this alternative provides a better opportunity for the command to sequence the redeployment of combat units consistent with security requirements throughout Iraq. • Planning: As in alternative 1, initiating this plan would normally take 90 days given the estimated planning lead time. However, the planning conducted as part of the current plan can provide for the initial redeployments in this alternative, cutting the lead-time requirement by about 30 days to a decision in early June. Additional planning that is necessary can take place as the initial units begin to redeploy. • ISF support: The ability to partner U.S. combat units with their ISF counterparts for training purposes will continue almost to the end of the Security Agreement period, but at an increasingly reduced number.

Iran’s threat to Iraq’s stability inevitable- withdraw by December 2011

Perry et. al. 9 (Walter L. Perry, Ph.D in information technology and developed an algorithm for the Defense intelligence Agency designed to indicate when a terrorist group is on the verge of acquiring weapons of mass destruction Stuart E. Johnson, director of international studies at the RAND Corporation ,Keith Crane, director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development program at the RAND Corporation and Ph.D in economics, David C. Gompert, John Gordon IV, Robert E. Hunter, Dalia Dassa Kaye, Terrence K. Kelly, Eric Peltz, Howard J. Shatz, Withdrawing from Iraq Alternative Schedules, Associated Risks, and Mitigating Strategies, August 18, 2009, RAND corporation, < http://www.dtic.mil/cgibin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA50 4075&Location=U2&doc =GetTR Doc.pdf>)

Given Iranian interests in Iraq, a successful U.S. drawdown and a stabilizing outcome for Iraq are more likely to benefit from cooperation or coordination with the Iranians as opposed to their active opposition. Iran has at times during the U.S. occupation sought to use levers within Iraq—including lethal force—against the United States. This occurred primarily during periods of high tension between the United States and Iran. It is worth attempting to reduce such tensions through a U.S-Iranian engagement process with the aim of inducing Iran to support a reduction of violence in Iraq and the maintenance of stability. There is no guarantee that Iran would cooperate, although it might do so if it believes it would gain influence by assuming the role of a protector of Shi’a interests. Such an engagement process would have to take place across the full range of U.S.-Iranian issues. It is most unlikely that Iran would cooperate with the United States in Iraq if other elements of the relationship were still at a high level of tension, or if Iran perceived itself to be under imminent threat (e.g., from Israel). In any event, uncertainties about regional security on the part of U.S. friends and partners, notably Israel and Gulf Cooperation Council countries, call for the continued presence of U.S. military and other assets in or near the region for the purpose of providing security reassurance and (possibly) security guarantees. In addition, the U.S. departure from Iraq may provide an opening to launch new cooperative forums and a new security structure for the Persian Gulf region, although such efforts would be difficult to implement and would require significant investment by the United States and other Western countries. Major Findings This report contains many detailed observations on areas related to the three alternatives for the drawdown of U.S. forces from Iraq. Here, we list the major findings we drew from our analysis: Drawdown timelines. The United States can meet the drawdown timelines for the April 30, 2010, August 31, 2010, and December 31, 2011, drawdown dates. There are logistical risks associated with the April 30, 2010, and August 31, 2010, deadlines that can be mitigated. • Arab-Kurdish armed conflict. The greatest threat to Iraqi stability and security comes from an Arab-Kurdish armed conflict over contested areas. Iran. Iran has limited but significant potential and incentive to destabilize Iraq, regardless of the timing of U.S. withdrawal. Its actions will be significantly influenced by the overall state of U.S.-Iranian relations. 

Withdrawal- Stick to Timetable
US military can start withdrawing out of Iraq now- also helps save US soft power

Dobbins et. al. 9 (James F Dobbins, former US ambassador to the EU and head of international and security policy for the RAND organization, Ellen Laipson, former Vice Chair of the National Intelligence Council and and former Special Assistant to the US Permanent Representative to the United Nations  Helena Cobban, program organizer on global affairs, Lawrence J Korb, former Director of National Security Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations in New York

US withdrawal from Iraq: What are the Regional Implications?, Fall 2009 Middle East Policy, <http://marshallarmyrotc.org/documents/JamesFDobbinsetal USWithdrawalfromIraq--WhatAretheRegionalImplicationsMiddleEastPolicyFal_001.pdf>)

A lot of people ask whether we can get out of Iraq in this particular period of time. Yes, we can. One of the things the U.S. military does exceptionally well is logistics. Remember that in the campaign, Obama said one to two brigades a month. If you look at when he came into office and count the combat brigades and the rest of the forces, you've got the equivalent of about 52 brigades. If you have over 36 months, you will be able to do it. As Jim Dobbins mentioned, you're not replacing as many people as you are taking out. That doesn't mean you take out every port-a-potty when you leave or anything like that, but you can take out your vital equipment. It is also very good for the U.S. military and for the country that we had to leave the cities at the end of June. What I worried most about was Maliki's trying to use U.S. forces to deal with his own challenges rather than with people who are trying to destabilize the country. We've already seen indications of his using the Iraqi security forces to go after his political opponents. The last thing you want U.S. forces to do is to be caught in that type of conflict rather than dealing with the real threats to the country. Now that we're out of the cities, I think the likelihood of that happening is much lower.

Internal Stability After Withdrawal

Iraq will avoid internal conflict to prevent the spread of violence after U.S. withdrawal

Jervis, 2007

(Robert Jervis, the Adlai E. Stevenson Professor of International Affairs at Columbia University, “Iraq, the U.S., and the region after an American withdrawal,” Saltzman Working Paper, October 2007, www.siwps.com/programs/SWP.attachment/...--/No%202%20-%20Jervis.pdf)
A minimal level of peace and stability could follow American withdrawal if all the factions realize that the alternative is full-scale civil war, with all the costs and dangers that this brings (including likely intervention from the neighbors). Just as nuclear deterrence provided a form of stability during the Cold War, so the understanding that significant violence could spread might produce restraint. Whether this will be the case depends in part on the factions' estimates of the outcome of a civil war. Here uncertainties may be helpful: it is hard to see how any group could be confident of victory and easy for each to imagine extremely unpleasant outcomes. In principle, the US could enhance stability by giving each faction an exaggerated picture of the strength of the others or making it clear that it would use force to prevent any group from radically improving its position. 

Fear of civil war will prevent violence and create stability when the U.S. withdraws from Iraq

Jervis, 2007

(Robert Jervis, the Adlai E. Stevenson Professor of International Affairs at Columbia University, “Iraq, the U.S., and the region after an American withdrawal,” Saltzman Working Paper, October 2007, www.siwps.com/programs/SWP.attachment/...--/No%202%20-%20Jervis.pdf)
Nevertheless, the best (if not the only) hope for limiting the violence lies in the factions' fears that with American troops no longer around to keep the lid on, they could suffer badly in a civil war. Obviously these fears have not prevented other civil wars, although they may be responsible for the fact that there have not been more of them. In this case we may be aided by the fact that the major groupings are not united, which means that even if most Shias believe that they could defeat the Sunnis, they also realize that a Shia victory might not mean that their sub-group would end up on top. Factions and leaders presumably understand that there are a lot of ways in which they can lose. But we cannot be too confident about the pacifying effects of fear. Factions that believe that their rivals are inhibited by the dread of civil war will feel free to engage in provocations, so the sense of too much stability would be dangerous. The other end of the continuum is just as dangerous and more likely: if the factions believe that civil war is inevitable, they are likely to act in a way that brings it on. It is not clear that the US has much influence over the control of expectations, hopes, and fears. 

Iraq’s neighbors will prevent it from becoming a failed state after U.S. withdrawal

Jervis, 2007

(Robert Jervis, the Adlai E. Stevenson Professor of International Affairs at Columbia University, “Iraq, the U.S., and the region after an American withdrawal,” Saltzman Working Paper, October 2007, www.siwps.com/programs/SWP.attachment/...--/No%202%20-%20Jervis.pdf)
What gives the situation in Iraq the potential to turn into such a disaster is the involvement of the neighbors. The ray of light is that, like the Iraqi factions, none of them can be confident of a happy outcome if violence spreads. Iran and perhaps Syria could imagine an outcome that would leave them better off than they are now, but even they must realize the situation could turn menacing. My sense is that the regional countries are driven more by fears than hopes, which at least opens the door to the possibility of helpful cooperation. Turkey cares most about preventing Kurdish independence; Saudi Arabia about limiting Shia dominance and seeing that the Sunnis are not slaughtered or chased from the country; Syria and Jordan worry about refugee flows and large-scale violence on their borders. Each country obviously wants to maximize its influence over Iraq, but its becoming a failed state, let alone a terrorist base, would menace all of them. How much influence each has is far from clear, however, especially when it comes to exercising restraint. We should not be to too quick to equate outside interference with outside influence: proxies are rarely passive and even knowledgeable outsiders like Iran may end up being more manipulated than manipulators. There is both bad news and good news here. On the one hand, Iran may not be able to restrain their clients if they want to; on the other hand, greater power gained by Shia factions with close ties to Iran may not translate into greater Iranian influence in Iraq, let alone in the wider region.

Insurgency Attacks Disrupt Oil

Terrorist and Insurgency disrupts oil markets in Iraq

The American Interest, 10 [By Eugence Gholz and Daryl Press,“Footprints in the Sand”, March-April, Eugene Gholz is associate professor at the LBJ School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas at Austin. Daryl G. Press is associate professor of government and coordinator of war and peace studies at the John Sloan Dickey Center, Dartmouth College., http://www.the-american-interest.com/article-bd.cfm?piece=788, dgeorge] 

We must still plan for instability, of course. Greater social and political instability may significantly impede oil flows. Terrorists and insurgents can often do more damage to oil infrastructure than military forces lobbing inaccurate missiles with small warheads from far away. The situation in Iraq is illustrative: Repeated attacks on the major export pipeline in northern Iraq essentially closed it down from 2003 to 2007. Not only did the attacks damage the pipeline, but they also hindered repairs and scared away investment. A successful terrorist campaign in Saudi Arabia, involving repeated attacks on the kingdom’s terminals, pipeline junctions and pumping facilities, could likewise keep vast quantities of oil off the market.  Terrorism and insurgency are not the only form of “domestic instability” that could reduce oil output from the Gulf; labor strikes and civil wars could do as much or more damage. Strikes have caused several of the greatest oil-market disruptions in history. In most oil-producing countries, oil field workers are an important group in domestic politics, and work stoppages can dramatically undercut oil production, as they did in Iran in 1978–79 and in Venezuela in 2001–02. A full-blown civil war in an oil-producing region, where workers become combatants or cannot reach their job sites due to fighting, might be even worse. After a terrorist attack, workers typically return to their jobs and strive to restore output, but during a strike or civil war, output may remain depressed for protracted periods.  These worrisome scenarios actually understate the dangers from instability in the Persian Gulf. In a worst-case scenario, if an al-Qaeda-linked group were to win a civil war in Saudi Arabia, it would gain control of some 12 million barrels per day of production capacity that it could manipulate in dramatically anti-American ways. The new government could also spend its oil revenue on anti-American projects. Overall, internal political instability in Persian Gulf oil-producing countries could badly damage American interests.  Unfortunately, the American military presence in the Persian Gulf region does not reduce this threat. . The U.S. military is not tasked with protecting its host governments from internal enemies—not the fighter aircraft and ground forces deployed in Kuwait, the command center and prepositioned materiel in Qatar, the U.S. Fifth Fleet headquartered in Bahrain, nor other regional military assets. Ensuring internal stability is the Gulf monarchies’ highest priority, so most give control of their security apparatus to a senior member of the royal family. They do not outsource this job to the United States.  Nor could the U.S. military be as effective as locals at stamping out this kind of instability within the Gulf kingdoms. The counterinsurgency skills that the U.S. military has learned in Iraq do not apply to the day-to-day problems that the Gulf states face. Rooting out extremists requires spying on and infiltrating political and religious organizations. Local security forces know the region and understand the languages and local dialects necessary to do these jobs effectively; even the highly skilled Special Forces of the U.S. military could not do as well. Similarly, locals do a better job at protecting the regular operations of oil-producing facilities because they better understand who “belongs” near sensitive sites and who does not; it’s the rough equivalent of an effective foot patrol in police work.  The United States can indirectly support its allies’ internal security efforts, for example, by helping train and equip their security forces. But that mission does not require a large overt U.S. military presence in the region.

Domestic instability in the Gulf is a major potential threat to oil flows, and in a tight global supply-and-demand situation any significant loss of supply can have a major impact on price. But the U.S. military is not the answer to this problem.  Of course, if a major Gulf oil producer did descend into civil war, the United States would have difficult decisions to make: whether, and how, to intervene. But even in that scenario, the current U.S. peacetime presence in the region would not appreciably help. Effective U.S. military response to political instability could come in two flavors: small-scale (typically covert) efforts and major stability operations. For the smaller missions, the United States would use Special Forces and intelligence operatives to try to reverse an unfavorable local political outcome. The small team of forces for that type of operation would not need the current U.S. base infrastructure in the region, and might not use it even if available.  On the other hand, if the United States were to respond to a full-blown civil war in the Persian Gulf with a major military intervention, current (or foreseeable) forward deployments would not contribute much to the operation. The large intervention force would have to come from bases in the continental United States, Germany or East Asia, as did the forces that fought the Gulf War in 1991 and the Iraq War in 2003. With an over-the-horizon strategy, American leaders could choose either kind of intervention, just as they could with the current forward-presence strategy. When it comes to contingencies tied to local political instability, however, our current force presence in the region adds no value whatsoever. Indeed, it subtracts from it.

Insurgency Attacks Disrupt Oil

Insurgent attacks disrupt oil supply

Cohen, 09 [Ariel, Ph.D., is Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation., “Reducing US Dependence on Middle Eastern Oil”, http://www.radicalislam.org/content/reducing-us-dependence-middle-eastern-oil, dgeorge] 

While the removal of Saddam’s regime may have been a positive factor for energy security because it freed Iraq from the U.N. sanctions that restricted oil exports, the postwar turmoil in Iraq is hindering the foreign investment that could help to expand Iraqi oil exports. This makes building a politically stable and peaceful Iraq all the more important. Meanwhile, pipeline sabotage by foreign and domestic insurgents has crippled Iraqi oil production. Today, Iraq produces 800,000 to 1.3 million barrels per day less than it produced before Operation Iraqi Freedom in 2003. According to the Iraqi oil ministry, the 186 insurgent attacks on the oil industry cost the country $6.25 billion in lost revenue during 2005 and claimed the lives of 47 engineers and 91 police and security guards. Poor U.S. postwar planning, coupled with Iraqi corruption, mismanagement, lack of investment, and inept technological exploitation of the existing fields, has clearly had a detrimental effect on production. However, terrorism, sabotage, and sectarian violence are at the heart of Iraq’s reduced oil production. Oil export routes are hampered as well. With both the Saudi–Iraq pipeline to the south and the Syrian pipeline to the west off-line, Iraq is vitally dependent on two pipelines: one from Kirkuk to the Mediterranean port of Ceyhan in the northwest and the Basra pipeline in the south. Escalating violence is further impeding oil production and cash flow for the central government in Baghdad. The fear that the situation may deteriorate further has fueled speculation that the Kurdish region in northern Iraq may decide to pursue independence—a development that might invite both Turkish and Syrian military involvement. If this were to happen, Iraq’s oil fields in the north (the largest in the country) and the strategic Kirkuk–Ceyhan pipeline would likely remain under a security threat for the foreseeable future. 

Insurgency Attacks Disrupt Oil

Insurgency destroys Iraqi oil markets- production loss, skyrocketing oil prices, and crushes investor confidence

FIND, 08 [Federal Information and News Dispatch, Inc., Congressional Document/Publication (US Senate Documents) from Senate Democratic Communications Center, “The War in Iraq Has Contributed to Pain at the Pump”, 4-30, l/n, dgeorge] 

5 Years Later, Iraq Oil Output Remained Below Pre-War Levels. "Instead of making Iraq an open economy fueled by a thriving oil sector, the war has failed to boost the flow of oil from Iraq's giant well-mapped reservoirs, which oil experts say could rival Saudi Arabia's and produce 6 million barrels a day, if not more. Thanks to insurgents' sabotage of pipelines and pumping stations, and foreign companies' fears about safety and contract risks in Iraq, the country is still struggling in vain to raise oil output to its prewar levels of about 2.5 million barrels a day." [Washington Post, 3/16/08 ]  *Oil Exports Have Still Not Reached Pre-War Levels According to the Brookings Institute's Iraq Index, Iraq's pre-war oil production was 2.5 million barrels per day. Of this, 1.7 to 2.5 million of barrels per day was exported. As of March 2008, Iraq's oil production was 2.42 million barrels per day, with 2.02 million barrels per day for export. [Brookings Institute's Iraq Index, 3/31/08]  Iraq War Drastically Cut Iraqi Oil Supplies, Led to Skyrocketing Oil Prices. "In the absence of Iraqi supplies, prices have soared three-and-a-half-fold since the U.S. invasion on March 20, 2003. (Last week, they shattered all previous records, even after adjusting for inflation.) The profits of the five biggest Western oil companies have jumped from $40 billion to $121 billion over the same period. While the United States has rid itself of Saddam Hussein and whatever threat he might have posed, oil revenues have filled the treasuries of petro-autocrats in Iran, Venezuela and Russi8a, emboldening those regimes and complicating U.S. diplomacy in new ways." [Washington Post, 3/16/08 ]  Iraq War Resulted in Loss of an Average of 2 Millions Barrels of Oil a Day. "The costs and benefits of America's occupation of Iraq vary, according to proponents and opponents, except when it comes to oil exports. The U.S.-led invasion has resulted in the loss of an average of 2 million barrels a day of Iraqi oil from world markets. That is a significant number with huge consequences for economies around the globe." [USA Today, op-ed by Youssef Ibrahim, 10/5/04 ]  *Loss of Iraqi Oil Supply Coincided With Skyrocketing of Demand for Oil - Driving Up Costs of Everything Related to Petroleum. "The impact is slowly taking its toll as the price of everything related to petroleum rises (from the food on the supermarket shelves to the gasoline in your car to the plastic chairs on your lawn).The reason oil prices have been hovering around $50 a barrel now is that most of these Iraqi exports disappeared just as oil consumption began to skyrocket around the world. The International Energy Agency reported that the global use of oil - about 81 million barrels every 24 hours - rose at least 1.3% and perhaps as much as 3% in the past year. Consumption is being driven by new, voracious appetites in the huge industrial machineries of China and India as well as in various other economies on a fast-growth track." [USA Today, op-ed by Youssef Ibrahim, 10/5/04 ]  Iraq Will Generate $50-100 Billion Oil Revenue Due to High Prices, Not Production as Administration Officials Predicted. "Leading administration officials expected a postwar Iraq to reclaim its former position among oil exporters. 'We are dealing with a country that can really finance its own reconstruction and relatively soon,' then-Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz told Congress just after the invasion, predicting that oil would generate $50 billion to $100 billion in revenues within two to three years. Ironically, Iraq might approach that figure this year because of high prices, not higher production." [Washington Post, 3/16/08 ]  INSURGENCY AND ONGOING VIOLENCE FURTHER DAMAGED IRAQ'S OIL INDUSTRY  Insurgent Attacks Limited Iraqi Oil Exports, Infrastructure Destroyed Due to War Two Decades of War, International Sanctions and Misuse by Saddam Hussein's Government. "Iraq's economy has benefited from today's oil prices. But widespread attacks by insurgents limit its oil exports. Also, the government doesn't have the money it needs to rehabilitate and upgrade an oil industry infrastructure that has fallen apart during two decades of wars, misuse by Saddam Hussein's government and international trade sanctions. Zainy said few changes are expected in Iraq's current oil exports of about 1.6 million barrels a day, mostly through its southern ports, which have suffered far fewer insurgent attacks than the main pipeline to Turkey in the north." [Associated Press, 8/18/05 ]  "Chaos and Guerrilla Sabotage Have Slowed the Flow of Oil" in Iraq. "Instead of inaugurating a new age of cheap oil, the Iraq war may become known as the beginning of an era of scarcity. Two years ago, it seemed likely that Iraq, with the world's third-largest petroleum reserves, would become a hypercharged gusher once U.S. troops toppled Saddam Hussein. But chaos and guerrilla sabotage have slowed the flow of oil to a comparative trickle." [San Francisco Chronicle, 3/20/05 ]  Insurgency Blamed for Production of Oil in Iraq Far Lower Than Predicted Before the War. "'If it weren't for the insurgency, Iraq would produce at least another million barrels day -- and maybe two,' said Gal Luft, co-director of the Institute for the Analysis of Global Security in Washington. 'Iraq is very much missing from the market, and it's one of the reasons why prices have risen so much.' Iraq has earned only about $31 billion from oil exports in the two years since the U.S. invasion, far below the prewar predictions by Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz, who claimed that Iraqi oil would generate $50 billion to $100 billion in the same period." [San Francisco Chronicle, 3/20/05 ]  THE WAR HAS DISCOURAGED INVESTMENT IN IRAQ'S OIL INDUSTRY  Iraq's Oil Production Is Far Below Capacity, In Part Because Companies Refuse to Invest Due to Disputes Among Iraqi Politicians and Continued Violence. "The country hopes to reach agreements that will help it fulfill its goal of increasing crude oil production. With the war, mismanagement and neglect, Iraq currently produces far less oil than its potential capacity. Despite Iraq's enormous reserves of more than 100 billion barrels, global oil corporations have been reluctant to invest because of disputes among Iraqi politicians about how to develop the industry and how to share profits. The fighting in Iraq also has dissuaded many investors." [Associated Press, 4/16/08 ]  Investment in Oil Production in the Middle East Has Been Stunted By War-Related Unrest. "Oil traders anticipated before the war that the price of oil would remain about $25 a barrel. Instead, it has soared to more than $100 a barrel. Iraqi oil production has not risen with demand, in part because investment in the Middle East has been stunted by war-related unrest." [Washington Post, 4/15/08 ]  IRAQ WAR CONTRIBUTES TO MIDDLE EAST INSTABILITY, WHICH FURTHER DRIVES UP PRICES  Iraq War Has Led To Fears of Slowing Oil Production From Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and Iran, Driving Up Prices. "The Iraq War hasn't just reduced oil production in Iraq, the world's third-biggest oil producing nation; it has led to fears of a much wider disruption in oil supplies from Iran, Kuwait and Saudi Arabia--and oil investors make their price decisions based on future prospects, not on current usage." [OpEd News, 4/21/08 ]  *Before the Iraq War, OPEC Said It Could Not Control Prices if War Caused Market Speculation. "The president of Opec, the cartel of oil producing countries, has told the BBC that in the event of a war in Iraq the group will try to make good any resulting oil shortages. 
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Insurgency Attacks Disrupt Oil

CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

Abdullah al Attiyah, who is also Energy Minster of the Arabian Gulf state of Qatar, warned however that Opec could not control prices if speculators forced them higher. If war breaks out with Iraq, the price of oil is likely to rise sharply even more." [BBC News, 2/24/03 ]  JEC Report: Greater Instability in the Middle East Caused By Iraq War Have Increased Oil Prices. "The Iraq war has occurred in a context of greatly increasing world demand for oil, as well as declining excess production capacity.Both the direct effect of the war in reducing Iraqi oil production and the indirect effect of creating greater instability in the Middle East can act to increase oil prices. Relatively small increases in oil prices can have substantial economic effects." [Joint Economic Committee Report, "War at Any Price"," 11/13/07]  JEC Report: Iraq War Led to Concern About Regional Conflict, Caused Stockpiling of Oil and Increase in Prices. "The Iraq war could have a second, indirect effect on oil prices if events in Iraq have led to concerns about wider regional conflict, or increases in terrorism in the region that could affect oil fields. These kinds of fears would cause investors to bid up the price of oil on futures markets, and increase the stockpiles of oil they hold against an emergency." [Joint Economic Committee Report, "War at Any Price"," 11/13/07]

Instability Crushes Investor Confidence

Iraqi instability undermines oil investor confidence

The Jamestown Foundation, 08 [Chris Zambelis, Information without political agenda from Eurasia, China, and World of Terrorism, “Global Terrorism Analysis: Attacks in Yemen Reflect al-Qaeda’s Global Oil Strategy”, 9-4, http://www.jamestown.org/programs/gta/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=5137&tx_ttnews[backPid]=167&no_cache=1, dgeorge] 

It is difficult to discern the precise reason behind al-Qaeda’s shift in strategy at this juncture. One likely possibility is that bin Laden was inspired by the Iraqi insurgency, especially its nationalist strain, which targeted oil infrastructure to great effect in order to undermine the U.S.-led Coalition’s efforts to control the country. Although most of the damage against the Iraqi oil infrastructure, especially oil pipelines, was easily repairable, the ongoing violence and instability coupled with the deliberate targeting of oil-related sites by the insurgents undermined investor confidence and raised concerns about Iraq’s potential to regain its place as a major oil producer. These factors, along with a host of others, contributed to a steady increase in oil prices during this volatile period. In keeping with al-Qaeda’s long-term goal of bankrupting the United States, it is likely that bin Laden identified an opportunity to up the ante against the United States and its allies in the region by making oil fair game.  

Mass casualty attacks undermine investor confidence

Knights, 10 [Dr. Mike, Vice President and lead Iraq analyst at Olive Group, the  first security company to operate in Iraq.  He has  worked on Iraqi political and security risks since the mid-1990s, first as an oil and gas journalist and later as an academic, receiving his PhD on Iraq at the Department of War Studies, King’s College London.  Since 2003, Dr Knights has run the Washington Institute for Near East Policy’s Iraq programme, advising US government agencies on Iraq policy and publishing a series of books on local politics and security, “Reading the tea leaves of violence in Iraq”, 5-17, http://www.iraq-businessnews.com/?p=3436, dgeorge] 

I don’t intend to tackle the issue comprehensively in this inaugural blog entry, but this quest for clarity will be a thread running through all the entries on this page. Put simply, is Iraq becoming riskier, less risky or staying the same? An important first step is to put the large bombings into perspective. Taking Baghdad as an example, throughout the last six months there have been an average of six to seven mass casualty attacks undertaken each month. About a third of attacks typically take place at high-visibility locations like ministries and hotels, and are intended to command international attention and discredit claims that Iraq is stabilizing. Every new headline, every image of a bombing, shakes investor confidence in Iraq and makes businesses second-guess their decision to enter the Iraqi market.

Iraq/Middle East Oil Key to Global Economy

Middle East oil supply is key to global economic growth

Marafi, 09 [Khaled, Khaled Ali Khamis Sweilem, Ministry of Agriculture, University

of Jordan, “Security Concerns in the Middle East For Oil Supply: Problems and Solutions”, http://www.springerlink.com/content/v827857m21257431/fulltext.pdf, dgeorge] 

Gulf oil supply is the key to a robust world economy and its growth. Security of this oil supply and its unhindered free flow to world markets is vital to the stability of the Gulf region and of the oil importing countries of the world. A Market and Institutions scenario is much more suitable for providing a secure oil supply. Empire order and Trans-Atlantic cleavages are bound to create a non-integrated gap in the value chain of oil supply in the Gulf region. Transformation of the non-integrated gap requires a strong connection with a functioning core. A preventive strategy, not a preemptive strike, is suitable for energy supply security. The fight against radicalism and terrorism is also important for the security of oil supply. UN organs and mechanisms alone are not adequate to address all the problems in the Gulf region related to oil supply security. An internally working power balance should be constructed as a preventive strategy among Arabs, Iranians and Israelis, with the support of existing and newly integrated mechanisms originating from NATO, the EU, the US and the Asia-Pacific region. 

Oil production in Iraq is key to the economy

Barlett and Steele, 2003

 (Donald Barlett and James Steele, investigative journalists and authors, winners of two Pulitzer Prizes, two National Magazine Awards and five George Polk Awards during their thirty five years of service at the Philadelphia Inquirer, Time, and Vanity Fair, “Iraq’s crude awakening,” Time, May 10, 2003, http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,450939,00.html) 

Just to look at Iraq today, one would never know that it's an oil giant. it's a country nearly paralyzed by an energy crisis. Everywhere, drivers sit in endless lines of cars, sometimes for days, to buy gasoline. Electricity comes and goes. Homes lack fuel for cooking. Iraq's oil industry, which in its heyday produced 3.5 million bbl. a day, now produces little more than 5% of that. Refineries operate at less than 30% of capacity. But the picture belies a deeper reality: Iraq is potentially the most important new player in the global oil market. Although each day brings fresh accounts of breakdowns in the country's crude-oil machinery—fractured pipe- lines, controls damaged by looters, rusting equipment, 1970s technology in the 21st century—Iraq is the only country capable of flooding the world with cheap oil on the scale of Saudi Arabia. And that poses a major test for Washington. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld has been firm and consistent on what the war in Iraq is not about. "It has nothing to do with oil, literally nothing to do with oil," he says. If it sounds as though he's protesting too much, it's because the Bush Administration is up against a prevailing world view that the burden of proof is on the U.S. to show that it won't exploit Iraq's underground riches. Hours after the invasion began, U.S. forces had seized two offshore terminals that can transfer 2 million bbl. daily to tankers. They secured the southern Rumaila oil field so swiftly that Saddam Hussein's retreating troops managed to set only nine wells ablaze, compared with 650 Kuwaiti wells during Gulf War I, and U.S. airborne troops took the northern oil fields at Kirkuk largely intact. Three weeks later, when U.S. forces rolled into downtown Baghdad, they headed straight for the Oil Ministry building and threw up a protective shield around it. While other government buildings, ranging from the Ministry of Religious Affairs to the National Museum of Antiquities, were looted and pillaged, while hospitals were stripped of medicine and basic equipment, Iraq's oil records were safe and secure, guarded by the U.S. military. General Richard Myers, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, had an explanation: "I think it's, as much as anything else, a matter of priorities." Rumsfeld's disclaimer aside, the fact is that oil—who has it, who produces it, who fixes its price—governs everything of significance in the Persian Gulf and affects economies everywhere. While the Bush Administration has repeatedly asserted that Iraq's oil belongs to its citizens—"We'll make sure that Iraq's natural resources are used for the benefit of their owners, the Iraqi people," the President said—the stakes go far beyond Iraq. The amount of oil that Iraq brings to market will not just determine the living standards of Iraqis but affect everything from the Russian economy to the price Americans pay for gasoline, from the stability of Saudi Arabia to Iran's future. 

Oil Key to Iraqi Stability

Oil revenues key to rebuilding Iraq stability

Cordesman et. al. 10 (Anthony H. Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies Professor of National Security Studies at Georgetown University, national security assistant to Senator John McCain, former director of intelligence assessment in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Adam Mausner, BA in political science and Elena Derby, researcher for CSIS, Economic Challenges in Post-Conflict Iraq, March 17, 2010, CSIS, center for strategic and international studies, < http://csis.org/files/publication/100317_IraqEconomicFactors.pdf>)
Economics are as important to Iraq’s stability and political accommodation as security and governance, and they are equally critical to creating a successful strategic partnership between Iraq and the United States. It is far from easy, however, to analyze many of the key factors and trends involved. Iraqi data are weak and sometimes absent. U.S. and Coalition forces generally failed to look in detail at many of Iraq’s most serious economic problems, or they issued heavily politicized reports designed to show that Iraqi “reconstruction” had been far more successful than it really was. It is clear, however, that any analysis of a U.S. and Iraqi strategic partnership must examine these issues, which fall into four major categories:  Iraq’s near-term and mid-term dependence on its petroleum sector for much of its economic growth and most of its government revenue and self-financed development and security efforts.  The critical problems in other sectors of the Iraqi economy, including industry and agriculture, and in many areas of government services like health and education.  The impact of outside aid, where the Special Inspector General for Iraqi Reconstruction (SIGIR) and other reporting indicates that U.S. and other international aid efforts have fallen far short of their goals and sometimes done more harm than good.  Iraq’s ability to develop levels of security that will allow a normal economy to develop, which will reassure investors that foreign and domestic investment is safe, and that will ensure that investments in infrastructure and development are not attacked. In the next few years Iraq will depend on oil revenues to fund most of its stability and reconstruction operations. 

Iraq’s stability depends on oil revenues

Perry et. al. 9 (Walter L. Perry, Ph.D in information technology and developed an algorithm for the Defense intelligence Agency designed to indicate when a terrorist group is on the verge of acquiring weapons of mass destruction Stuart E. Johnson, director of international studies at the RAND Corporation ,Keith Crane, director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development program at the RAND Corporation and Ph.D in economics, David C. Gompert, John Gordon IV, Robert E. Hunter, Dalia Dassa Kaye, Terrence K. Kelly, Eric Peltz, Howard J. Shatz, Withdrawing from Iraq Alternative Schedules, Associated Risks, and Mitigating Strategies, August 18, 2009, RAND corporation, < http://www.dtic.mil/cgibin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA50 4075&Location=U2&doc =GetTR Doc.pdf>)

Iraq’s political uncertainty is complicated by an economic downturn owing mainly to the low price of the country’s main source of income, oil. Following several flush years when the price of oil was high, lower oil prices mean that government spending, infrastructure projects, private investment, employment, and resources for ISF enhancement will suffer. Although Iraq is no longer at war with itself, its capacity to succeed in peace is limited. 

Iraq > Global Oil Price Increase

Iraq oil price jump leads to global oil price increase

Global Insight, 10 [World Market Research Center, Brad Phillips, “Iraq Oil Exports Slip in April”, 5-5, l/n, dgeorge] 

According to sources at Reuters, Iraqi oil exports during April fell for a second consecutive month, to 1.77 million b/d on average, compared with 1.79 million b/d during March. Iraq exported an average of 1.42 million b/d this past month from the southern hub of Basra, down from an average of 1.50 million b/d in the last year, due to bad weather. Meanwhile, exports through the northern Kirkuk-Ceychan pipeline to the Turkish Mediterranean coast came in at an average of 341,965 b/d during April, falling from an average of roughly 464,000 b/d in the last year due to an attack on 22 April that caused a temporary disruption in flow. The hole in the pipeline from the attack took four days to repair. Additionally, an average of 9,983 b/d of crude was exported to neighbouring Jordan. Preliminary estimates from the Department of State's Weekly Iraq Report and Brookings Institute Iraqi Index suggest that overall oil production in Iraq climbed to 2.41 million b/d, up from 2.25 million b/d in the previous month. Significance:A number of factors reduced export numbers in April and, moreover, revealed vulnerabilities in Iraq's infrastructure; nevertheless, oil prices continued to climb in April as the economic recovery continued to spread across the globe. Although the chances of a double-dip global recession are diminishing, oil prices are still facing considerable downside risk given that paper demand for commodity futures will decelerate once the Fed starts to raise interest rates later this year or the beginning of next year. Currently, IHS Global Insight foresees global oil prices averaging US$77/barrel this year, before rising to an average of US$79/barrel in 2011. Furthermore, the rebound in oil prices should push-up Iraq's trade surplus this year, to 10% of GDP, and cut the fiscal deficit to 5% of GDP. 

Increase in Iraq oil prices leads to global oil price increases

Q Finance, 10
[May 2010, l/n]

Global risks are a determining feature of today's highly interdependent world. All elements of the global system are so highly and intrinsically intertwined that the occurrence of any particular global risk is almost sure to have a cascading effect and to lead to another global risk. Let us consider the following example; Hurricane Katrina struck New Orleans, Louisiana, as a category 4 storm on August 29, 2005. Costal storms are common, but this one was the costliest natural disaster in the history of the United States, inflicting total damage estimated at US$100 billion. However, perhaps more significant (and shocking) was the collateral damage inflicted by hurricane Katrina beyond its immediate physical impact; the sequence of events-the domino effect-that the natural disaster put into motion. Katrina had an impact on the Bush presidency, already weakened by difficulties in Iraq, on race relations in the United States, on global oil prices, and on the assessment of US power and capacity in many parts of the world. The same observation about the unforeseeable permutations that the occurrence of a global risk may cause also applies to the terrorist attacks of September 11th and many others. In a world characterized by uncertainty, complexity, volatility, turbulence, asymmetry, and time compression, global risks increasingly matter.

Iraqi Forces > Instability

Turn: Iraqi forces can be source of instability

Dobbins et. al. 9 (James F Dobbins, former US ambassador to the EU and head of international and security policy for the RAND organization, Ellen Laipson, former Vice Chair of the National Intelligence Council and and former Special Assistant to the US Permanent Representative to the United Nations  Helena Cobban, program organizer on global affairs, Lawrence J Korb, former Director of National Security Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations in New York

US withdrawal from Iraq: What are the Regional Implications?, Fall 2009 Middle East Policy, <http://marshallarmyrotc.org/documents/JamesFDobbinsetal USWithdrawalfromIraq--WhatAretheRegionalImplicationsMiddleEastPolicyFal_001.pdf>)

As we train and equip the Iraqi security forces, we also need to be conscious that they are another risk factor. The Iraqi security forces must not become so powerful and so autonomous that they begin to abuse that power and usurp constitutional functions or allow somebody - the prime minister, for instance - to usurp constitutional functions. The Iraqi security forces themselves are at the moment a force for stability, and one of the main objectives of American policy is to improve those forces. But that has to be done in the context of continued support for constitutional rule, for a balance among all of the ethnic and sectarian groups in the country, and for the development of the professional military that understands its limits and constraints. So the Iraqi security forces themselves are both a part of the solution, but they are also potentially a part of the problem and one has to be conscious of that.

Sunni/Shiite/Kurd Conflict > War

Increased conflict between Shiites/rival militias and Arabs/Kurds escalates into Middle East War

New York Times, 06 [Eric Schmitt and Edward Wong, “Disorder the rule in Iraq, U.S. says Instability in Iraq / Internal review contradicts public assurances of progress”, 4-9, http://articles.sfgate.com/2006-04-09/news/17290639_1_reports-of-mass-migrations-conditions-that-new-reconstruction-provincial-stability-assessment/2, dgeorge] 

The report also raises alerts about the growing power of Iranian-backed religious Shiite parties, several of which the United States helped put into power, and rival militias in southern Iraq. The authors also point to the Arab-Kurdish fault line in the north as a major concern, with the two ethnicities vying for power in Mosul, where violence is rampant, and Kirkuk, where oil fields are critical for economic growth in Iraq.  The patterns of discord mapped by the report confirm that ethnic and religious schisms have become entrenched across much of the country, even as monthly U.S. fatalities have fallen. Those indications, taken with recent reports of mass migrations from mixed Sunni-Shiite regions, show that Iraq is undergoing a de facto partitioning along ethnic and sectarian lines, with clashes -- sometimes political, sometimes violent -- taking place in the mixed places where different groups meet.  The report, the first of its kind, was written over a six-week period by a joint civilian and military group in Baghdad that wanted to provide a baseline assessment for conditions that new reconstruction teams will face as they are deployed to the provinces, said Daniel Speckhard, an American diplomat in Baghdad who oversees reconstruction projects.  The writers included officials from the U.S. Embassy's political branch, reconstruction agencies and the U.S. military command in Baghdad, Speckhard said. The authors also received information from State Department officers in the provinces, he said.  The report is part of a periodic briefing on Iraq that the State Department provides to Congress, and it has been shown to officials on Capitol Hill, including those involved in budgeting for the reconstruction teams. It is not clear how many top American officials have seen it; the report has not circulated widely at the Defense Department or the National Security Council, spokesmen there said.  A copy of the report, which is not classified, was provided to the New York Times by a government official in Washington, who said the confidential assessment provides a more realistic gauge of stability in Iraq than recent portrayals by senior military officers. It is dated Jan. 31, three weeks before the bombing of a revered Shiite shrine in Samarra, which set off reprisals that killed hundreds of Iraqis. Recent updates to the report are minor and leave it virtually unchanged in its conclusions, Speckhard said.  In recent interviews and speeches, some Bush administration officials have begun to lay out the deep-rooted problems plaguing the American enterprise in Iraq. At the forefront has been the U.S. ambassador to Iraq, Zalmay Khalilzad, who has said the invasion opened a "Pandora's box" and warned Friday that a civil war in Iraq could engulf the entire Middle East.  On Saturday, Khalilzad and Gen. George Casey, the senior U.S. military commander in Iraq, issued a statement praising some of the political and security goals achieved in the last three years, but cautioning that "despite much progress, much work remains."  The report's capsule summaries of each province offer surprisingly gloomy news. Its formula for rating stability takes into account governing, security and economic issues. Oil-rich Basra province in the south, where British troops have patrolled in relative calm for most of the last three years, is now rated as "serious."  The report defines "serious" as having "a government that is not fully formed or cannot serve the needs of its residents; economic development that is stagnant with high unemployment; and a security situation marked by routine violence, assassinations and extremism."  British fatalities have been on the rise in Basra in recent months, with attacks attributed to Shiite insurgents. There is a "high level of militia activity, including infiltration of local security forces," the report says. "Smuggling and criminal activity continue unabated. Intimidation attacks and assassination are common."  The report states that economic development in the region, one of the poorest in Iraq, is "hindered by weak government." 

Sunni resentment towards Shiites and Kurds will escalate major sectarian violence

CBS News, 07 [“Internal Instability Hinders Iraq’s Future”, 12-21, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2007/12/19/2007/main3633106_page2.shtml?tag=contentMain;contentBody, dgeorge] 

Otherwise, he warned "we risk falling back to the more violent patterns of the past."  Prospects for agreements on a range of issues - including sharing the oil wealth and relaxing the ban on supporters of ex-President Saddam Hussein in government jobs - are clouded.  Outside Baghdad, the central government barely functions. Millions of Iraqis are still clamoring for reliable electricity, clean water and other services they hoped for when Saddam's regime collapsed nearly five years ago.  Profound divisions remain over the vision for the new Iraq - either a strong central government or self-rule by ethnic and sectarian regions.  "The principal problem is this is a country with no agreement on what the country is," said Mideast analyst Jon Alterman. "You have lawlessness, thuggery and organized crime."  Sectarian wounds inflicted by Saddam's Sunni-dominated regime against Shiites and Kurds - and ripped open in the recent wave of sectarian slaughter - are far from healed.  "The distrust, the fear, the resentment on the part of the people who are in (Iraq's) government is profound," Phebe Marr, a leading Iraq scholar, told Foreignpolicy.com. "You only have to sit in a room and listen to these people talk to understand how deep the distrust is."  American soldiers encounter signs of this every day.  Sunni ex-insurgents are often more willing to deal with Americans than the Shiite-dominated security forces. Shiite police and army officers openly complain the Americans are dealing with Sunnis who have Shiite blood on their hands.  With such broad differences, many U.S. diplomats, military commanders and private analysts doubt the Iraqis will reconcile through grand, sweeping agreements or landmark legislation at the national level.  Instead, they believe the best shot is a patchwork of local peace deals between Sunni and Shiite tribes which, over time, will produce reconciliation from the bottom up. That process could take years.  "You will see some levels of reconciliation in some places, but it's going to be hard to strike a grand agreement that means all sectarian problems are put behind us," Alterman said.

Sunni/Shiite/Kurd Conflict > War

Sunni/Shia and Kurd conflict causes insurgent violence and political extremism

NIC, 07 [National Intelligence Council, “Prospects for Iraq’s Stability: A Challenging Road Ahead”, January, http://www.dni.gov/press_releases/20070202_release.pdf, dgeorge] 

Iraqi society’s growing polarization, the persistent weakness of the security forces and the state in general, and all sides’ ready recourse to violence are collectively driving an increase in communal and insurgent violence and political extremism. Unless efforts to reverse these conditions show measurable progress during the term of this Estimate, the coming 12 to 18 months, we assess that the overall security situation will continue to deteriorate at rates comparable to the latter part of 2006. If strengthened Iraqi Security Forces (ISF), more loyal to the government and supported by Coalition forces, are able to reduce levels of violence and establish more effective security for Iraq’s population, Iraqi leaders could have an opportunity to begin the process of political compromise necessary for longer term stability, political progress, and economic recovery.  • Nevertheless, even if violence is diminished, given the current winner-take-all attitude and sectarian animosities infecting the political scene, Iraqi leaders will be hard pressed to achieve sustained political reconciliation in the time frame of this Estimate.   The challenges confronting Iraqis are daunting, and multiple factors are driving the current trajectory of the country’s security and political evolution.  • Decades of subordination to Sunni political, social, and economic domination have made the Shia deeply insecure about their hold on power. This insecurity leads the Shia to mistrust US efforts to reconcile Iraqi sects and reinforces their unwillingness to engage with the Sunnis on a variety of issues, including adjusting the structure of Iraq’s federal system, reining in Shia militias, and easing de-Bathification.   • Many Sunni Arabs remain unwilling to accept their minority status, believe the central government is illegitimate and incompetent, and are convinced that Shia dominance will increase Iranian influence over Iraq, in ways that erode the state’s Arab character and increase Sunni repression.   • The absence of unifying leaders among the Arab Sunni or Shia with the capacity to speak for or exert control over their confessional groups limits prospects for reconciliation. The Kurds remain willing to participate in Iraqi state building but reluctant to surrender any of the gains in autonomy they have achieved.   • The Kurds are moving systematically to increase their control of Kirkuk to guarantee annexation of all or most of the city and province into the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG) after the constitutionally mandated referendum scheduled to occur no later than 31 December 2007. Arab groups in Kirkuk continue to resist violently what they see as Kurdish encroachment.  

Laundry List of Iraqi Groups > Insurgency

Sunni Arabs, Al Qaeda, Shiite militias, local armies, and organize crime conflict escalates into insurgency violence

Baker and Hamilton, 06 [James and Lee, both Co-Chairs of the Iraq Study Group, James Baker served in senior government positions under three United States presidents, the 67th Secretary of the Treasury from 1985 to 1988 under President Ronald Reagan. As Treasury Secretary, he was also Chairman of the President’s Economic Policy Council. From 1981 to 1985, he served as White House Chief of Staff to President Reagan. Mr. Baker’s record of public service began in 1975 as Under Secretary of Commerce to President Gerald Ford. It concluded with his service as White House Chief of Staff and Senior Counselor to President Bush from August 1992 to January 1993, graduated from Princeton University and University of Texas School of Law at Austin and received a J.D. with honors, received the Presidential Medal of Freedom in 1991 and has been the recipient of many other awards for distinguished public service, Lee Hamilton was previously Director of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, served as a Commissioner on the United States Commission on National Security, includes consultations from U.S. Administration Officials, Congress, Foreign Officials, Former Officials and Experts, “THE IRAQ STUDY GROUP REPORT”,  http://www.bakerinstitute.org/publications/iraqstudygroup_findings.pdf, dgeorge] 

Violence is increasing in scope, complexity, and lethality. There are multiple sources of violence in Iraq: the Sunni Arab insurgency, al Qaeda and affiliated jihadist groups, Shiite militias and death squads, and organized criminality. Sectarian violence—particularly in and around Baghdad—has become the principal challenge to stability.

 Most attacks on Americans still come from the Sunni Arab insurgency. The insurgency comprises former elements of the Saddam Hussein regime, disaffected Sunni Arab Iraqis, and common criminals. It has significant support within the Sunni Arab community. The insurgency has no single leadership but is a network of networks. It benefits from participants’ detailed knowledge of Iraq’s infrastructure, and arms and financing are supplied primarily from within Iraq. The insurgents have different goals, although nearly all oppose the presence of U.S. forces in Iraq. Most wish to restore Sunni Arab rule in the country. Some aim at winning local power and control.

 Al Qaeda is responsible for a small portion of the violence in Iraq, but that includes some of the more spectacular acts: suicide attacks, large truck bombs, and attacks on significant - religious or political targets. Al Qaeda in Iraq is now largely Iraqi-run and composed of Sunni Arabs. Foreign fighters—numbering an estimated 1,300—play a supporting role or carry out suicide operations. Al Qaeda’s goals include instigating a wider sectarian war between Iraq’s Sunni and Shia, and driving the United States out of Iraq. Sectarian violence causes the largest number of Iraqi civilian casualties. Iraq is in the grip of a deadly cycle: Sunni insurgent attacks spark large-scale Shia reprisals, and vice versa. Groups of Iraqis are often found bound and executed, their bodies dumped in rivers or fields. The perception of unchecked violence emboldens militias, shakes confidence in the government, and leads Iraqis to flee to places where their sect is the majority and where they feel they are in less danger. In some parts of Iraq—notably in Baghdad—sectarian cleansing is taking place. The United Nations estimates that 1.6 million are displaced within Iraq, and up to 1.8 million Iraqis have fled the country.

 Shiite militias engaging in sectarian violence pose a substantial threat to immediate and long-term stability. These militias are diverse. Some are affiliated with the government, some are highly localized, and some are wholly outside the law. They are fragmenting, with an increasing breakdown in command structure. The militias target Sunni Arab civilians, and some struggle for power in clashes with one another. Some even target government ministries. They undermine the authority of the Iraqi government and security forces, as well as the ability of Sunnis to join a peaceful political process. The prevalence of militias sends a powerful message: political leaders can preserve and expand their power only if backed by armed force. 

The Mahdi Army, led by Moqtada al-Sadr, may number as many as 60,000 fighters. It has directly challenged U.S. and Iraqi government forces, and it is widely believed to engage in regular violence against Sunni Arab civilians. Mahdi fighters patrol certain Shia enclaves, notably northeast Baghdad’s teeming neighborhood of 2.5 million known as “Sadr City.” As the Mahdi Army has grown in size and influence, some elements have moved beyond Sadr’s control. 

The Badr Brigade is affiliated with the Supreme Council for the Islamic Revolution in Iraq (SCIRI), which is led by Abdul Aziz al-Hakim. The Badr Brigade has long-standing ties with the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps. Many Badr members have become integrated into the Iraqi police, and others play policing roles in southern Iraqi cities. While wearing the uniform of the security services, Badr fighters have targeted Sunni Arab civilians. Badr fighters have also clashed with the Mahdi Army, particularly in southern Iraq. 

Criminality also makes daily life unbearable for many Iraqis. Robberies, kidnappings, and murder are commonplace in much of the country. Organized criminal rackets thrive, particularly in unstable areas like Anbar province. Some criminal gangs cooperate with, finance, or purport to be part of the Sunni insurgency or a Shiite militia in order to gain legitimacy. As one knowledgeable American official put it, “If there were foreign forces in New Jersey, Tony Soprano would be an insurgent leader.”

 Four of Iraq’s eighteen provinces are highly insecure—Baghdad, Anbar, Diyala, and Salah ad Din. These provinces account for about 40 percent of Iraq’s population of 26 million. In Baghdad, the violence is largely between Sunni and Shia. In Anbar, the violence is attributable to the Sunni insurgency and to al Qaeda, and the situation is deteriorating.

 In Kirkuk, the struggle is between Kurds, Arabs, and Turkmen. In Basra and the south, the violence is largely an intra-Shia power struggle. The most stable parts of the country are the three provinces of the Kurdish north and parts of the Shia south. However, most of Iraq’s cities have a sectarian mix and are plagued by persistent violence. 

Local Control > Insurgency

Emergence of local control destroys the security environment and develops into insurgency violence

NIC, 07 [National Intelligence Council, “Prospects for Iraq’s Stability: A Challenging Road Ahead”, January, http://www.dni.gov/press_releases/20070202_release.pdf, dgeorge] 

A number of identifiable internal security and political triggering events, including sustained mass sectarian killings, assassination of major religious and political leaders, and a complete Sunni defection from the government have the potential to convulse severely Iraq’s security environment. Should these events take place, they could spark an abrupt increase in communal and insurgent violence and shift Iraq’s trajectory from gradual decline to rapid deterioration with grave humanitarian, political, and security consequences. Three prospective security paths might then emerge:   • Chaos Leading to Partition. With a rapid deterioration in the capacity of Iraq’s central government to function, security services and other aspects of sovereignty would collapse. Resulting widespread fighting could produce de facto partition, dividing Iraq into three mutually antagonistic parts. Collapse of this magnitude would generate fierce violence for at least several years, ranging well beyond the time frame of this Estimate, before settling into a partially stable end-state.   • Emergence of a Shia Strongman. Instead of a disintegrating central government producing partition, a security implosion could lead Iraq’s potentially most powerful group, the Shia, to assert its latent strength.   • Anarchic Fragmentation of Power. The emergence of a checkered pattern of local control would present the greatest potential for instability, mixing extreme ethno-sectarian violence with debilitating intra-group clashes.  

Instability Advantage

Current US military presence fuels a rise in insurgency attacks

Friedman, Sapolsky, and Preble 8 (Benjamin H. Friedman, Ph.D in political science, Harvey M. Sapolsky, Ph.D in political economy and government, professor of public policy and organization at MIT, and Christopher Preble, director of foreign policy studies, Ph.D.in history, Learning the Right Lessons from Iraq, February 13, 2008, The Cato Institute, < http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-610.pdf>)
Another theory of the insurgency says that its cause was not disorder but disagreements among Iraq’s factions about the governance of Iraq and opposition to the presence of an occupying force. Far from preventing violence, the presence of American troops might have provoked it. It is not as if the insurgency grew in regions where troops were absent and peace broke out where they were present. Something closer to the opposite appears to have occurred. The Iraqi insurgents themselves often point to the presence of foreign occupiers as the principal motivation for their violence.17 If 130,000 American troops had little idea how to win the loyalty of Iraq’s Sunnis, there is little reason to believe that another 200,000 would have done much better.

Insurgency attacks creates Iraqi instability

Jha, Kattel, Carwell 10 (MANOJ K. JHA, BHEEM KATTEL, AND MARCUS CARWELL, professors at Morgan State University, Modeling the Insurgent Activities with a Geographic Information System: A Case Study from Iraq, January 19, 2010 RECENT ADVANCES in CIRCUITS, SYSTEMS, SIGNAL and TELECOMMUNICATIONS, < http://www.wseas.us/e-library/conferences/2010/Harvard/CISST/CISST-38.pdf>)

The strategies followed by the insurgents there, can be protracted war and urban warfare in which the insurgents attempt to prolong the fight because they know that ruling authority has force advantage and the insurgents employ terrorism as a key factor in destabilizing the society and its government. Among the various tactics used by insurgents in general [17], the Iraqi insurgents seem to have utilized psychological, strategy of chaos, and expressive terrorism, in which they try to take a swift deceptive move aimed at getting the enemy offbalance, or create an atmosphere of chaos to demonstrate the government’s inability to impose law and order, or to express dissatisfaction about something 

Internal instability in Iraq sparks regional wars, global economic decline, and global terrorism

Baker and Hamilton, 06 [James and Lee, both Co-Chairs of the Iraq Study Group, James Baker served in senior government positions under three United States presidents, the 67th Secretary of the Treasury from 1985 to 1988 under President Ronald Reagan. As Treasury Secretary, he was also Chairman of the President’s Economic Policy Council. From 1981 to 1985, he served as White House Chief of Staff to President Reagan. Mr. Baker’s record of public service began in 1975 as Under Secretary of Commerce to President Gerald Ford. It concluded with his service as White House Chief of Staff and Senior Counselor to President Bush from August 1992 to January 1993, graduated from Princeton University and University of Texas School of Law at Austin and received a J.D. with honors, received the Presidential Medal of Freedom in 1991 and has been the recipient of many other awards for distinguished public service, Lee Hamilton was previously Director of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, served as a Commissioner on the United States Commission on National Security, includes consultations from U.S. Administration Officials, Congress, Foreign Officials, Former Officials and Experts, “THE IRAQ STUDY GROUP REPORT”,  http://www.bakerinstitute.org/publications/iraqstudygroup_findings.pdf, dgeorge] 

Continuing violence could lead toward greater chaos, and inflict greater suffering upon the Iraqi people. A collapse of Iraq’s government and economy would further cripple a country already unable to meet its people’s needs. Iraq’s security forces could split along sectarian lines. A humanitarian catastrophe could follow as more refugees are forced to relocate across the country and the region. Ethnic cleansing could escalate. The Iraqi people could be subjected to another strongman who flexes the political and military muscle required to impose order amid anarchy. Freedoms could be lost. Other countries in the region fear significant violence crossing their borders. Chaos in Iraq could lead those countries to intervene to protect their own interests, thereby perhaps sparking a broader regional war. Turkey could send troops into northern Iraq to prevent Kurdistan from declaring independence. Iran could send in troops to restore stability in southern Iraq and perhaps gain control of oil fields. The regional influence of Iran could rise at a time when that country is on a path to producing nuclear weapons. Ambassadors from neighboring countries told us that they fear the distinct possibility of Sunni-Shia clashes across the Islamic world. Many expressed a fear of Shia insurrections— perhaps fomented by Iran—in Sunni-ruled states. Such a broader sectarian conflict could open a Pandora’s box of problems—including the radicalization of populations, mass movements of populations, and regime changes—that might take decades to play out. If the instability in Iraq spreads to the other Gulf States, a drop in oil production and exports could lead to a sharp increase in the price of oil and thus could harm the global economy. Terrorism could grow. As one Iraqi official told us, “Al Qaeda is now a franchise in Iraq, like McDonald’s.” Left unchecked, al Qaeda in Iraq could continue to incite violence between Sunnis and Shia. A chaotic Iraq could provide a still stronger base of operations for terrorists who seek to act regionally or even globally. Al Qaeda will portray any failure by the United States in Iraq as a significant victory that will be featured prominently as they recruit for their cause in the region and around the world. Ayman al-Zawahiri, deputy to Osama bin Laden, has declared Iraq a focus for al Qaeda: they will seek to expel the Americans and then spread “the jihad wave to the secular countries neighboring Iraq.” A senior European official told us that failure in Iraq could incite terrorist attacks within his country. 

Instability Advantage

Central Asia is the most likely scenario for a global nuclear war

Blank, 99 -Stephen Blank,, Director of Strategic Studies Institute at US Army War College,  1999 Central Asian Survey (18; 2), [“Every Shark East of Suez: Great Power Interests, Policies and Tactics in the Transcaspian Energy Wars”]

Thus many structural conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict where third parties intervene now exist in the Transcaucasus. And similarly many conditions exist for internal domestic strife if the leadership of any of these governments changes or if one of the many disaffected minority groups revolts. Many Third World conflicts generated by local structural factors have a great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often feel obliged to rescue their proxies and protégés . One or another big power may fail to grasp the stakes for the other side since interests here are not as clear as in Europe. Hence commitments involving the use of nuclear weapons or perhaps even conventional war to prevent defeat of a client are not well established or clear as in Europe. For instance, in 1993 Turkish noises about intervening on behalf of Azerbaijan induced Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in that case. This episode tends to confirm the notion that `future wars involving Europe and America as allies will be fought either over resources in chaotic Third World locations or in ethnic upheavals on the southern fringe of Europe and Russia’ . 95 Sadly, many such causes for conflict prevail across the Transcaspian. Precisely because Turkey is a Nato members but probably could not prevail in a long war against Russia or if it could, would conceivably trigger a potential nuclear blow (not a small possibility given the erratic nature of Russia’ s declared nuclear strategies), the danger of major war is higher here than almost every-where else in the CIS or the so-called arc of crisis from the Balkans to China.

Global economy collapse leads to global instability and nuclear war. 




 Mead, 09 – Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, The New Republic, “Only Makes You Stronger”, 2/4, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2) 

The greatest danger both to U.S.-China relations and to American power itself is probably not that China will rise too far, too fast; it is that the current crisis might end China's growth miracle. In the worst-case scenario, the turmoil in the international economy will plunge China into a major economic downturn. The Chinese financial system will implode as loans to both state and private enterprises go bad. Millions or even tens of millions of Chinese will be unemployed in a country without an effective social safety net. The collapse of asset bubbles in the stock and property markets will wipe out the savings of a generation of the Chinese middle class. The political consequences could include dangerous unrest--and a bitter climate of anti- foreign feeling that blames others for China's woes. (Think of Weimar Germany, when both Nazi and communist politicians blamed the West for Germany's economic travails.) Worse, instability could lead to a vicious cycle, as nervous investors moved their money out of the country, further slowing growth and, in turn, fomenting ever-greater bitterness. Thanks to a generation of rapid economic growth, China has so far been able to manage the stresses and conflicts of modernization and change; nobody knows what will happen if the growth stops. India's future is also a question. Support for global integration is a fairly recent development in India, and many serious Indians remain skeptical of it. While India's 60-year-old democratic system has resisted many shocks, a deep economic recession in a country where mass poverty and even hunger are still major concerns could undermine political order, long-term growth, and India's attitude toward the United States and global economic integration. The violent Naxalite insurrection plaguing a significant swath of the country could get worse; religious extremism among both Hindus and Muslims could further polarize Indian politics; and India's economic miracle could be nipped in the bud. If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength.
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 Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong. But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 

Nuclear terrorism ensures planet-ending great power nuclear war

Dennis Ray Morgan 9, Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, Yongin Campus - South Korea, Futures, Volume 41, Issue 10, December 2009, Pages 683-693

Years later, in 1982, at the height of the Cold War, Jonathon Schell, in a very stark and horrific portrait, depicted sweeping, bleak global scenarios of total nuclear destruction. Schell’s work, The Fate of the Earth [8] represents one of the gravest warnings to humankind ever given. The possibility of complete annihilation of humankind is not out of the question as long as these death bombs exist as symbols of national power. As Schell relates, the power of destruction is now not just thousands of times as that of Hiroshima and Nagasaki; now it stands at more than one and a half million times as powerful, more than fifty times enough to wipe out all of human civilization and much of the rest of life along with it [8]. In Crucial Questions about the Future, Allen Tough cites that Schell’s monumental work, which ‘‘eradicated the ignorance and denial in many of us,’’ was confirmed by ‘‘subsequent scientific work on nuclear winter and other possible effects: humans really could be completely devastated. Our human species really could become extinct.’’ [9]. Tough estimated the chance of human self-destruction due to nuclear war as one in ten. He comments that few daredevils or high rollers would take such a risk with so much at stake, and yet ‘‘human civilization is remarkably casual about its high risk of dying out completely if it continues on its present path for another 40 years’’ [9]. What a precarious foundation of power the world rests upon. The basis of much of the military power in the developed world is nuclear. It is the reigning symbol of global power, the basis, – albeit, unspoken or else barely whispered – by which powerful countries subtly assert aggressive intentions and ambitions for hegemony, though masked by ‘‘diplomacy’’ and ‘‘negotiations,’’ and yet this basis is not as stable as most believe it to be. In a remarkable website on nuclear war, Carol Moore asks the question ‘‘Is Nuclear War Inevitable??’’ [10].4 In Section 1, Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve figured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian ‘‘dead hand’’ system, ‘‘where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,’’ it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States’’ [10].
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 Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal ‘‘Samson option’’ against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even ‘‘anti-Semitic’’ European cities [10]. In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well. And what many people fail to realize is what a precarious, hair-trigger basis the nuclear web rests on. Any accident, mistaken communication, false signal or ‘‘lone wolf’ act of sabotage or treason could, in a matter of a few minutes, unleash the use of nuclear weapons, and once a weapon is used, then the likelihood of a rapid escalation of nuclear attacks is quite high while the likelihood of a limited nuclear war is actually less probable since each country would act under the ‘‘use them or lose them’’ strategy and psychology; restraint by one power would be interpreted as a weakness by the other, which could be exploited as a window of opportunity to ‘‘win’’ the war. In otherwords, once Pandora’s Box is opened, it will spread quickly, as it will be the signal for permission for anyone to use them. Moore compares swift nuclear escalation to a room full of people embarrassed to cough. Once one does, however, ‘‘everyone else feels free to do so. The bottom line is that as long as large nation states use internal and external war to keep their disparate factions glued together and to satisfy elites’ needs for power and plunder, these nations will attempt to obtain, keep, and inevitably use nuclear weapons. And as long as large nations oppress groups who seek selfdetermination, some of those groups will look for any means to fight their oppressors’’ [10]. In other words, as long as war and aggression are backed up by the implicit threat of nuclear arms, it is only a matter of time before the escalation of violent conflict leads to the actual use of nuclear weapons, and once even just one is used, it is very likely thatmany, if not all, will be used, leading to horrific scenarios of global death and the destruction of much of human civilization while condemning a mutant human remnant, if there is such a remnant, to a life of unimaginable misery and suffering in a

nuclear winter.

Withdrawal is key to reducing terrorism- local militias would eliminate Al Qaeda

Holland and Jarrar, 2007

(Joshua Holland, senior editor and Raed Jarrar, Iraq Consultant to the American Friends Service Committee, “Only a U.S. withdrawal will stop Al Qaeda in Iraq,” Alternet, October 5, 2007, http://www.alternet.org/world/64429/)

One of the last justifications for continuing the U.S. occupation of Iraq despite overwhelming opposition from Iraqis, Americans and the rest of humanity has come down to this: U.S. forces must remain in order to battle "al Qaeda in Iraq." Like so many of the arguments presented in the United States, the idea is not only intellectually bankrupt, it's also the 180-degree opposite of reality. The truth of the matter is that only the presence of U.S. forces allows the group called "al Qaeda in Iraq" (AQI) to survive and function, and setting a timetable for the occupation to end is the best way to beat them. You won't hear that perspective in Washington, but according to Iraqis with whom we spoke, it is the conventional wisdom in much of the country. The Bush administration has made much of what it calls "progress" in the Sunni-dominated provinces of central Iraq. But when we spoke to leaders there, the message we got was very different from what supporters of a long-term occupation claim: Many Sunnis are, indeed, lined up against groups like AQI, but that doesn't mean they are "joining" with coalition forces or throwing their support behind the Iraqi government. Several sources we reached in the Sunni community agreed that AQI, a predominantly Sunni insurgent group that did not exist prior to the U.S. invasion -- it started in 2005 -- will not exist for long after coalition forces depart. AQI is universally detested by large majorities of Iraqis of all ethnic and sectarian backgrounds because of its fundamentalist interpretation of religious law and efforts to set up a separate Sunni state, and its only support -- and it obviously does enjoy some support -- is based solely on its opposition to the deeply unpopular U.S.-led occupation of Iraq. We spoke by phone with Qasim Al-jumaili, a former member of Falluja's City Council, who was confident that his local militias would eliminate Al Qaeda in Iraq from Fallujah if U.S. forces were to withdraw. 

Impact Ext. Nuclear Terror

A nuclear terrorism attack would halt the economy, spur US retaliation, and lead to a suspension of civil liberties

Bartoshuk et. al., 08 – (July 2008, David Bartoshuk is the president of the Saga foundation, John Diamond is a Saga Foundation Washington Fellow, has covered national security affairs in Washington since 1989 for the Associated Press, Chicago Tribune and USA Today. Peter Huessy is President of GeoStrategic Analysis, a Maryland-based defense and national security consulting firm, and an occasional lecturer at the Joint Military Intelligence College and National Defense University War College. Saga Foundation, “Nuclear Terrorism: Local effects, Global Consequences”, http://www.sagafoundation.org/SagaFoundationWhitePaperSAGAMARK7282008.pdf)

Our principal conclusion is that the economic aftershocks flowing not only from a nuclear terrorist attack itself but from a predictable set of decisions a U.S. president could be expected to make in the wake of such an attack would inflict extraordinary economic damage on the nation stretching far beyond the point of attack. Beyond responding with aid to the scene of an attack, the first order of business for a president following a nuclear terrorist strike would be to determine if another strike was about to occur and to do everything possible to prevent it. Virtually all the important presidential decisions in the wake of the September 11 attacks – the suspension of all air travel; mandates to secure cockpit doors; the redesign of airport security; the dispatch of U.S. forces to Afghanistan; the institution of surveillance of terror suspects – were designed to prevent follow-on attacks. Punishing the aggressors was an important but secondary issue. In a nuclear attack scenario, presidential decisions revolving around this imperativewould be taken regardless of whether another attack was planned or actually took place. Among the post-attack presidential decisions we deem highly likely: • Shutdown of freight commerce/border closures. The likelihood that a nuclear weapon would be clandestinely brought into our country would in all likelihood prompt a national initiative to seal the borders and freeze and search virtually all freight conveyances, whether trucks, ships or planes, delivering a major shock to the economy and bringing home to the entire populace the enormity of what has occurred, as stocks of basic supplies vanished almost overnight. • Retaliation. The president would be under enormous pressure to respond swiftly and forcefully to such an attack, even if the geographic or geo-political point of origin was uncertain. The science of ‘nuclear forensics,’ which can enable specialists to identify the source of nuclear material used in a bomb even post-explosion, would provide some key clues as to the source of the attack. As a consequence, there would be tremendous pressure to hold someone—terror groups and their state sponsors— responsible, engendering immediate and forceful retaliation. • Suspension of civil liberties. Extraordinary concern about further nuclear attacks following an initial attack would drive a series of decisions restricting freedom of movement and conferring extraordinary powers on government agencies charged with preventing another strike. The point cannot be emphasized enough: Not the attack itself but the fear of a follow-on attack and the response to that fear would drive a set of decisions that would almost certainly bring all freight traffic to a halt, shut down the nation’s ports, empty the nation’s grocery shelves, and bring most manufacturing to a virtual standstill. Even if this shut-down were temporary, our economic system of “just-in-time inventory” would mean that basic staples would very quickly become unavailable, delivering a psychological blow to the populace and a devastating shock to national and international financial markets. We live with the possibility of a nuclear terrorist attack today, but the possibility of a future attack once the first attack occurred would be deemed so much greater as to create an entirely new reality in terms of the political and economic functioning of the nation.
