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***Iraq Stability Advantage***
 

Advantage One:  Iraq Stability
 

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

Delaying withdrawal past the SOFA agreement creates policy tunnel vision – plan causes focus shift to the root causes of violence
Stephen M. Walt ( Robert and Renée Belfer Professor of International Affairs at Harvard’s John F. Kennedy School of Government) June 2009 “ Bush's gift to Obama” http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/06/29/bushs_gift_to_obama?showcomments=yes
Although often touted as a great success, the fate of the 2007 "surge" reveals the limits of U.S. influence clearly. Although it did lower sectarian violence, the surge did not lead to significant political reconciliation between the contending Sunni, Shiite, and Kurdish groups. The "surge" was thus a tactical success but a strategic failure, and that failure is instructive. If increased force levels, improved counterinsurgency tactics, and our best military leadership could not "turn the corner" politically in Iraq, then prolonging our occupation beyond the timetable outlined in the SOFA agreement makes no sense. No matter how long we stay, Iraq is likely to face similar centrifugal forces, and our presence is doing little to reduce them. Equally important, prolonging our stay in Iraq involves real costs, apart from the billions of extra dollars we will spend between now and the planned withdrawal in 2011. Our armed forces have been stretched thin, and are badly in need of retraining, re-equipping, and recovery. Remaining bogged down in Iraq also diverts time and attention from other strategic issues and continues to supply anti-American forces with ideological ammunition about our "imperial" tendencies. Delaying the agreed-upon withdrawal would thus be yet another strategic misstep. The good news -- of a sort -- is that the Iraqi government and the Iraqi people increasingly agree that it is time for us to go. The Maliki government drove a hard bargain with Bush over the SOFA agreement, insisting on a shorter deadline than Bush originally wanted and demanding greater restrictions on U.S. activities during the drawdown. The Maliki government did this because it understood that taking a tough line with Washington was popular with the Iraqi people, and it hasn't budged from that tough line despite continued internal problems. It is of course possible -- even likely -- that violence will increase as U.S. forces draw down, and there is still some danger of open civil war. That will be a tragedy for which Americans do bear some responsibility, insofar as we opened Pandora's Box when we invaded in 2003. But that danger will exist no matter how long we remain, and our presence there may in fact be delaying the hard bargaining and political compromises that will ultimately have to occur before Iraq is finally stable.
***1AC US Credibility Scenario (1)***

Scenario __ is US Credibility:
Flip flopping on the withdrawal commitment will obliterate US credibility and global political capital

Raed Jarrar (senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action) and Erik Leaver (research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies) March 2010 “ Sliding Backwards on Iraq?”  http://www.fpif.org/articles/sliding_backwards_on_iraq
Last week, President Obama's out-of-control military brass once again leaked a statement contrary to the president's position. This time the statement came from Army Gen. Ray Odierno, the top U.S. commander in Iraq, who officially requested to keep a combat brigade in the northern part of the country beyond the August 2010 deadline. Floating this idea just two weeks before the Iraqi national elections is dangerous for Iraqi democracy, for U.S. soldiers on the ground, and for the future of U.S.-Iraqi relations. Pentagon Scramble Quickly responding to his soldiers marching out of step, Defense Secretary Robert Gates announced that there would have to be a "pretty significant" deterioration in the security situation in Iraq before he would consider delaying the planned withdrawal. But much of the damage was already done. Those supporting an extension immediately created an echo chamber in the media. Thomas Ricks, senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security, published an op-ed in The New York Times and another in Foreign Policy urging Obama to delay the withdrawals of combat troops scheduled this year, and cancel final troop withdrawals scheduled for the end of 2011. Ricks, who reported the leak by Odierno, is publicly betting that in four years the United States will have nearly 30,000 troops still on the ground. That's no way to make policy in Iraq. Rick's Foreign Policy piece went as far as claiming that Odierno "got a polite nod from the president when the issue was raised during his recent meetings in Washington." Obama has consistently said he would comply with the August 31 deadline to remove combat forces from Iraq. He repeated this dozens of times on the campaign trail, stated it clearly at Camp Lejeune last year, and also repeated this policy in his Cairo speech. Vice President Biden affirmed this policy numerous times, saying in February, "You're going to see 90,000 American troops come marching home by the end of the summer." And just last week, the White House reaffirmed its intention to call an end to operation Iraqi Freedom by August 31. Congress confirmed the president's policy by including clear language recognizing and supporting the deadlines for the withdrawal of combat forces in both the FY10 defense appropriations and defense authorization bills. Last month 28 members of Congress, including the chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, sent a letter to Obama commending him on his plan to withdraw combat forces by August 31, regardless of the situation on the ground. Outrage in Iraq Flying in the face of these consistent messages of assurance by the White House and Congress, Odierno's statement has harmed the president's credibility in Iraq and caused the first major storm of criticism inside the country since Obama's election in 2008. The Iraqi media has been overwhelmed with political statements, analysis, and press releases condemning the possible prolongation of the U.S. occupation. In one statement, MP Omar Al-Jubouri, a Sunni from the National Iraqi Coalition, rejected the attempts to change the withdrawal plans, telling the Nina News Agency that while he "acknowledges the troubled administrative and security situation," he still "holds the U.S. forces responsible" for the deterioration. In another statement, covered by Al-Sabaah newspaper, MP Jamal Jaafar, a Shiite from the United Iraqi Alliance, argued that prolonging the U.S. presence "will cause more tension" among Iraqis. Jaafar also stated that the United States must "get an approval from the Iraqi government" if it was planning to leave even "one single soldier in Iraq beyond the withdrawal deadline included in the bilateral security agreement." MP Abdul-Karim As-Sameraie, chairman of the Parliamentary Defense Committee, criticized the attempt to change the withdrawal plans and asked again for a public referendum on the bilateral security agreement. Such a measure could result in the cancellation of the agreement, potentially leading to an earlier U.S. withdrawal or having troops operate in Iraq without international legal safeguards. Consequences of Waffling An Obama flip-flop on the timetable for withdrawing U.S. troops would have serious consequences in the United States and Iraq. The U.S. global image will be tarnished, Obama's credibility will be called into question, and the administration will likely lose what little global political capital it gained in the last year. But reneging on withdrawal would have the gravest consequences in Iraq. The Bush administration adopted a conditions-based withdrawal plan. The mantra was "as Iraqis stand up, we will stand down." But such plans for "condition-based" withdrawal create the very deteriorating conditions that lead to an extension of the military occupation. Unfortunately, there is considerable support both inside and outside Iraq for the continuation of U.S. occupation. Some groups, such as the Iraqi ruling parties or the military industrial complex in the United States, believe occupation is in their self-interest. Others, such as al-Qaeda, hope to cripple the United States by keeping it engaged in a conflict that takes an enormous toll on human lives, money, and global reputation. And Iran and other regional players fear the reemergence of a strong, independent, and united Iraq. Obama's current plan is based on two sets of time-based deadlines that avoid the pitfalls of a conditions-based withdrawal. Obama's plan to withdraw combat forces by August 31, 2010 and Bush's bilateral agreement for the withdrawal of all troops and contractors by December 31, 2011 both put the responsibility for military, economic, and political security squarely where it should be: on Iraqis. Adding more years to the U.S. occupation, as Ricks suggested, or delaying the withdrawal of combat forces, as Odierno has suggested, will cost the United States hundreds of billions more dollars and result in the deaths of countless more U.S. soldiers and Iraqi civilians. Most importantly, it won't bring Iraq any closer to being a stable and prosperous country. On the eve of Iraq's March 7 elections, the president needs to reaffirm the U.S.-Iraqi withdrawal agreement and issue a clear warning to military officers who seek to take the war into their own hands.

***1AC US Credibility Scenario (2)***

Sticking to the withdrawal plan is the lynchpin to US credibility - Delay undermines the government - plan sends a key signal that deter adversaries
William C. Martel (associate professor of international security studies at The Fletcher School at Tufts University) July 2009 “Reprinted from USA Today” http://fletcher.tufts.edu/news/2009/op-eds/Martel_July1.shtml
Sticking to deadlines boosts U.S. credibility, may strengthen Iraq. Iraqi officials greeted Tuesday's deadline for withdrawing U.S. forces from Iraq's cities with great enthusiasm. For Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki, expelling foreign occupiers was "a victory that should be celebrated in feasts and festivals." One Iraqi general, Karim Falhan, said the U.S. withdrawal "shows we can handle it now ourselves, we can take over." Despite optimism among Iraqi officials, signs of instability persist. In June alone, insurgent attacks killed more than 300 Iraqis. Nevertheless, there are several reasons why the United States should continue its stated policy of withdrawing combat forces from Iraq's urban areas, no matter what: First, America's commitment is sacrosanct. When the U.S.-Iraq security agreement went into effect on Jan. 1, we agreed to withdraw combat troops from Iraqi cities and towns by Tuesday — and withdraw all combat forces by the end of August 2010 and all U.S. forces by the end of 2011. States that renege on such public commitments devalue their very credibility. Washington cannot afford to give states the opportunity to believe our pledges do not bear close scrutiny. Second, strictly adhering to withdrawal could strengthen Iraq by telling insurgents and Iran's leaders that Baghdad intends to defend itself against forces that seek to rip it apart. A crucial test of democracy is whether the state can and will defend itself. If Iraq cannot, then it is doomed to fail. Because failure is not an option for Iraqis, they must successfully manage the withdrawal of U.S. forces. Third, withdrawal demonstrates the United States is confident that Iraq's government and army can succeed. Signaling Washington's doubts about Iraq's leadership under Prime Minister al-Maliki would instantly undermine Iraq's government.  Fourth, withdrawal has geostrategic benefits well beyond Iraq. It reassures the Middle East that the U.S. has no imperial ambitions to conquer and exploit Iraq. Reinforcing Washington's message that our word is our bond has immense dividends for restoring America's tattered image abroad. While U.S. policymakers rightly worry about Iraq's future, we cannot renege on withdrawal without weakening Iraq, strengthening insurgents and undermining our credibility. Even invoking an "escape clause" should Iraq descend into catastrophe carries great strategic risks.
***1AC US Credibility Scenario (3)***

This embolden insurgents, crush US credibility
Raed Jarrar (Iraqi-born political analyst, and a Senior Fellow with Peace Action based in Washington, DC.) May 26, 2010 “ Don’t Reward Violence in Iraq by Extending US Troop Withdrawal Deadline” http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/05/26-1
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.
This signal of delay  sparks balancing behavior that causes miscalc and nuclear war
Arnove, BA from Oberlin College, and a MA and Ph.D. from Brown University, Rhode Island, where he studied in the Modern Culture and Media Program, 2006 (Anthony, “The Logic of Withdrawal The eight reasons why leaving Iraq now is the only sensible option”, http://www.alternet.org/world/34122/?page=entire)
The invasion of Iraq has made the world a far more unstable and dangerous place. By invading Iraq, Washington sent the message to other states that anything goes in the so-called war on terror.  After September 11, India called its nuclear rival Pakistan an "epicenter of terrorism." Israel has carried out "targeted assassinations" of Palestinians, bombed Syria, and threatened to strike Iran, using the same rationale that Bush did for the invasion of Iraq." You don't negotiate with terrorism, you uproot it. This is simply the doctrine of Mr. Bush that we're following," explained Uzi Landau, Israel's minister of public security.  Furthermore, the invasion of Iraq is spurring the drive for countries to develop a deterrent to U.S. power. The most likely response to the invasion of Iraq is that more countries will pursue nuclear weapons, which may be the only possible protection from attack, and will increase their spending on more conventional weapons systems. Each move in this game has a multiplier effect in a world that is already perilously close to the brink of self-annihilation through nuclear warfare or accident.  Meanwhile, the invasion has also quite predictably increased the resentment and anger that many people feel against the United States and its allies, therefore making innocent people in these countries far more vulnerable to terrorism, as we saw in the deadly attacks in Madrid on March 11, 2004, and London on July 7, 2005.  The United States is reviled not because people "hate our freedoms," as Bush suggests, but because people hate the very real impact of U.S. policies on their lives. As the British playwright and essayist Harold Pinter observed," People do not forget. They do not forget the death of their fellows, they do not forget torture and mutilation, they do not forget injustice, they do not forget oppression, they do not forget the terrorism of mighty powers. They not only don't forget. They strike back."
***1AC US Credibility Scenario (4)***

Overstaying Iraq crushes credibility – opens multiple scenarios for extinction
Nye & Armitage, ‘7 Distinguished Service Professor at Harvard University and President of Armitage International (Joseph & Richard, *Note: Report was in collaboration with about 50 other congressmen, “CCIS Commission of Smart Power – A Smarter, more Secure America”, http://www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/071106_csissmartpowerreport.pdf)
Today’s Challenges The twenty-first century presents a number of unique foreign policy challenges for today’s decisionmakers. These challenges exist at an international, transnational, and global level. Despite America’s status as the lone global power, the durability of the current international order is uncertain. America must help find a way for today’s norms and institutions to accommodate rising powers that may hold a different set of principles and values. Furthermore, countries invested in the current order may waiver in their commitment to take action to minimize the threats posed by violent non-state actors and regional powers who challenge this order. The information age has heightened political consciousness, but also made political groupings less cohesive. Small, adaptable, transnational networks have access to tools of destruction that are increasingly cheap, easy to conceal, and more readily available. Although the integration of the global economy has brought tremendous benefits, vectors of prosperity have also become vectors of instability. Threats such as pandemic disease and the collapse of financial markets are more distributed and more likely to arise without warning. The threat of widespread physical harm to the planet posed by nuclear catastrophe has existed for half a century, though the realization of the threat will become more likely as the number of nuclear weapons states increases. The potential security challenges posed by climate change raise the possibility of an entirely new set of threats for the United States to consider. The next administration will need a strategy that speaks to each of these challenges. Whatever specific approach it decides to take, two principles will be certain: First, an extra dollar spent on hard power will not necessarily bring an extra dollar’s worth of security. It is difficult to know how to invest wisely when there is not a budget based on a strategy that specifies trade-offs among instruments. Moreover, hard power capabilities are a necessary but insufficient guarantee of security in today’s context. Second, success and failure will turn on the ability to win new allies and strengthen old ones both in government and civil society. The key is not how many enemies the United States kills, but how many allies it grows. States and non-state actors who improve their ability to draw in allies will gain competitive advantages in today’s environment. Those who alienate potential friends will stand at greater risk. Terrorists, for instance, depend on their ability to attract support from the crowd at least as much as their ability to destroy the enemy’s will to fight. Exporting Optimism, Not Fear Since its founding, the United States has been willing to fight for universal ideals of liberty, equality, and justice. This higher purpose, sustained by military and economic might, attracted people and governments to our side through two world wars and five decades of the Cold War. Allies accepted that American interests may not always align entirely with their own, but U.S. leadership was still critical to realizing a more peaceful and prosperous world. There have been times, however, when America’s sense of purpose has fallen out of step with the world. Since 9/11, the United States has been exporting fear and anger rather than more traditional values of hope and optimism. Suspicions of American power have run deep. Even traditional allies have questioned whether America is hiding behind the righteousness of its ideals to pursue some other motive. At the core of the problem is that America has made the war on terror the central component of its global engagement. This is not a partisan critique, nor a Pollyannaish appraisal of the threats facing America today. The threat from terrorists with global reach and ambition is real. It is likely to be with us for decades. Thwarting their hateful intentions is of fundamental importance and must be met with the sharp tip of America’s sword. On this there can be no serious debate. But excessive use of force can actually abet terrorist recruitment among local populations. We must strike a balance between
No other missed deadline matters – the only ones that matter are the ones Obama will renege on now
Raed Jarrar (senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action)March 2009 “ THANK YOU OBAMA!” online
Obama's speech on friday was pretty significant. He pledged for the first time to bring *all* troops out of iraq. In addition, he promised to comply with the deadline agreed upon on in the bilateral withdrawal agreement (aka sofa). There is a large segment of the US public that believe obama has already promised to bring all troops home in 16 months, but he never did. He talked about combat troop withdrawal in 16 month, and that was modified to 19 months now. I personally don't see a big difference between 16/19 month combat troops withdrawal, and i dont think it'll have much impact on the ground. The only 2 military withdrawals/redeployments that will have real effect on the Iraqi public opinion are: 1- the "combat troop" withdrawal from cities, towns and villages by june of this year (in accordance to the bilateral withdrawal agreement) 2- the complete withdrawal of all troops (combat+non-combat) before decemeber 31st 2011.
***Iraqi Escalation Scenario (1)***
Scenario __ is Iraqi Escalation:

Delaying withdrawal creates the perception that we are trying to impose policies on the Iraqi government – causes instability
Cordesman, holds the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and is a national security analyst, & Mausner, research associate for the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS, 2K9(Anthony H. & Adam, Withdrawal from Iraq: Assessing the Readiness of Iraqi Security Forces, p 69, August, http://www.reliefweb.int/rw/rwb.nsf/db900sid/MYAI-7UY9UC?OpenDocument
On the other hand, even if some form of worst case does emerge in Iraq, it is not clear that U.S. military action or a delay in U.S. withdrawals can solve such problems. The United States runs a serious risk of making things worse if Iraqis perceived it as staying too long, as trying to force its policies on Iraq, or if U.S. forces were caught up in any of the forms of Iraqi violence that it is seek- ing to prevent.
This perception spillsover to the rest of the security relationship – collapses our bilateral defense arrangements
Raed Jarrar (senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action) and Erik Leaver (research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies) March 2010 “ Sliding Backwards on Iraq?”  http://www.fpif.org/articles/sliding_backwards_on_iraq
The Iraqi media has been overwhelmed with political statements, analysis, and press releases condemning the possible prolongation of the U.S. occupation. In one statement, MP Omar Al-Jubouri, a Sunni from the National Iraqi Coalition, rejected the attempts to change the withdrawal plans, telling the Nina News Agency that while he "acknowledges the troubled administrative and security situation," he still "holds the U.S. forces responsible" for the deterioration. In another statement, covered by Al-Sabaah newspaper, MP Jamal Jaafar, a Shiite from the United Iraqi Alliance, argued that prolonging the U.S. presence "will cause more tension" among Iraqis. Jaafar also stated that the United States must "get an approval from the Iraqi government" if it was planning to leave even "one single soldier in Iraq beyond the withdrawal deadline included in the bilateral security agreement."
Iraqi violence is sustained because they think violence is the only way to get us out – sticking to the timetable is key

Juan Cole (Richard P. Mitchell Collegiate Professor of History at the University of Michigan, specializes in the middle east and southeast asia) April 2009 “Juan Cole: Obama's First Hundred Days in the Greater Middle East” http://hnn.us/roundup/entries/80251.html
The Obama administration has succeeded in changing the tone of US diplomacy with the Greater Middle East. Note that a better job could have been done. Aljazeera would have been a more effective place to do an interview than al-Arabiya, since it is much more widely watched. There were a few aggressive notes in the speech to Iran, which were gratuitous and helped to provoke the grumpy Iranian response.  In polling, publics in the Middle East did see positive changes in US policy, with about 40% praising the changes. In Lebanon and the UAE it was over 50%, while in the outlier, Iran, it was only 29%. Still, the trend lines are the right ones. Still, tone is easy, where there is a will. Substance is hard. Obama, to remain credible, will have to stick to the Iraq withdrawal timetable. The fall in violence in the Shiite south and in some Sunni Arab areas to my mind has a lot to do with the realization of militiamen that they needed resort to violence to accomplish the goal of a US departure from their country. 

***Iraqi Escalation Scenario (2)***
No offense – Troops still deployed will not be performing military operations – just non-combat training and support missions

 Peter Symonds (writer for the Centre for Research on Globalization) June 2010 “ US consolidates occupation of Iraq” http://www.a-w-i-p.com/index.php/2010/06/10/us-consolidates-occupation-of-iraq

The reality is entirely different. Even after the September deadline, the US military will maintain a huge military presence of 50,000 troops, ostensibly in “non-combat” and “training” roles, to prop up a puppet regime in Baghdad, which, three months after the national election, is yet to be formed. While the character of the American occupation of Iraq is changing, its underlying purpose—to maintain the country firmly under US domination—remains the same. In his comments last Friday, General Odierno declared that the “drawdown” was ahead of schedule—600,000 containers of gear and 18,000 vehicles moved out; and the number of bases down from 500 last year to 126 and set to decline to 94 by September 1. What is actually underway, however, is not a withdrawal, but a vast consolidation in preparation for the long-term occupation of the country by US forces. The Stars and Stripes newspaper noted in an article on June 1 that the ratification of the US-Iraq security agreement in November 2008 governing the drawdown was followed by a massive expansion of base construction work. “In all, the military finished $496 million in base construction projects during 2009, the highest annual figure since the war began and nearly a quarter of the $2.1 billion spent on American bases in Iraq since 2004. An additional $323 million worth of projects are set to be completed this year.” While the number of US bases may be declining, the Pentagon is establishing what are known as “enduring presence posts”—including four major bases: Joint Base Balad in the north, Camp Adder in southern Iraq, Al-Asad Air Base in the west and the Victory Base Complex around Baghdad International Airport. These are sprawling fortified facilities—Balad alone currently houses more than 20,000 troops. In addition to the 50,000 troops that will remain, there will be up to 65,000 contractors after September 1. Under the 2008 agreement, the US military handed over internal security functions to Iraqi forces last year, but, under the guise of “training” and “support”, retains tighter supervision of the army and police. Moreover the Iraqi government can always “request” US troop assistance in mounting operations. As Odierno explained in a letter to US personnel on June 1, even after all US combat troops leave, “we will continue to conduct partnered counter-terrorism operations and provide combat enablers to help the Iraqi Security Forces maintain pressure on the extremist networks.” The 2008 agreement sets December 31, 2011 as the deadline for all US troops to quit Iraq, but the construction of huge new US bases indicates a long-term US military presence under a Strategic Framework Agreement that is yet to be negotiated. As Stars and Stripes pointed out, “the nascent condition of the Iraqi Air Force… could lead the Iraqi government to request that a US training force remain in the country beyond 2011, most likely at Balad.” 
Its try or die – even if withdrawal increases violence – that’s inevitable now

Stephen M. Walt ( Robert and Renée Belfer Professor of International Affairs at Harvard’s John F. Kennedy School of Government) June 2009 “ Bush's gift to Obama” http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/06/29/bushs_gift_to_obama?showcomments=yes
 It is of course possible -- even likely -- that violence will increase as U.S. forces draw down, and there is still some danger of open civil war. That will be a tragedy for which Americans do bear some responsibility, insofar as we opened Pandora's Box when we invaded in 2003. But that danger will exist no matter how long we remain, and our presence there may in fact be delaying the hard bargaining and political compromises that will ultimately have to occur before Iraq is finally stable. 

Iraqi instability spillsover
Matthew  Stannard 2006 “Military's dilemma -- stay or leave; Iraq too complex to lend itself to easy solutions, experts say”, The San Francisco Chronicle, l/n 12/3

"If we just depart, the result is not likely to be the quick standup of working, functioning government ministries," he said. "It's more likely to be people lashing out to kill those they are afraid will kill them first." The long-term consequence of increased violence could be dire, Biddle said, if the losing side turned for help to neighboring states that shared its ethnic identity. "You could end up with a regional, potentially nuclear war in a part of the world that contains a significant fraction of the global oil supply," he said. "If that happens, you can imagine that 8 or 10 years from now we might end up right back" there again.
War goes nuclear

Steinbach 2002 [John, Israeli Nuclear weapons: a threat to piece, 3/3 http://www.converge.org.nz/pma/mat0036.htm]  lp

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." 
***Iraqi Escalation Scenario (3)***
Even after withdrawal the US will still be able to exercise leverage over the Iraqi Security Force

Peter Symonds (writer for the Centre for Research on Globalization) June 2010 “ US consolidates occupation of Iraq” http://www.a-w-i-p.com/index.php/2010/06/10/us-consolidates-occupation-of-iraq

Under the 2008 agreement, the US military handed over internal security functions to Iraqi forces last year, but, under the guise of “training” and “support”, retains tighter supervision of the army and police. Moreover the Iraqi government can always “request” US troop assistance in mounting operations. As Odierno explained in a letter to US personnel on June 1, even after all US combat troops leave, “we will continue to conduct partnered counter-terrorism operations and provide combat enablers to help the Iraqi Security Forces maintain pressure on the extremist networks.” The 2008 agreement sets December 31, 2011 as the deadline for all US troops to quit Iraq, but the construction of huge new US bases indicates a long-term US military presence under a Strategic Framework Agreement that is yet to be negotiated. As Stars and Stripes pointed out, “the nascent condition of the Iraqi Air Force… could lead the Iraqi government to request that a US training force remain in the country beyond 2011, most likely at Balad.” 
Sticking within the bounds of the timeline and withdrawing troops is key – troops cant maintain stability
Stephen M. Walt ( Robert and Renée Belfer Professor of International Affairs at Harvard’s John F. Kennedy School of Government) June 2009 “ Bush's gift to Obama” http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/06/29/bushs_gift_to_obama?showcomments=yes
The dazzling incompetence of the Bush administration left Barack Obama with a long list of problems to fix. Yet Bush did provide his successor with one unambiguous gift: the 2008 Status of Forces Agreement with Iraq. By negotiating a timetable for the orderly removal of U.S. forces, Bush gave Obama a "get of Iraq free" pass, a clear path to ending Bush’s most expensive mistake. It is an opportunity that Obama should not squander. As part of that agreement, U.S. troops are to be withdrawn from Iraqi cities today and deployed at nearby military bases, as a first step toward their eventual withdrawal. But does this course of action still make sense, given the recent increase in violence, a development that many people fear heralds a return to pre-"surge" levels of violence? The answer is yes. Despite these worrisome developments, the United States should "stay on course" out of Iraq. The grim reality is that the United States is no longer in a position to guide Iraq's political future; that task is up to the citizens of Iraq. America's armed forces are extremely good at deterring large-scale conventional aggression and at winning conventional military engagements, but they are neither designed for nor adept at occupying and governing foreign countries whose character and culture we do not understand, especially when these societies are deeply divided. To say this takes nothing away from the sacrifices borne by our armed forces and their families; they were asked to do a job for which they were not trained or equipped, and which may have been impossible from the start. Although often touted as a great success, the fate of the 2007 "surge" reveals the limits of U.S. influence clearly. Although it did lower sectarian violence, the surge did not lead to significant political reconciliation between the contending Sunni, Shiite, and Kurdish groups. The "surge" was thus a tactical success but a strategic failure, and that failure is instructive. If increased force levels, improved counterinsurgency tactics, and our best military leadership could not "turn the corner" politically in Iraq, then prolonging our occupation beyond the timetable outlined in the SOFA agreement makes no sense. No matter how long we stay, Iraq is likely to face similar centrifugal forces, and our presence is doing little to reduce them. 

***1AC Human Rights Advantage (1)***
US use of collective punishment deliberately kills many innocent civilians
MHRI 5 [“First Periodical Report of Monitoring Net of Human Rights in Iraq”, http://www.brusselstribunal.org/survey111105.htm#6]
The U.S. Army applied the method of collective punishment of civilians, with the pretence that armed groups of fighters live among them. The U.S. Army bombed the city of Fallujah killing more than 700 persons in the month of April, and more than 1200 persons during the November battle. On the outskirts of the city, in the Al-Sajar area, a mass grave with more than 400 bodies was found, including bodies of children, men and women of all age groups. The rests of other bodies found under the ruins were gathered by the U.S. Army and were then disposed of in the "Al-Maqale'" area, outside of Fallujah. This area is now officially closed, no entrance is permitted. Collective punishment was also conducted on the citizens of the cities of Al-Qa'em and Al-Karabelah, without discrimination between young or old. Before that, a wedding party at Al-Qa'em was bombed killing more than 41 persons, most of them children and women, in addition to the groom Mohammad Rakad Al-Fahdawi and his brother Ahmad. The U.S. Army bombed the village of Al-Bofraj, near Al-Ramadi (west Iraq) with heavy artillery after the U.S. military base there had been attacked by Iraqi fighters. The bombing killed 3 citizens, a woman and a child were injured. During a five day siege, the city of Ruwah (West Iraq) was bombed randomly, causing the families to flee. During the initial and random bombing of Fallujah in the night from 13th to 14th October, 34 buildings were damaged. According to medical centers in the city the number of victims could not be identified, due to the fact that the bombing increased and many of the victims were buried beneath the ruins. During the military attacks on the city of Haditha, conducted by the U.S. and Iraqi Forces, civilians send out a letter demanding help, since their city was being deemed permissible, their women and children and elderly were being killed, among them Sheikh Ismaeel Al-Rawi as he came out of the mosque (Al-Saif Al-Haditha) after attending the morning prayers. Families were driven out of their homes, which were then turned into military bases. Further, the citizens were subject to abuse and insults by the members of the National Guard
Human rights violations by the US military are perceived internationally.

Washington Post, July 23, 2000
US military forces will increasingly be called upon to conduct a broad range of operations—from peacekeeping, as in Somalia; to nation building, as in Kosovo and Haiti, to the traditional warfare we waged in Kuwait. As formidable as these tasks are operationally, they will be even more difficult if charges of human rights abuses undermine America’s military standing. Not only will opponents of the United States exploit past war crimes charges to undermine America’s credibility and future military operations, but even US allies will find it difficult to support already politically sensitive missions if there is no independent resolution of such charges. Whether or not a civilian commission is the answer, in order to build international coalitions and deploy troops effectively, the United States must have credibility as a protector of human rights.

Loss of human rights credibility tanks US soft power.

Doug Cassel, Director of the Center for Civil and Human Rights at the University of Notre Dame Law School. “Next President Must Restore America’s Human Rights Credibility.” May 21, 2008. http://www.wbez.org/content.aspx?audioid=23280
What can the next President do to restore American credibility on human rights? Following the lapses of this Administration, there is nowhere to go but up. But if we are to recover our good name, dramatic words must be accompanied by persuasive actions. Failure to seize this opportunity would be a serious foreign policy loss. No one puts the case more eloquently than a group of former United States diplomats whom I had the privilege to represent in a friend-of-the-court brief before the United States Supreme Court. Their brief argues that prisoners held by the US at Guantanamo should have a right to file habeas corpus petitions to challenge the lawfulness of their detention. In language penned by former Under Secretary of State William D. Rogers, whose death shortly after the brief was filed I mourn, the diplomats advise: “It has been the experience of each of us that our most important diplomatic asset has been this nation’s values. Power counts. But this nation’s respect for the rule of law – and in particular our reverence for the fundamental constitutional guarantee of individual freedom from arbitrary government authority – have gone far to earn us the respect and trust which lie at the heart of all cordial relations between nations. …” “Any hint that America is not all that it claims, or that it is prepared to ignore a ‘non-negotiable demand of human dignity,’ … demeans and weakens this nation’s voice abroad.”
***1AC Human Rights Advantage (2)***
U.S. soft power prevents 30 regional conflicts from going nuclear

Joseph S. Nye Jr., created the theory of “soft power,” distinguished service professor and former dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, PhD in Political Science from Harvard, 1996 (“Conflicts after the Cold War,” Washington Quarterly)

As a result of such disjunctions between borders and peoples, there have been some 30 communal conflicts since the end of the Cold War, many of them still ongoing. Communal conflicts, particularly those involving wars of secession, are very difficult to manage through the UN and other institutions built to address interstate conflicts. The UN, regional organizations, alliances, and individual states cannot provide a universal answer to the dilemma of self-determination versus the inviolability of established borders, particularly when so many states face potential communal conflicts of their own. In a world of identity crises on many levels of analysis, it is not clear which selves deserve sovereignty: nationalities, ethnic groups, linguistic groups, or religious groups. Similarly, uses of force for deterrence, compellence, and reassurance are much harder to carry out when both those using force and those on the receiving end are disparate coalitions of international organizations, states, and sub national groups. Moreover, although few communal conflicts by themselves threaten security beyond their regions, some impose risks of "horizontal" escalation, or the spread to other states within their respective regions. This can happen through the involvement of affiliated ethnic groups that spread across borders, the sudden flood of refugees into neighboring states, or the use of neighboring territories to ship weapons to combatants. The use of ethnic propaganda also raises the risk of "vertical" escalation to more intense violence, more sophisticated and destructive weapons, and harsher attacks on civilian populations as well as military personnel. There is also the danger that communal conflicts could become more numerous if the UN and regional security organizations lose the credibility, willingness, and capabilities necessary to deal with such conflicts.  Preventing and Addressing Conflicts: The Pivotal U.S. Role  Leadership by the United States, as the world's leading economy, its most powerful military force, and a leading democracy, is a key factor in limiting the frequency and destructiveness of great power, regional, and communal conflicts. The paradox of the post-cold war role of the United States is that it is the most powerful state in terms of both "hard" power resources (its economy and military forces) and "soft" ones (the appeal of its political system and culture), yet it is not so powerful that it can achieve all its international goals by acting alone. The United States lacks both the international and domestic prerequisites to resolve every conflict, and in each case its role must be proportionate to its interests at stake and the costs of pursuing them. Yet the United States can continue to enable and mobilize international coalitions to pursue shared security interests, whether or not the United States itself supplies large military forces. The U.S. role will thus not be that of a lone global policeman; rather, the United States can frequently serve as the sheriff of the posse, leading shifting coalitions of friends and allies to address shared security concerns within the legitimizing framework of international organizations. This requires sustained attention to the infrastructure and institutional mechanisms that make U.S. leadership effective and joint action possible: forward stationing and preventive deployments of U.S. and allied forces, prepositioning of U.S. and allied equipment, advance planning and joint training to ensure interoperability with allied forces, and steady improvement in the conflict resolution abilities of an interlocking set of bilateral alliances, regional security organizations and alliances, and global institutions.

***1AC Human Rights Advantage (3)***
Abuses by the US military spark anti-Americanism.

Vivienne Walt, Globe Correspondent. “Bitterness grows in Iraq over deaths of civilians.”  8/4/2003. http://www.universalfriends.org/bitterness%20grows.html
BAGHDAD -- It was 10:30 on a sweltering night when 12-year-old Mohammed al-Kubaisi climbed the concrete steps leading to his family's rooftop. The boy held two blankets so that he and his twin brother, Moustafa, could curl up together on the roof for the night, one of their favorite summer habits. Mohammed had just reached the top when he turned to watch the military maneuvers on the street below: American soldiers were patrolling with rifles. One soldier looked up in the darkness and saw a figure on the roof, watching him. A single bullet exploded into the air. Mohammed's mother recalled dragging her son inside and screaming as she held him, his blood pouring onto the floor. She said Mohammed was struggling to breathe when a group of US soldiers slammed through the front door and pushed her aside as they searched the house. ''There were two patrols walking from different directions,'' Wafa Abdul Latif, 44, said in her living room, clutching a large, framed portrait of Mohammed. ''One patrol group thought the shot had come from inside the house.'' The second group had burst in after hearing the shot aimed at Mohammed, figuring a weapon had been fired from the home. The death of one boy on June 26 is an almost-forgotten story as US forces continue to face deadly attacks by armed insurgents. But Iraqis say the regularity of deaths among their own has hardened people's feelings regarding the American occupation. In numerous interviews, Iraqis said that more than factors like unemployment, fuel shortages, or electricity blackouts, civilian casualties since the war's end have raised the level of bitterness against US soldiers and could prolong or widen armed resistance. ''It has increased our hate against Americans,'' said Ali Hatem, 23, a computer science student at the University of Baghdad. ''It also increases the violence against them. In Iraq, we are tribal people. When someone loses their son, they want revenge.'' Neither Iraqis nor American forces keep statistics for dead civilians like Mohammed, whose shooting the US military calls a tragic accident. At least three Iraqis were killed in western Baghdad's elegant Mansour district on July 27, when US soldiers from Task Force 20 opened fire on cars that overshot a military cordon. The drivers apparently had missed the cordon when they turned into the area from an unblocked side street. In late April, soldiers from the 82d Airborne Division shot dead 13 Iraqis when they opened fire on protesters in the town of Fallujah, about 50 miles west of Baghdad. Soldiers fired on another demonstration on June 18 at the gates of the Republican Palace in Baghdad, killing at least two people. In both those cases, US forces said they believed they were being fired upon by armed insurgents hidden in the crowd. US officials have expressed regret that innocent people have been caught in the crossfire of the ongoing conflict. ''I'm working very hard to ensure that with our tactics we aren't alienating the Iraqi people,'' Lieutenant General Ricardo Sanchez, commander of US forces in Iraq, said Thursday. When asked whether officers had apologized to the families of five Iraqis killed during a botched raid in Mansour on July 27, Sanchez said, ''Apologies are not something that we have as a normal procedure in the military processes.'' The US military generally refuses to provide compensation to survivors of Iraqis killed in the crossfire or through misunderstandings, whether at military checkpoints or during patrols. Such cases are regarded as occurring during combat and thus are ineligible for compensation under US military laws enacted during World War II. ''Our soldiers are conducting combat operations,'' said Colonel Marc Warren, the senior US military lawyer in Iraq. ''We are still engaged in combat operations.'' But the military has launched an internal investigation into Mohammed's death ''because it involved a 12-year-old boy,'' Warren said yesterday. Some of those mourning their relatives say they feel pained that US soldiers have not offered compensation or apologies. Compensation, usually in the form of money, is an Iraqi tradition when a killing occurs. Among several Iraqi tribes, a retaliatory killing is expected. ''No Americans have visited us to speak about what happened,'' said Moustafa Ahmed, 28, who says his 24-year-old brother, Uday Ahmed, was shot by a soldier from the 82d Airborne Division. ''And we don't feel we can go speak to them.'' His brother was killed July 9.

That’s the root cause of terrorism – Plan is key to restore our global image
 Devin Hartman, Writer for the University Wire. 4/24/2007. “Ending terrorism involves more than fighting a war.” 

Terrorism prevention is instantly associated with military operations and domestic security measures. These methods address the problem once it has been created. This reactionary approach assumes such problems do and will continue to exist. This is true, of course, to a certain extent. Yet it only cuts the weed once it has grown, leaving the buried roots to fester, spread and sprout again. A heavy emphasis has been placed on averting immediate terrorist threats, and rightfully so, but more focus must be put on the circumstances that breed terrorism. The matter demands a proactive plan, for it has no near end in sight. A long-run management plan is essential to conquering terrorism. First, it's important to note terrorism itself is a tactic, not an ideology. Radical ideology catalyzes acts of terrorism. It's a mindset, in this case deep-seated anti-Americanism, which forms the base of the problem. 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. 
***1AC Human Rights Advantage (4)***
Causes US retaliation and global nuclear war
Schwartz-Morgan 2001 (Nicole- Asst. Prof., Politics and Economics, Royal Military College of Canada,” Wild Globalization and Terrorism: Three Scenarios,” World Future Society, http://www.wfs.org/mmmorgan.htm)

The terrorist act can reactivate atavistic defense mechanisms which drive us to gather around clan chieftans. Nationalistic sentiment re-awakens, setting up an implacable frontier which divides "us" from "them," each group solidifying its cohesion in a rising hate/fear of the other group. (Remember Yugoslavia?) To be sure, the allies are trying for the moment to avoid the language of polarization, insisting that "this is not a war," that it is "not against Islam," "civilians will not be targeted." But the word "war" was pronounced, a word heavy with significance which forces the issue of partisanship. And it must be understood that the sentiment of partisanship, of belonging to the group, is one of the strongest of human emotions. Because the enemy has been named in the media (Islam), the situation has become emotionally volatile. Another spectacular attack,coming on top of an economic recession could easily radicalize the latent attitudes of the United States, and also of Europe, where racial prejudices are especially close to the surface and ask no more than a pretext to burst out. This is the Sarajevo syndrome: an isolated act of madness becomes the pretext for a war that is just as mad, made of ancestral rancor, measureless ambitions, and armies in search of a war. We should not be fooled by our expressions of good will and charity toward the innocent victims of this or other distant wars. It is our own comfortable circumstances which permit us these benevolent sentiments. If conditions change so that poverty and famine put the fear of starvation in our guts, the human beast will reappear. And if epidemic becomes a clear and present danger, fear will unleash hatred in the land of the free, flinging missiles indiscriminately toward any supposed havens of the unseen enemy. And on the other side, no matter how profoundly complex and differentiated Islamic nations and tribes may be, they will be forced to behave as one clan by those who see advantage in radicalizing the conflict, whether they be themselves merchants or terrorists. 

***1AC Human Rights Advantage (5)***
US military withdrawal from Iraq is the vital internal link to solving for human rights abuses.

Ghali Hassan, contributor to Global Research. “How the US Erase Women’s Rights in Iraq.” October 7, 2005. http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=1054
The U.S. is not the “guardian” of human rights, as many Americans still living with this fallacy; the U.S. has become the opposite, a creator of misery and injustice. The American people should be made a ware of the path their nation is taking, and the crimes it is committing in their name against innocent people around the world. Whatever Americans think of their nation and the crimes their government committing against innocent people, “for the people of Iraq and the rest of the world, [the torture and abuses of human rights] will serve as a reminder of America’s unyielding sadism against those who have the misfortune of living under its occupation”, wrote Dr. Joseph Massad of Columbia University in New York. “The [Occupation] proves that the content of the word[s] ‘freedom’ [and “liberty”] that American politicians and propagandists want to impose on the rest of the world [are] nothing more and nothing less than America’s violent domination, racism, torture, sexual humiliation, and the rest of it”, added Dr. Massad. The U.S. Occupation of Iraq proves that freedom and liberty were not the words the United States was founded upon. The only hope left for Iraqis to gain their freedom and liberty is the immediate and full withdrawal of U.S. troops, and their collaborators from Iraq. The forming of an Iraqi government based on national unity and independence should provide laws that are legitimate and that guarantee human rights for all Iraqis.

Iraq On Brink Now
Now is key – Iraq is stable but extremely fragile now

McGurk, 10 - International Affairs Fellow in Residence at the Council on Foreign Relations (Brett H. McGurk, April 2010, “Iraq: Struggling Through 'Highest Risk' Window” http://www.cfr.org/publication/21842/iraq.html?breadcrumb=/region/publication_list%3Fid%3D405)

On the positive side of the ledger, Iraq has suffered far worse violence than anything seen in the past week. Nor are there signs of an unraveling situation. Indeed, the precursors to large-scale sectarian violence--which we saw in 2006--are not present. There are no signs of militias regenerating; Iraq's security forces are responding ably (as opposed to committing their own atrocities); and the government is continuing to serve in a caretaker capacity. We simply do not know whether the spark of sectarian bloodshed might once again be lit--but we now know for certain that AQI will try its hardest to do so. The coming months, therefore, will be extremely delicate, dangerous, and uncertain. Remember that the Samarra Mosque attack, which launched a sectarian war in Iraq, took place on February 22, 2006--nine weeks after national elections. We are today less than four weeks out from the March 7, 2010, elections, and months away from having a new government in place. General Raymond Odierno, the commander of U.S. forces in Iraq, has called the ninety days after an election the "window of highest risk
Delay Now (1)
Obama will delay withdrawal in response to violence 

Walt, Professor of International Relations, associate of the Carnegie Endowment for Peace and a guest scholar at the Brookings Institution and presently serves on the editorial boards of Foreign Policy, Security Studies, International Relations, and the Journal of Cold War Studies, 2K9 (Stephen, “Restoring Solvency”, December, http://americanreviewmag.com/articles/Restoring-solvency)

During the presidential campaign, Obama pledged to withdraw troops from Iraq within 16 months of taking office. He has reaffirmed that pledge since becoming president, although he disappointed some supporters by agreeing to a slower timetable for withdrawal after consulting military leaders. Nonetheless, in a major speech at Camp Lejeune in February, Obama declared, “By August 31, 2010, our combat mission in Iraq will end.” Unfortunately, sticking to this timetable will be difficult. Sectarian violence is rising again, and is likely to increase even more as troop levels decline. In response, Obama agreed to a military request to delay troop withdrawals, explaining that he intends to meet the deadline by increasing the pace of withdrawal next year. He is gambling that conditions in Iraq will hold together long enough to permit most US forces to withdraw as promised. But resurgent violence could force him to renege on his pledge to withdraw, or pull out in the midst of an expanding bloodbath. In either case, Iraq is likely to remain on Obama’s agenda far longer than he has acknowledged. When running for office, Obama balanced his pledge to get out of Iraq with a promise to do more in Afghanistan and Pakistan. This was a smart political strategy, as it allowed him to criticise an unpop ular war while still sounding strong on national security. Yet it also committed him to address problems that will be extremely difficult to solve.

Insurgency means a delayed withdrawal

Jakes, Associated Press, 5-11-2010 (Lara, “Insurgent threat delays activation of ‘waterfall’ withdrawal”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/37087578/ns/world_news-mideastn_africa/)

BAGHDAD — Worries over increased violence fueled by Iraq's political instability have forced U.S. commanders to reconsider the pace of a major pullout this summer without overstepping a deadline to cut the military's presence by nearly half by the end of August. More than two months after parliamentary elections, the next government has still not been formed, and militants aiming to exploit the void have carried out attacks like Monday's bombings and shootings that killed at least 119 people, in the country's bloodiest day of 2010. The insurgent threat has prompted military officials to figure how to keep as many troops on the ground, for as long as possible, and still withdraw all but 50,000 U.S. troops by Aug. 31, as ordered last year by President Barack Obama. In Baghdad and Washington, U.S. officials say they remain committed to the deadline, which would only be pushed back by Obama to deal with a severe worsening of Iraq's security. But the start of what the top U.S. commander in Iraq, Army Gen. Ray Odierno, called the withdrawal "waterfall" — that is, the sending home large numbers of troops in a very swift period over the summer — could be effected. In a January interview with The Associated Press, 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. At the time, there were 96,000 U.S. troops in the country. As of last week, that number was at 92,000, meaning an average of 10,500 a month would have to be pulled out. 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, instead of May. All said that was due to ongoing concerns about whether the political impasse would lead to violence, and spoke on condition of anonymity to discuss the process more candidly.

Increasing violence means the withdrawal will be delayed

Chulov, The Guardian, 5-12-2010 (Martin, “Iraq violence set to delay US troop withdrawal”, 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.
US Occupation = Instability

US occupation divides the population – ensures sectarian conflict
Arnove, BA from Oberlin College, and a MA and Ph.D. from Brown University, Rhode Island, where he studied in the Modern Culture and Media Program, 2K6 (Anthony, “The Logic of Withdrawal The eight reasons why leaving Iraq now is the only sensible option”, http://www.alternet.org/world/34122/?page=entire)

Perhaps the greatest fear of many antiwar activists who now support the occupation is that the withdrawal of U.S. troops will lead to civil war. This idea has been encouraged repeatedly by supporters of the war. "Sectarian fault lines in Iraq are inexorably pushing the country towards civil war unless we actually intervene decisively to stem it," explained one U.S. Army official, making the case for a continued U.S.presence.  But Washington is not preventing a civil war from breaking out. In fact, occupation authorities are deliberately pitting Kurds against Arabs, Shia against Sunni, and faction against faction to influence the character of the future government, following a classic divide- and-rule strategy. Taking this idea to its logical extreme, New York Times columnist Thomas L. Friedman argues, "We should arm the Shiites and Kurds and leave the Sunnis of Iraq to reap the wind." Such arguments are not just the fantasy of keyboard warriors like Friedman, however. As the journalist A.K. Gupta notes, "the Pentagon is arming, training, and funding" militias in Iraq "for use in counter-insurgency operations." Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld said such commandos were among "the forces that are going to have the greatest leverage on suppressing and eliminating the insurgencies."  In addition, the Iraqi constitution, drafted under intense pressure from occupation authorities, essentially enshrines sectarian divisions in Iraqi politics. And, finally, despite all of its rhetoric about confronting Islamic fundamentalism in Iraq, the United States has in fact encouraged it, bringing formerly marginalized fundamentalist parties such as the Dawa Party and the Iranian-backed Supreme Council for Islamic 
A2: Terrorism/ War Impact Turns

No risk of terrorism or regional war absent US presence—2 reasons:

· Iraqi security forces strong enough to deter al-Qaeda

· Civil war unlikely to resume
James F. Dobbins, Director of the International Security and Defense Policy Center, RAND Corporation and Former assistant secretary of state and special envoy to Afghanistan. “Withdrawal from Iraq: What are the Regional Implications?”July 16, 2009. http://www.mepc.org/forums_chcs/57.asp
The second risk is the risk associated with al-Qaida and other non-Iraqi terrorist groups that might seek to complicate the withdrawal, embarrass the United States in the course of the withdrawal, and of course plunge Iraq back into civil war. This risk too seems manageable as long as the major Iraqi groups themselves don't for one reason or another go back into conflict. The terrorist groups, al-Qaida in Iraq, seem to have been largely marginalized; they are much less active and the Iraqi security forces are probably capable of dealing with them as long as they don't find support within the Sunni community. So the major threats are threats that in the context of the American withdrawal, the major Iraqi groups themselves will for one reason or another resume the civil war, which largely, not entirely ended in 2007.
Iraq Escalation – Impact Extension
Iraq instability risk nuclear conflagration 

Jerome Corsi 2007 January 8, pg. http://worldnetdaily.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=53669

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

Middle East conflict escalates and goes nuclear
Reuters , "Middle East turmoil could cause world war: U.S. envoy." 8/27/2007 http://www.reuters.com/article/politicsNews/idUSL2719552620070827) 
Upheaval in the Middle East and Islamic civilization could cause another world war, the U.S. ambassador to the United Nations was quoted as saying in an Austrian newspaper interview published on Monday. Zalmay Khalilzad told the daily Die Presse the Middle East was now so disordered that it had the potential to inflame the world as Europe did during the first half of the 20th century. "The (Middle East) is going through a very difficult transformation phase. That has strengthened extremism and creates a breeding ground for terrorism," he said in remarks translated by Reuters into English from the published German. "Europe was just as dysfunctional for a while. And some of its wars became world wars. Now the problems of the Middle East and Islamic civilization have the same potential to engulf the world," he was quoted as saying. Khalilzad, interviewed by Die Presse while attending a foreign policy seminar in the Austrian Alps, said the Islamic world would eventually join the international mainstream but this would take some time. "They started late. They don't have a consensus on their concept. Some believe they should return to the time (6th-7th century) of the Prophet Mohammad," he was quoted as saying.
Terrorism Module

Trrops cause terrorism – they are a key recruiting tool

CNN, 6-24-2010 (“Security Brief: What are roots of Afghan strategy clash?” http://news.blogs.cnn.com/2010/06/23/security-brief-what-are-roots-of-afghan-strategy-clash/)

Yet militaries operate largely with the dual goals of stabilizing an area force protection, something inherently in tension with protecting civilian centers. As one senior civilian official put it, ""We are expecting a 19-year-old soldier to interpret events at a flash. We are asking them to be diplomats, and they are not always trained to do that. They are trained to shoot first and ask questions later. That could be a good military response, but that could also have implications which affect the strategy." Under this theory, military action has civilian consequences that civilian officials on the ground will be confronted with. The COIN strategy is to deploy the military force strategically for a limited period. It is easy for the military to overstay its welcome and the strategic implications of a military presence have their costs, including radicalizing a population. Al Qaeda in Iraq used the U.S. military presence as a key recruiting tool. And earlier this week, Faisal Shahzad, the 30-year-old Pakistani-American suspect in the failed Times Square bombing case, blamed U.S. troops in Afghanistan and Iraq, and drone strikes in Somalia, Pakistan and Yemen, as the reason for his rampage. But the ability of the military to hand over to its civilian counterparts also depends on how much the civilian side can rebuild, and how fast, with a full complement of troops on the ground. The civilian efforts must be able to sustain themselves after the military takes its foot off the pedal in order for the strategy to work. This is exactly what the U.S. is facing as it withdraws troops from Iraq
Terrorism cause global nuclear war
Schwartz-Morgan 2001 (Nicole- Asst. Prof., Politics and Economics, Royal Military College of Canada,” Wild Globalization and Terrorism: Three Scenarios,” World Future Society, http://www.wfs.org/mmmorgan.htm)

The terrorist act can reactivate atavistic defense mechanisms which drive us to gather around clan chieftans. Nationalistic sentiment re-awakens, setting up an implacable frontier which divides "us" from "them," each group solidifying its cohesion in a rising hate/fear of the other group. (Remember Yugoslavia?) To be sure, the allies are trying for the moment to avoid the language of polarization, insisting that "this is not a war," that it is "not against Islam," "civilians will not be targeted." But the word "war" was pronounced, a word heavy with significance which forces the issue of partisanship. And it must be understood that the sentiment of partisanship, of belonging to the group, is one of the strongest of human emotions. Because the enemy has been named in the media (Islam), the situation has become emotionally volatile. Another spectacular attack,coming on top of an economic recession could easily radicalize the latent attitudes of the United States, and also of Europe, where racial prejudices are especially close to the surface and ask no more than a pretext to burst out. This is the Sarajevo syndrome: an isolated act of madness becomes the pretext for a war that is just as mad, made of ancestral rancor, measureless ambitions, and armies in search of a war. We should not be fooled by our expressions of good will and charity toward the innocent victims of this or other distant wars. It is our own comfortable circumstances which permit us these benevolent sentiments. If conditions change so that poverty and famine put the fear of starvation in our guts, the human beast will reappear. And if epidemic becomes a clear and present danger, fear will unleash hatred in the land of the free, flinging missiles indiscriminately toward any supposed havens of the unseen enemy. And on the other side, no matter how profoundly complex and differentiated Islamic nations and tribes may be, they will be forced to behave as one clan by those who see advantage in radicalizing the conflict, whether they be themselves merchants or terrorists. 

Diplomacy Key

Even with troop withdrawal, diplomacy is necessary to assist its rebuilding
Rev. Robert Moore, executive director of the Princeton-based Coalition for Peace Action, 9-15-07, The Times, http://www.nj.com/opinion/times/editorials/index.ssf?/base/news-0/118982911381060.xml&coll=5
The Bush administration is now trying to neo-con us into continuing to tolerate and support continuing U.S. troop deployment to another civil war and quagmire. Much of the deception, as before, uses two means: cherry picking and manipulating the facts, and moving the goal posts.  An example of the first is the assertion that Iraqi casualties from sectarian violence are declining. That is only the case if large numbers of casualties are not counted, which the Bush administration does by excluding victims shot in the front of the head instead of the back; and by excluding people killed in car bombings not considered to have sectarian motives. The most reliable independent count, by the Associated Press, shows the number of Iraqi casualties this summer to be the highest since the U.S. invaded more than four years ago.  In terms of moving the goal posts, Congress and the Bush administration agreed that the "surge" (which should have truth fully been called the escalation) would be evaluated in mid-September by mutually agreed-upon objective benchmarks. Independent analyses show that almost none of those benchmarks have been met, especially in terms of creating a viable unified national government or Iraqi troops and police replacing U.S. troops to provide basic security.  So the Bush administration has simply changed the goal to "local security," which it "achieves" by making Faustian alliances with local insurgents against al Qaeda in Iraq. The only thing that is certain about this temporary "success" is that these militias will eventually use the weapons the U.S. is supply ing to them against our troops and the Iraqi government forces.  The truth is that there is no light at the end of the Iraq tunnel, as there was none at the end of Vietnam. The only moral and sensible steps to take are to withdraw U.S. troops, renounce permanent U.S. military bases in Iraq, and undertake a surge of diplomacy and Iraqi-controlled, internationally supervised rebuilding.
U.S diplomacy is essential to keeping stability in Iraq—it is the glue holding everything together

John Batiste (Retired Army Major General and President of Klein steel services) 9/6/2007 “The September Report: What's Next For Iraq?”, Federal News Service
On 22 -- or, 27 June of this year, I testified that our national security for the global war on terror lacks strategic focus; our Army and Marine Corps are at a breaking point with little to show for it; the current surge in Iraq is too little too late; the government of Iraq is incapable of stepping up to their responsibilities; our nation has yet to mobilize to defeat a very serious threat with implications well beyond Iraq; and it is past time to refocus our national strategy in the Middle East. Since late June, with the exception of the outstanding performance by our military, nothing has changed. Our troops are mired in the complexity of a brutal civil war and we have lost sight of the broader objective of defeating worldwide Islamic extremism. The Iraqi government is ineffective and exhibits no inclination or capacity to reconcile the Rubik's cube that defines Iraq. Years ago I was taught that a military organization should only be used for its intended purpose and only within its capabilities. Our government has yet to articulate a focused Middle East strategy, and the military is operating with an ill-defined purpose well beyond current capabilities. Our leaders apparently do not appreciate that only Iraqis can sort out Iraqi problems and only Islam can defeat Islamic extremism. A successful national strategy in Iraq is akin to a four-legged stool with legs representing diplomacy, political reconciliation, economic recovery, and the military. The glue holding it all together must be the mobilization of the United States in support of the incredibly important work to defeat worldwide Islamic extremism. The only leg on the stool of any consequence today is the military, the best in the world, solid titanium, high-performing. After almost six years since September 11th, however, our country is not mobilized behind this important work, and the diplomatic, political and economic legs are inconsequential and lack leadership. Most Americans now appreciate that military alone cannot solve the problems in Iraq. The administration failed to call the nation to action in the wake of 9/11. It is now virtually dependent on the military leg of the stool to accomplish the mission and has yet to frame the solutions in Iraq within the broader context of the region, to include Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Iran, Syria and Jordan.
Extensions - Presence Bad HR

The United States is perceived as hypocritical for promoting human rights and simultaneously violating them abroad—hurts credibility.
Daya Gamage, US National Correspondent Asian Tribune. 04-07-2010. “U.S. war crimes-atrocities in Iraq/Afghanistan exposed: Attempted cover-up foiled.” http://www.asiantribune.com/news/2010/04/07/us-war-crimes-atrocities-iraqafghanistan-exposed-attempted-cover-foiled
The United States, which periodically lectures to developing Third World nations about protecting human rights, rule of law, good governance and high moral standards, annually issuing ‘human rights practices’ of other countries, cannot restrain its own Special Operations forces stationed in Iraq and Afghanistan from indiscriminately killing innocent civilians. The worst is that U.S. authorities blatantly lie about these atrocities and war crimes by twisting the story to read that ‘insurgents’ were killed in a confrontation. This week, the United States, the foremost advocator to the Globe on human rights and rule of law while accusing other nations of committing genocide, war crimes and other atrocities, was exposed how U.S. Special Operations forces killed an innocent family in Afghanistan last February and another civilian massacre in Iraq in 2007.

The US military is responsible for violence and rape against the Iraqi people.

Ghali Hassan, contributor to Global Research. “How the US Erase Women’s Rights in Iraq.” October 7, 2005. http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=1054
Indeed, Western mainstream media, Western propagandists, and women movements are deliberately concentrating on the role of Islam in the new constitution, ignoring the Occupation as the main violator of Iraqi women’s rights. Iraq has been a secular society for generations. Iraqi women are more literal with their Islam than any of the surrounding dictatorships who alleged to live according to Islamic laws. Since the U.S. Occupation, Iraqi women started to cover their heads which is continuously promoted in Western media as the face of oppressed Iraqi women. On the contrary, the percentage of Iraqi women in traditional wear was miniscule before the invasion. The brutality of the U.S. Occupation and the violent nature of the US military created the right conditions for the current violence against women. All evidence shows that violence has increased dramatically since the invasion, because it served the U.S. main objective. “Several [Iraqi] politicians [in the puppet government] have actually suggested that the U.S. is involved in the sectarian killings in Iraq; encouraging sectarian strife with the aim of weakening the Iraqi nation and destabilizing the country, which would justify extending its military presence there”, reported Al-Jazeera on 04 October 2005. U.S.-instigated violence and the miserable living conditions created by the Occupation have forced Iraqi women to lock themselves in their homes. And even in their homes, Iraqi women are less safe today than before the invasion. U.S. forces and their collaborators continue to raid, Iraqi homes days and nights, accompanied by terror and human rights 
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Iraqi civilians have less freedom post-US invasion.

MHRI 5 [“First Periodical Report of Monitoring Net of Human Rights in Iraq”, http://www.brusselstribunal.org/survey111105.htm#6]
Since the beginning of occupation, the occupation forces did not conceal their fears and hatred towards the Islamic worshiping places since they consider them to be the source of inspiration for those who fight the occupation. Despite all international treaties, concerning the preservation of religious freedoms, the occupation forces failed to respect the sacredness of holy places and of the right to conduct religious rituals. It has become common practice to launch raids against the worshipping places, such as the raid of Al-Haq mosque in Alsha'ab neighborhood in Baghdad on 21st July 2005 by police forces. Sheikh Ahmad Hasan Alnajjar, the mosque's preacher, along with his son Tariq were arrested, the doors of the mosques were destroyed and its belongings were messed with. Similar acts on the Sunni mosques in Iraq have become daily practice. The American forces supported by the Iraqi forces have carried out raids against more than 143 mosques in Baghdad, and more than once against the same mosques in some cases. In addition to the desecration of these places of worship, they caused damages to the buildings and to their possessions (see Appendix 2). The American and the Iraqi forces have killed more than 53 preachers and mosques servants and arrested more than 665 for no clear reasons (see Appendices 3 and 4). On 20th January 2005, during a routine patrol in Buka jail in Basra city, the American forces tore the holy Qur'an. This profanation resulted in an uproar among the prisoners, who then demonstrated and clashed with the occupation forces, ending with the killing of 4 prisoners and injuring 2 American soldiers. The Emergency Law is being used to supress many civil rights. In the city of Falloujah, for example, peaceful demonstrations are only allowed after obtaining the approval of the military governor Genral Mahdi Alghrawi, who orders random arrests and receives bribes from relatives of tortured detainees, as was reported by many citizens. The Council of the governorate of Babil issued a resolution to prohibit peaceful demonstrations until an undetermined date, after an explosion that killed one of the police commandos. This resolution denies the basic civil right to the freedom of expression.

Impact: Extinction

Increasing Human Rights Leadership prevents extinction
Copeland, law professor,  99 (Rhonda, NYU, New York City Law Review, 1999, p. 71-2)
The indivisible human rights framework survived the Cold War despite U.S. machinations to truncate it in the international arena. The framework is there to shatter the myth of the superiority. Indeed, in the face of systemic inequality and crushing poverty, violence by official and private actors, globalization of the market economy, and military and environmental depredation, the human rights framework is gaining new force and new dimensions. It is being broadened today by the movements of people in different parts of the world, particularly in the Southern Hemisphere and significantly of women, who understand the protection of human rights as a matter of individual and collective human survival and betterment. Also emerging is a notion of third-generation rights, encompassing collective rights that cannot be solved on a state-by-state basis and that call for new mechanisms of accountability, particularly affecting Northern countries. The emerging rights include human-centered sustainable development, environmental protection, peace, and security. Given the poverty and inequality in the United States as well as our role in the world, it is imperative that we bring the human rights framework to bear on both domestic and foreign policy.   of all pro bono calls attempted through this system failed.  In some months in 2006, the failure rate for these calls was between 60 and 65 percent.  

Ext. Abuses--> Low HR  Credibility 
The United States is perceived as hypocritical for promoting human rights and simultaneously violating them abroad—hurts credibility.
Daya Gamage, US National Correspondent Asian Tribune. 04-07-2010. “U.S. war crimes-atrocities in Iraq/Afghanistan exposed: Attempted cover-up foiled.” http://www.asiantribune.com/news/2010/04/07/us-war-crimes-atrocities-iraqafghanistan-exposed-attempted-cover-foiled
The United States, which periodically lectures to developing Third World nations about protecting human rights, rule of law, good governance and high moral standards, annually issuing ‘human rights practices’ of other countries, cannot restrain its own Special Operations forces stationed in Iraq and Afghanistan from indiscriminately killing innocent civilians. The worst is that U.S. authorities blatantly lie about these atrocities and war crimes by twisting the story to read that ‘insurgents’ were killed in a confrontation. This week, the United States, the foremost advocator to the Globe on human rights and rule of law while accusing other nations of committing genocide, war crimes and other atrocities, was exposed how U.S. Special Operations forces killed an innocent family in Afghanistan last February and another civilian massacre in Iraq in 2007.
US military presence in Iraq uniquely kills US human rights credibility 

U.S. Newswire 6 (AIUSA to Highlight Emerging Problems with Private Military Contractors During 2006 Annual Report Release, May 23 Lexis)
  <Amnesty International USA (AIUSA) today highlighted the role of private military contractors in the U.S. government's current system for outsourcing key military detention, security and intelligence operations. Such outsourcing fuels serious human rights violations and undermines accountability, the organization stated at the release of its 2006 Annual Report on the status of human rights in 150 countries. "The United States has become a world leader in avoiding human rights accountability; a case in point is the reliance of the United States government on private military contractors, which has helped create virtually rules-free zones sanctioned with the American flag and fire power," said Larry Cox, who became AIUSA's executive director May 1. "Business outsourcing may increase efficiency, but war outsourcing may be facilitating impunity. Contractors' illegal behavior and the reluctance of the U.S. government to bring them to justice are further tarnishing the United States' reputation abroad, hurting the image of American troops and contributing to anti-American sentiment. These results are a distressing return on the U.S. taxpayers' billion-dollar- plus investment and undermine what remains of U.S. moral authority abroad."  In the rush to war and with little notice, the U.S. government has outsourced billions of dollars in contracts to private military contractors, leaving to civilians some of the most essential and sensitive functions in the war, including protecting supply convoys, translating during interrogations and conducting interrogations. Despite the weak requirements for reporting crimes, allegations have surfaced implicating civilians working for the U.S. government in mistreatment of Iraqi and Afghan civilians, including hundreds of incidents of shootings at Iraqi civilians, several deaths in custody and involvement in the Abu Ghraib torture scandal. Major General George Fay's report on detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib detailed the involvement of two private military companies -- Arlington, Va.-based CACI (NYSE: CAI) and BTG, a subsidiary of San Diego-based Titan Corporation (NYSE: TTN) -- at that notorious prison facility. Titan, under an INSCOM contract with a current ceiling of approximately $650 million, has provided hundreds of linguists. CACI provided interrogators and other intelligence-related personnel under a contract with the National Business Center of the Interior beginning in September 2003. An Army Inspector General's report found that 35 percent of CACI's Iraqi interrogators had no "formal training in military interrogation policies and techniques," let alone training in the standards of international law. Currently the contractors operate in a virtually rules-free zone; they are exempt from Iraqi law per a Coalition Provisional Authority order and they fall outside the military chain of command. Of the 20 known cases of alleged misconduct by civilians in the war on terror that were forwarded by the Pentagon and CIA to the U.S. Department of Justice for investigation, DOJ has dismissed two, brought one indictment, while the remaining 17 are classified as open.>

A2: Alt Causes to HR Cred
The root causes of U.S. loss of human rights credibility are torture and abuse policies in Iraq 
 Mark Weisbrot, co-director of the Center for Economic and Policy Research, in Washington. “Washington’s Lost Credibility on Human Rights” March 11th 2009,
http://www.cepr.net/index.php/op-eds-&-columns/op-eds-&-columns/washingtons-lost-credibility-on-human-rights/

The U.S. State Department's annual human rights report got an unusual amount of criticism this year. This time the center-left coalition government of Chile was notable in joining other countries such as Bolivia, Venezuela, and China – who have had more rocky relations with Washington – in questioning the "moral authority" of the U.S. government's judging other countries' human rights practices. It's a reasonable question, and the fact that more democratic governments are asking it may signal a tipping point. Clearly a state that is responsible for such high-profile torture and abuses as took place at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo, the regular killing of civilians in Afghanistan and Iraq, and has reserved for itself the right to kidnap people and send them to prisons in other countries to be tortured ("extraordinary rendition") has a credibility problem on human rights issues.      
HR Abuses Percieved Internationally
Human rights violations by the US military are perceived internationally.

Washington Post, July 23, 2000 “ Wanted: A New Way to Judge the Crimes of War” http://www.encyclopedia.com/doc/1P2-542337.html
US military forces will increasingly be called upon to conduct a broad range of operations—from peacekeeping, as in Somalia; to nation building, as in Kosovo and Haiti, to the traditional warfare we waged in Kuwait. As formidable as these tasks are operationally, they will be even more difficult if charges of human rights abuses undermine America’s military standing. Not only will opponents of the United States exploit past war crimes charges to undermine America’s credibility and future military operations, but even US allies will find it difficult to support already politically sensitive missions if there is no independent resolution of such charges. Whether or not a civilian commission is the answer, in order to build international coalitions and deploy troops effectively, the United States must have credibility as a protector of human rights.

A2 Condition CP (1)
Conditioning withdrawal on conditions on the ground fails – sucks us in further – emboldens insurgents
Raed Jarrar (Iraqi-born political analyst, and a Senior Fellow with Peace Action based in Washington, DC.) May 26, 2010 “ Don’t Reward Violence in Iraq by Extending US Troop Withdrawal Deadline” http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/05/26-1
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. 

The Counterplan doesn’t solve – it crushes US credibility and creates further Iraqi instability

Jarrar, Iraqi-born political analyst, and a Senior Fellow with Peace Action based in Washington, DC, 3-4-2010 (Raed, “A Military Coup in Iraq?” http://www.truth-out.org/a-military-coup-iraq57374)

There is a high probability that Iraq will face a political meltdown after these elections. There is also the possibility, if al-Iraqiya wins the elections, that ISCI and other ruling parties backed by the Iranian government might stage a military coup. Most Iraqis would agree that the upcoming months will most probably bear a lot of bad news. However, for the US, this should not affect withdrawal plans. There are two approaching deadlines for the US withdrawal from Iraq: President Obama's plan to withdraw all combat forces and end combat operations by August 31 of this year and the US-Iraq bilateral security agreement's deadline for all troops to withdraw by December 31, 2011. Both these deadlines are time-based, as opposed to the Bush-era's condition-based benchmarks. Last month, the Pentagon submitted its first official request to approve "contingency plans" to delay the combat forces withdrawal this year in case conditions on the ground deteriorate. The plan has caused a wave of panic in Iraq, and even concern in the US that President Obama might be breaking his promises. Going back to a condition-based withdrawal plan would not only further diminish US credibility worldwide, but it would also lead to more deterioration and destruction in Iraq. Linking the US withdrawal to conditions on the ground creates an equation by which further deterioration in Iraq will automatically lead to prolonging the US military presence. Some groups, like the Iraqi ruling parties, want the US occupation to continue because they have been benefiting from it. Some regional players, including the Iranian government, do not want an independent and strong Iraq to re-emerge. And other groups, including al-Qaeda, would gladly see the US stuck in the current quagmire, and would love to see the US continue to lose blood, treasure and reputation in Iraq. Linking the withdrawal to conditions on the ground would be an open invitation to those who want to ensure an endless war. The situation in Iraq is horrible, and it will most likely deteriorate further this year, but that should not be used as an excuse to delay or cancel the US withdrawal from the country. Prolonging the occupation will not fix what the occupation has broken, and extending the US military intervention will not help protect Iraq from other interventions. The only way we can help Iraq and Iraqis is to first withdraw from the country, and then do our best to help them help themselves - without interfering in their domestic issues.
A2 Condition CP (2)
Only the plan solves – counterplan sets a precedent for further interventions and instability

Jarrar, Iraqi-born political analyst, and a Senior Fellow with Peace Action based in Washington, DC, 6-1-2010 (Raed, “Don't delay withdrawal from Iraq”, Lexis)

Obama should not bow to the Beltway voices urging him to keep U.S. troops longer in Iraq. At a recent speech at West Point, 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 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 U.S. 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

 
 
A2 T – Combat Troops

Combat operations will be ceased in August
CBO (Congressional Budget Office)  October 2009 “ Withdrawal of U.S. Forces from Iraq:

Possible Timelines and Estimated Costs” 

President Obama has announced that all U.S. combat operations for the war in Iraq—also called Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF)—will cease by the end of August 2010. According to the timeline described by Administration officials, the approximately 128,000 U.S. military personnel currently in Iraq would remain there through the Iraqi elections scheduled for January 2010. After that, U.S. forces would decline to no more than 50,000 troops by the end of August 2010. In accordance with the Status of the Forces Agreement signed by Iraq and the United States in November 2008, the remaining 50,000 U.S. troops must leave the country by the end of December 2011. The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates that to comply with that timeline, the Administration will need to withdraw military personnel from Iraq in two stages: one between the Iraqi election and August 2010, when almost 80,000 U.S. troops would be removed over a period of seven months, and the other before the end of calendar year 2011, when 50,000 troops will need to be withdrawn. 
Iraq Stable Now (1)
Iraq stable now – country not even close to falling apart
Rosen 10 [Nir Rosen is a fellow at the New York University Center on Law and Security, and a former fellow of the New America Foundation., “On Eve of Elections, Iraq Is More Stable Than Many Realize” March 5 http://www.alternet.org/world/145925/on_eve_of_elections,_iraq_is_more_stable_than_many_realize?page=entire, nrbontha] 

There are still militias active in Iraq, and the level of deadly violence would be unacceptable almost any place else on Earth. But fears that Iraq is "unraveling" are overblown. One day last month, a few weeks before Iraq's forthcoming elections on March 7, I drove south from Baghdad to Iskandariya, a majority-Shiite town about 40 kilometers outside of the capital. The town, on the road to the Shiite holy city of Karbala, had been hammered especially hard by the violence of Iraq's civil war: Shiite pilgrims headed toward Karbala were often ambushed on the road through Iskandariya, and the area had seen fierce battles between al Qa'eda and the Mahdi Army, the Shiite militia loyal to Muqtada al Sadr. I had been to Iskandariya a year earlier and met the local police chief, Ali Zahawi. "Iskandariya is a small Iraq," he told me then. "It connects the north to the south. We went through very hard times. Al Qa'eda was the first stage, and then there were [Shiite] militias who did the same thing as Al Qa'eda -- killing and displacing. The third stage was imposing law, and now almost 100 per cent have returned to their houses." My friend Hazim, a jovial NGO worker who lives in Iskandariya, recalled the worst phases of the civil war: "People couldn't go out of their houses," he told me. "When al Qa'eda was strong, Shiites couldn't go out on the street. Then the Shiites got strong, and Sunnis couldn't go out on the street." But all that was now in the past. Iraqi and American forces had arrested members of armed groups in the town during Operaton Fard al Qanun -- or "Rule of Law," the Iraqi name for what Americans called the Surge. "The state is strong here now," Hazim told me last month. "The government is strong. You can't even fire a shot in the air now; the police will come in two minutes." The civil war in Iraq began in 2004 and intensified in 2006, when the bombing of a Shiite mosque in Samarra unleashed a frenzy of sectarian bloodletting: estimates vary, but some 30,000 civilians were killed that year; another 25,000 lost their lives in the course of 2007. Millions of Iraqis have been displaced since 2003, and hundreds of thousands killed. Violence has not come to an end, of course, but the war had burnt itself out by the close of 2008: Shiite forces essentially defeated their Sunni rivals, many of whom took up with the American-sponsored Awakenings militias; once-mixed neighborhoods had been ethnically cleansed and, in many cases, the warring sects were divided by blast walls; the violent Mahdi Army stood down at Muqtada al Sadr's instruction to avoid an escalating conflict with American forces. There are still militias active in Iraq, and the level of deadly violence would be unacceptable almost any place else on Earth. But the fears frequently voiced by foreign analysts and reporters -- that the civil war is merely in abeyance, and that sectarian fury could break out again at any moment after a series of deadly attacks, or an unfavorable election result -- are overblown. The threat of a civil war no longer looms, and the country is decidedly not "unravelling," as many continue to suggest. Armed militias have not been eliminated, but they have been emasculated: they carry out assassinations with silenced pistols and magnetic car bombs, but they are no match for the Iraqi Security Forces, which have shed their reputation as sectarian death-squads and now appear to have earned the support of much of the public. Apart from the occasional suicide bombing, Iraqi civilians are no longer targeted at random -- and even these more spectacular attacks have little to no strategic impact. It has been difficult for those outside Iraq -- or even those who rarely travel outside Baghdad -- to perceive the gradual shift toward stability now underway. From the beginning of the occupation, American forces and foreign reporters have focussed too much on the political squabbles among Iraqi elites and on events inside the Green Zone, neglecting the "street": the lives of ordinary people and the atmosphere in neighborhoods, villages and mosques. Just as they were slow to recognize the growing resistance to the occupation and slow to recognize the dawn of the civil war, many today -- worried about the resurgence of a "new" sectarianism -- seem blind to the fact that the intense fear which led ordinary Iraqis to seek the protection bloody sectarian gangs has begun to evaporate. A few years ago, observers underestimated the power of these militias; today they 
Iraq Stable Now (2)

Iraq stable now—violence is decreasing
VOA News 6/4/10 [“Odierno: Iraq Moves Toward Stability, US Drawdown on Track”, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/middle-east/Odierno-Iraq-Moves-Toward-Stability-US-Drawdown-on-Track-95646044.html, nrbontha] 

The top U.S. commander in Iraq says his forces and Iraqi troops have captured or killed 34 of the top 42 leaders of al-Qaida in the country, significantly hurting the organizations ability to conduct attacks.  General RayOdierno also says Iran is taking a less violent but still destructive approach in its involvement in Iraq.    General Odierno says the number of violent incidents, the number of casualties and the number of high-profile attacks in Iraq are all at their lowest levels since the conflict started.  He attributes the change to increased competence by the Iraqi security forces and a joint operation in the town of Mosul about three months ago that broke a key al-Qaida cell and led to a series of attacks on some of the group's leaders and the arrests of several more.  "We were able to get inside of this network, pick a lot of them up, and we will continue, with our Iraqi security force partners, to go after them," said General Odierno. "But there are still some very dangerous people out there.  And there are some mid-and low-level leaders.  We don't want them to develop into senior leadership.  And that's what we're working towards now."  Odierno says al-Qaida will try to overcome the setback, and he says it is still capable of carrying out attacks, particularly against undefended civilian targets.  But he says the group is having more trouble recruiting fighters and leaders, and is finding it more and more difficult to destabilize the Iraqi government.  The general says the plan is on track to reduce the U.S. troop presence in Iraq from 88,000 now to 50,000 by September first, and he does not expect the move to affect the security situation.  "The Iraqis are in the lead," he said. "We are not.  They have taken over the lead.  What we're doing now is we are training, advising and assisting them.  We continue to support our Provincial Reconstruction Teams and the UN for civil capacity.  And we conduct partnerned counter-terrorism operations.  That's what we do today.  And that's what we'll do post-One September [after 09/01]"  General Odierno says in addition to security, the other key to long-term stability in Iraq is politics.  He called the certification of the election results a very important step, and also said he is pleased with talk of forming a government that includes all political factions.  "Most of the security issues will come from what spawns out of the political realm," said Odierno. "That's why it's important to have a unity government.  We don't want to see any group that feels it's been disenfranchised and even contemplates moving back to an insurgency."  General Odierno also says Iran appears to have changed its strategy in Iraq in a way that contributes to the reduction in violence, but still seeks to gain influence.
Iraq Stable n0w – Government loves and needs troops
AFP 10 (Jun 4, “Attacks in Iraq down, Al-Qaeda arrests up: US general”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5iliKXlauRMdj1Uijz1Zv-WkJ7RUQ, DB)
WASHINGTON —High-profile attacks and casualty figures in Iraq fell in 2010 to their lowest level since the US invasion, while the number of Al-Qaeda leaders captured or killed soared, the US commander in Iraq said Friday. "All of those statistics for the first five months of 2010 are the lowest we've had on record," General Ray Odierno told reporters in Washington. "Although there has been some violence -- there have been some bad days in Iraq -- every statistic continues to go in the right direction." He said US and Iraqi security forces in the past three months have detained or killed 34 of the top 42 Al-Qaeda in Iraq leaders, following a "significant" infiltration of AQI's apparent headquarters in the city of Mosul. "We've been whittling away at this for a very long time," Odierno said, adding that "we were able to get inside this network." The terror group, he said, "will attempt to regenerate themselves (but) they are finding it more difficult" in the face of persistent joint US-Iraqi security operations and what he described as a rejection of Al-Qaeda by "99.9 percent" of the Iraqi population. The steadily improving security, the intelligence boon and the new statistics -- announced by Odierno two days after his White House meeting with US President Barack Obama -- bode well for Iraq as the US prepares a drawdown from 88,000 troops on the ground today to 50,000 by the end of August. But Odierno stressed: "There are still some very dangerous people out there, and there are some mid- and low-level leaders -- we don't want them to develop into senior leadership." Iraqi security forces in late May announced the arrest of Al-Qaeda's Baghdad military chief Abbas Najem Abdullah al-Jawari, who went by the alias Abu Abdullah, as well as Mohammed Nuri Matar Yassin al-Abadi, who was in charge of Al-Qaeda's assassination units in the capital. In April, AQI's political leader Abu Omar al-Baghdadi and the group's self-styled "minister of war" Abu Ayub al-Masri were killed in a joint US-Iraqi eration. Odierno attributed the successes to dramatic improvements in capability by the, which he said are now leading security efforts "across the country," including on most counterterrorism operationsop. "They are getting more and more ready to take over full control of security" as American troops drawn down, he said. "The Iraqis are in the lead, we are not." Obama has ordered the withdrawal of all combat troops from Iraq by September 1, with the US force due to decline to 50,000. Under a security agreement with Baghdad, all US forces must pull out by the end of 2011. "We are on track to be at 50,000 by the first of September. We are on our plan," Odierno said, adding that he has managed to reduce the number of US-run bases in Iraq from 500 about one year ago to 126 today, with a further 32 to shutter by September 1. The number of contractors in country has dropped as well, to between 85,000 and 90,000 today from a high of 175,000 less then a year ago. By September 1, up to 65,000 contractors will still be in Iraq. Odierno stressed, as did Defense Secretary Robert Gates said last month, that the drawdown had not been delayed because of recent violence or delays in forming a new Iraqi government. The general praised Iraq's military leaders for their neutrality and professionalism "during this time of vulnerability as we are getting ready to seat the government." Iraq's security forces have "proven a lot to us that they are getting more and more ready to take over full control of security." 
A2 Delay Now (1)
Withdrawal is on schedule – public support and official statements
CNN 5-29-2010 (“CNN poll: Instability in Iraq could hurt support for U.S. withdrawal,” http://www.cnn.com/2010/US/05/29/poll.iraq.troop.withdrawal/index.html)
A CNN/Opinion Research Corp. survey released Saturday indicates that 64 percent of Americans favor the president's plan to keep just 50,000 U.S. troops in Iraq by the end of the summer, with 35 percent opposed. But public approval of the plan falls to 51 percent if Iraq does not have a stable government by August and there is widespread violence at that time, with opposition rising to 48 percent. "Support drops more than 20 points among Americans with a college education and among suburbanites," said CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. "But among people who never attended college, opinion barely changes. The same is true for people who live in rural areas." The survey also indicates that the conflict in Iraq remains very unpopular, with more than 6 in 10 saying they oppose the war. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said that despite the recent spike in violence and political impasse, the planned withdrawal continues. While the pace of the withdrawal is being determined by the top commander in Iraq, Gen. Ray Odierno, the deadline, which was set in an agreement with the Iraqi government, remains on schedule. "We plan for everything. But right now, every expectation is that we will meet the 50,000 as of the first of September," said Secretary Robert Gates on May 20. With the reduction of troops, the U.S. now has more troops in Afghanistan than Iraq for the first time since 2003.
 
The withdrawal strategy is on track 

Air Force Times 6-24-2010 (“Senators grill nominee to lead forces in Iraq”, http://www.airforcetimes.com/news/2010/06/military_austin_iraqnominee_062410w/)

At his hearing, Austin’s many military accomplishments and his plans for a sharp reduction and ultimate withdrawal of combat forces from Iraq by December 2011 seemed less important than the fact that nobody expects him to give interviews that embarrass the U.S. Austin would succeed Army Gen. Raymond Odierno, who sat beside him at the hearing and has been nominated to take over as chief of U.S. Joint Forces Command.  Austin spoke of continuing current strategy that calls for supporting the government forming in Iraq while preparing for the withdrawal of about 30,000 troops from the current force of 83,000 by the end of August.  While acknowledging the challenges that remain, particularly in helping to form a viable Iraqi government, Austin said he believes “the current military approach is sound.”  Odierno said the long transition to a democratic government in Iraq “has made people nervous,” but he is encouraged that Iraqi security forces are improving, and he supports the timetable for U.S. troop withdrawals.  “It is time,” he said.

Ordierno backed off of pressuring to delay the timeline

Juan Cole (Richard P. Mitchell Collegiate Professor of History at the University of Michigan, specializes in the middle east and southeast asia) April 2009 “
 Juan Cole: Obama's First Hundred Days in the Greater Middle East” http://hnn.us/roundup/entries/80251.html
On Iraq, Obama visited Baghdad and met with Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki. He outlined the specifics of the US withdrawal plan, which envisages US combat troops ceasing active patrols in Iraqi cities by August 1, 2009; a withdrawal of all combat troops by September 1, 2010, and the withdrawal of the remaining 40,000 or so logistical support and other US troops by Dec. 31, 2011. While US commander Gen. Ray Odierno clearly chafed at this timeline and wants to tweak it, even he recently said he was 10 out of 10 sure that it would be adhered to under current conditions. 

Huge political pressure to stick to withdrawal now

Tehran Times February 24, 2010 “ U.S. plans for possible delay in Iraq withdrawal” http://www.tehrantimes.com/index_View.asp?code=214784

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. 

A2 Delay Now (2)
Obama’s commitment has always had an asterisk – not a definite deadline
USA Today, 9 (“Obama Declares End to U.S. Presence in Iraq – Sort of,” March 2nd, 2009, Lexis)

Speaking Friday at Camp Lejeune, N.C., President Obama announced that "by Aug. 31, 2010, our combat mission in Iraq will end" and "I intend to remove all U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of 2011." Mission finally accomplished? Is the end in sight to America's costly six-year war? Despite Obama's certitude, the best answer is: maybe. Yes, the war is winding down, and Iraq is far calmer than it was two years ago. But the situation remains fluid, and Obama's commitment to get out is part goal, part guessing game. The president's bid to fulfill the promise he made on the campaign trail -- to remove all U.S. combat troops from Iraq within 16 months of taking office -- always came with a big asterisk. He would leave 35,000 to 50,000 "non-combat" troops in Iraq well beyond that promised drawdown period, now extended from 16 to 19 months. That's about a third of the 142,000 troops there now. What's more, the drawdown will be back-loaded, with troops leaving only slowly until after national elections this December
No one believes the 2011 withdrawal to be true- polls prove
UPI 2/8/2010 - United Press International
http://www.upi.com/Top_News/US/2010/02/08/Poll-Most-doubt-Iraq-withdrawal-date/UPI-84651265649520/ 

Most people in the United States and Britain are doubtful about the scheduled 2011 withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq, a poll indicates. A security agreement between the United States and Iraq calls for withdrawal of all U.S. forces by the end of 2011, but an Angus Reid Public Opinion poll released Monday in London found only 31 percent of Americans and 21 percent of Britons are "very confident" or "moderately confident" the timetable will be met. 

Withdrawal => Nuclear War

US withdrawal from Iraq risks Middle East nuclear winter, Saudi oil prices spikes, and guts US soft power.
Ryan Mauro (national security advisor to the Christian Action Network, and an intelligence analyst with the Asymmetrical Warfare and Intelligence Center (AWIC)). “The Consequences of Withdrawal from Iraq.” 5/7/2007 http://www.globalpolitician.com/22760-foreign-iraq
While the movement for democratic change will continue, its prospects for victory will diminish and come at a much higher cost. The Middle Eastern countries, faced with the threat of Iranian interference, will probably increase the oppression of its dissidents in order to stifle any attempt at foreign subversion. Iran, the #1 sponsor of terrorism and home to several Al-Qaeda leaders, will grow in power and become the leader of the region. It will become easier for Iran’s government, who denies the holocaust has ever happened and has repeatedly cited the destruction of Israel and the United States as its goal, to obtain nuclear weapons. The West will find its options to deter isolate and affect Iran’s behavior very limited. In response to the growth of Iran’s power, countries in the region like Egypt, Algeria, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and the states in the Gulf will obtain nuclear weapons. Iran’s leadership has expressed willingness to share its nuclear technology with other rogue states like Syria and Venezuela. Saudi Arabia will increase its support to Sunni jihadists and Wahhabists (which spawned Osama Bin Laden) in order to counter Iran’s influence. There may very well be a bloody civil war inside Saudi Arabia, causing oil prices to hit a new spike and possibly bringing the American economy into a deep recession. The growth in power of terrorist elements will lead to a complete breakdown in the Middle East Peace Process, and renewed fighting between Israeli and militant Palestinian groups. Israel will have to take an even more hawkish stance towards Iran, quite possibly leading to a nuclear showdown. One of the problems the United States has had among Iraqis is that they don’t believe we will stay to protect them, so they sit on the sidelines and won’t stand up to the terrorists. A premature withdrawal would forever eliminate any goodwill and trust between America and the people of the Middle East, instead replaced by bitterness and hatred as its people watch their family members die due to American selfishness. Any hope of having a foreign ally would diminish, as no one would trust the United States to stand by them in tough times.
Withdrawal => Iraqi Instability
US withdrawal from Iraq breeds civil war—conditions will be comparatively worse than the status quo.

Maggy Zanger, Arizona Daily Star. “U.S. Troops Must Not Withdraw, Say Iraqis.” 8-26-2007. http://www.aina.org/news/20070826032008.htm
Erbil, Iraq -- In the run-up to the mid-September progress report on Iraq, pundits, military commanders, presidential candidates, and seemingly every member of Congress who ever spent a few hours in the Green Zone, have weighed in on the efficacy, or not, of withdrawing U.S. troops from Iraq. Missing from the debate, however, is one of the most crucial voices: the Iraqi people. "If they leave, it will burn like hell," says Abdul Karim Khalil Malallah who once translated for the U.S. military police, but fled the violent chaos of Baghdad with his family last summer for the safer environs of Iraqi Kurdistan. In dozens of interviews in several cities, Iraqi Muslims and Christians, Arabs, Kurds and Assyrians -- people who would argue endlessly on other points of the U.S. occupation of Iraq -- are in unanimous agreement on one point: U.S troops should not withdraw from their country. "It will be a real civil war," says Asos Hardi, editor in chief of Awene (The Mirror), a leading independent Kurdish newspaper in Sulaimaniyah. "It will leave the country in chaos." The governor of Erbil province, site of the Kurdish regional capital, agrees. "If the U.S. leaves, we must leave with them," says Nawzad Hadi Mawlood. "It will be a tragedy if they go." Many fear that if the U.S .military leaves, the government in Baghdad would collapse -- if it doesn't before that -- and Shia militias, Sunni insurgency groups and foreign jihadis, each backed by neighboring countries, will scramble to divide Iraq into bloody cantons of control. "The U.S. at least controls the situation now," says Imad Marbeen Yacoub,who fled Baghdad after paying jizyah, a "Christian tax," of hundreds of thousands of Iraqi dinars demanded by men he assumed to be Shia militia members. If the U.S. pulls out, "the civil war will be more and more," he says.
Turn: US military withdrawal would breed Iraqi instability—empirics prove that Iraqi forces are not ready to combat threats absent US supervision.

Ranj Alaaldin, The Guardian Weekly, “US troops are still needed in Iraq.” August 22 2009. http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2009/aug/22/iraq-us-troop-withdrawal
It was hailed as National Sovereignty Day – a day when Iraq was being handed back to Iraqis. But the US withdrawal from Iraqi towns and cities on 30 June has failed to live up to its expectations, and with devastating consequences for the Iraqi people. An escalation of attacks since that day, including a multitude of near-simultaneous attacks on Wednesday that killed at least 95 people and injured more than 560, suggest the Iraqi security forces are not yet able to combat the insurgent and terrorist threat independent of US supervision.

Withdrawal causes escalating violence – Iraq can’t defend itself

Tom Engelhardt, (co-founder of the American Empire Project) March 2010 “ Premature Withdrawal Washington’s Cult of Narcissism and Iraq” http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/175216/tomgram:_engelhardt,_the_future_belongs_to_no_one___/
And a chorus of the usual suspects, Washington’s warrior-pundits and “warrior journalists” (as Tom Hayden calls them), are singing ever louder versions of a song warning of that greatest of all dangers: premature withdrawal. Ricks, for instance, recommended in the Times that, having scuttled the “grandiose original vision” of the Bush invasion, the Obama administration should still “find a way” to keep a “relatively small, tailored force” of 30,000-50,000 troops in Iraq “for many years to come.” (Those numbers, oddly enough, bring to mind the 34,000 U.S. troops that, according to Ricks in his 2006 bestseller Fiasco, Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz projected as the future U.S. garrison in Iraq in the weeks before the invasion of 2003.) Kenneth Pollack, a drumbeater for that invasion, is now wary of removing “the cast” -- his metaphor for the U.S. military presence -- on the “broken arm” of Iraq too soon since states that have “undergone a major inter-communal civil war have a terrifying rate of recidivism.” For Kimberley and Frederick Kagan, drumbeaters extraordinaires, writing for the Wall Street Journal, the U.S. must start discussing “a long-term military partnership with Iraq beyond 2011,” especially since that country will not be able to defend itself by then. Why, you might well ask, must we stay in Iraq, given our abysmal record there? Well, say these experts, we are the only force all Iraqis now accept, however grudgingly. We are, according to Pollack, the “peacemakers, the lev[ee] holding back violence... Iraq’s security blanket, and... the broker of political deals… we enforce the rules.” According to Ricks, we are the only “honest brokers” around. According to the Kagans, we were the “guarantor” of the recent elections, and have a kind of “continuing leverage” not available to any other group in that country, “should we choose to use it.” 

Withdrawal => Iraqi Instability

Withdrawal from Iraq doesn’t solve stability – sectarian conflict

Chulov, 10 (Martin, “Iraq Violence Set to Delay Troop Withdrawal,” May 12th, 2010, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/may/12/iraq-us-troop-withdrawal-delay)

All US combat forces are due to leave Iraq by 31 August, a date the Obama administration is keen to observe as the president sends greater reinforcements to fight the Taliban in Afghanistan – a campaign he has set apart from the Iraq war, by describing it as "just". Iraqi leaders remain adamant that combat troops should leave by the deadline. But they face the problem of not having enough troops to secure the country if the rejuvenated insurgency succeeds in sparking another lethal round of sectarian conflict. "The presence of foreign forces sent shock waves through Iraqis," said Hoshyar Zebari, the foreign minister. "And at the beginning it was a terrifying message that they didn't dare challenge. But then they got emboldened through terrorism and acts of resistance. And as the Americans are leaving, we are seeing more of it."
Withdrawal causes instability – Kurds and US military transfers
Max Boot (Jeane J. Kirkpatrick Senior Fellow for National Security Studies at the Council of Foreign Relations) May 9, 2010 “ Maliki's Actions, and Obama's Inaction, Threaten an Iraq Democracy “http://www.cfr.org/publication/22084/malikis_actions_and_obamas_inaction_threaten_an_iraq_democracy.html
U.S. troops also play a vital peacekeeping role, patrolling with Iraqi troops and the Kurdish peshmerga along the disputed Green Line separating Iraq proper from the Kurdish regional government. Kurdish politicians I met in Irbil warned that if Iraqi-Kurdish land disputes aren't resolved by the end of 2011 (and odds are they won't be), there is a serious danger of war breaking out once American troops leave. The possibility of miscalculation will grow once the Iraqi armed forces acquire the M-1 tanks and F-16 fighters that we have agreed to sell them. It is all the more important that an American buffer — say 10,000 to 15,000 troops — remain to ensure that those weapons are never used against our Kurdish allies. 
US troops key to prevent Kurdish backlash – spirals into war

Max Boot (Jeane J. Kirkpatrick Senior Fellow for National Security Studies at the Council of Foreign Relations) May 24, 2010 “ The Way of the Kurds “ http://www.cfr.org/publication/22138/way_of_the_kurds.html
 The Kurdish model suggests what Iraq can become in a few years—but only if it continues to improve in fighting crime and terrorism, reducing corruption, and developing the rule of law. Much of this is outside American control, but we can have a major impact on the security situation. A key component of Kurdish success, after all, has been American protection, offered in one form or another since 1991, when the George H.W. Bush administration proclaimed a “no fly” zone to keep Saddam's aircraft from bombing the Kurds. American planes were still patrolling the no-fly zone at the time of the U.S. invasion in 2003. Some kind of long-term protection will be necessary in the rest of Iraq, which must deal in the future with hostile neighbors and suspicious sectarian factions. As it stands, however, the last American troops are supposed to withdraw on December 31, 2011. That is a worrisome prospect because Iraqi political disputes can still engender violence. Nowhere is the danger greater than along the Green Line separating the KRG from the rest of Iraq. The boundary remains disputed, with the Kurds keen to assert their sovereignty over the oil-rich city of Kirkuk and other parts of northern Iraq. The Kurdish peshmerga and Iraqi troops have been on the verge of gunfire numerous times, pulling back only as a result of American mediation. Today U.S. troops patrol the Green Line in cooperation with the peshmerga and Iraqi forces. If U.S. troops are withdrawn before land disputes between the KRG and Iraq proper are resolved, Kurdish politicians warn that the result could be war. That is an especially worrisome possibility because the United States has agreed to sell the Iraqi armed forces M-1 tanks and F-16 fighters. We have a moral and strategic obligation to ensure that this high-tech hardware is never used against our Kurdish friends. That argues for keeping a small U.S. force in Iraq after 2011, perhaps 10,000 to 15,000 troops and trainers. The Kurds, for one, would love to host a U.S. military base. The Obama administration should push for that once a new government takes power in Baghdad and negotiations begin on a new Iraqi-American strategic accord to take the place of the one negotiated by President Bush and Nouri al Maliki in 2008. 
A2 Withdrawal Solves Instability

Violence in Iraq is inevitable – troop withdrawals not key

Daily Trend News 9 (Azerbaijan, July 7, “Situation to remain stabile in Iraq despite withdrawal of U.S troops: ex-Prime Minister”, Lexis, DB)

Disorders and violence will continue in Iraq despite presence or withdrawal of U.S troops from Iraq as there is no single mechanism of security, ex-Prime Minister of Iraqi transitional government Iyad Allawi said. "Neither Iraqi police, nor army is capable to ensure security in Iraq as these organizations were not formed completely. Single mechanism was not created either," Allawi heading the Iraqi government in 2004 told Trend News in Azerbaijan exclusive interview. Allawi said that instability and violence will continue in Iraq regardless of withdrawal or presence of U.S troops. U.S soldiers left Iraqi towns and provinces on June 30 after staying within 6 years there. Upon the agreement on security between Iraq and the USA signed in 2008, 130,000-contingent of U.S troops will remain in Iraq. This contingent will leave Iraq by 2011. Security system passed under control of Iraqi national security forces. But explosions and terror acts continue to take place in Iraq. But Allawi excludes that instability will lead to inter-national clashes in Iraq. "Solving of three important issues, including problems with foreign policy, will lead to stability and peace in the region. It is necessary to create state national institutes not owned by any communities and improvement of domestic economic state by combating with unemployment," Allawi said. Reshaping of regional and political situation in the Middle East is necessary to solve problems with Iraqi foreign policy. "As to foreign problem, political climate must be changed without any tension, bluff, threats, by resting upon trade and economic relations and common interests and without interference in domestic problems," Allawi said.
Withdrawal => Re-intervention

Withdrawal causes us to get drawn back in – turns the aff

Juan Cole (Richard P. Mitchell Collegiate Professor of History at the University of Michigan, specializes in the middle east and southeast asia) April 2009 “Juan Cole: Obama's First Hundred Days in the Greater Middle East” http://hnn.us/roundup/entries/80251.html
Many US observers, who are withdrawal fundamentalists, do not understand that the advances made by the Iraqi army depend heavily on US logistical and air support, and that a precipitous withdrawal might well leave the country in chaos. They also don't understand that an Iraq in chaos would be unacceptable to the US and its regional allies, and would draw American troops right back in. Obama's measured withdrawal, which has the support of the Iraqi government, is a good compromise and has a 50/50 chance of success. The heavy-casualty bombings of recent weeks in Baghdad and Mosul are a security, not a military challege, and probably will not affect the timeline. 

Withdrawal => Terrorism

Withdrawal guts US military morale and readiness—it only prolongs the war and breeds terrorism.
Ryan Mauro (national security advisor to the Christian Action Network, and an intelligence analyst with the Asymmetrical Warfare and Intelligence Center (AWIC)). “The Consequences of Withdrawal from Iraq.” 5/7/2007 http://www.globalpolitician.com/22760-foreign-iraq
Senator John McCain, a former POW in Vietnam, said it best this week when he stated that “the only thing worse than a stressed military, is a broken and defeated military.” Withdrawal would mean the complete collapse of morale in the military and a reluctance to support a responsible military budget. Failing to support and fund our military leaves our troops without the armor they need and our political leaders without the option of force in dealing with foreign enemies. Advocates of a withdrawal think it will end the war, but it will not. The disastrous security situation in Iraq will lead to a terrorist sanctuary that the United States will then have to confront. Our uniformed men and women who came home the first time will have to enter again under much harsher and costlier conditions.
Their old terrorism defense doesn’t apply--US military withdrawal breeds a new generation of terrorism.
Ryan Mauro (national security advisor to the Christian Action Network, and an intelligence analyst with the Asymmetrical Warfare and Intelligence Center (AWIC)). “The Consequences of Withdrawal from Iraq.” 5/7/2007 http://www.globalpolitician.com/22760-foreign-iraq
Terrorists worldwide will be emboldened. The American withdrawal from Somalia helped motivate Osama Bin Laden into thinking that he could attack us in the 1990s. An American withdrawal from the much greater and more important conflict in Iraq would surely inspire a new generation of terrorists. Additionally, terrorists could go to Iraq to find training, money, weapons and safe harbor. These recruits would then go on to attack targets throughout the world, including Western Europe and the United States. Rogue states, finding themselves strengthened, would be convinced that terrorists and insurgents are the way to defeat and deter America. An immediate withdrawal would cause these nations to increase their sponsorship of terrorist organizations
Decrease in US troops leads to global terrorism

Wallison 2005 (Peter J., resident fellow @ the American Enterprise Institute, National Review, “Bad, But Not the last straw”, October 17)

Even so, most thoughtful military and foreign-policy observers see a premature withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq as a catastrophe for U.S. world leadership and a huge victory for the jihadists. If the United States can be forced by terrorism to withdraw from Iraq, the lesson for the jihadists will be clear: Americans can also be forced by terrorism to withdraw from the rest of the world. That has always been bin Laden's goal; if terrorism seems to have caused us to withdraw from Iraq, that will engender terrorism here. In the face of this, conservatives and Republicans who are throwing in the towel on President Bush because of their disappointment over the Miers nomination should step back, take a deep breath, and consider what's ultimately at stake.
Terrorist will strike based upon the perception of US weakness

Juan Cole July 29 2004 “How Strong Do We Look?”, http://antiwar.com/cole/?articleid=3204
He said, "Terrorist attacks are not caused by the use of strength. They are invited by the perception of weakness."
This statement is half right and half wrong. Some terrorist attacks are caused by the use of strength. For instance, the Shi'ites of southern Lebanon had positive feelings toward Israel before 1982. They were not very politically mobilized. Then the Israelis invaded Lebanon in 1982 and occupied the South. They killed some 18,000 persons, 9,000 of them estimated to be innocent civilians. The Shi'ites of the South gradually turned against them and started hitting them to get them back out of their country. They formed Hizbullah and ultimately shelled Israel itself and engaged in terrorism in Europe and Argentina. So, Hizbullah terrorist attacks were certainly caused by Sharon's use of "strength."
On the other hand, a perception of weakness can invite terrorist attacks by ambitious and aggressive enemies. Osama bin Laden recites a litany of instances in which the United States abruptly withdrew when attacked, and takes comfort in the idea of the U.S. as a paper tiger. He instances Reagan's 1983 withdrawal from Beirut after the Marine barracks was bombed and Clinton's departure from Somalia after the Blackhawk Down incident. The lesson I take away from all this is that the US should not get involved in places that it may get thrown out of, because that projects an image of weakness and vulnerability to the country's enemies. There was no way the United States could possibly have maintained a presence in Lebanon in the early 1980s, and Reagan was foolish to put those Marines in there, and even more foolish to put them in without pylons around them to stop truck bombs. The country was embroiled in a civil war, and it would have taken a massive commitment of troops to make a difference. In the wake of the Vietnam failure, the American public would not have countenanced such a huge troop buildup. Likewise, Bush senior was foolish to send those troops to Somalia in the way he did (which became a poison pill for his successor, Bill Clinton).
A2 Gradual/Phased Withdrawal

Even this small reduction makes victory in Iraq impossible

Kimberly Kagan (affiliate of Harvard's John M. Olin Institute of Strategic Studies and the president of the Institute for the Study of War in Washington) 1/26/2008 “Don't Short-Circuit the Surge”, Wall Street Journal

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB120130782203818269.html?mod=googlenews_wsj

There is considerable risk in this assumption. Coalition and Iraqi forces have not finished clearing Ninevah province, Salah ad-Din and parts of Babil. Major operations continue against al Qaeda remnants in Ninevah, Salah-ad-Din, Diyala, Kirkuk and Wasit provinces. Fighting between Iraqi Security Forces (aided by coalition special forces and our Georgian, Polish and British allies) and Mahdi Army militias continues in the south.  The withdrawal to 15 brigades already assumes that these operations will be successful. It provides no cushion for unexpected developments or unforeseen enemy responses. There is thus no military basis at all at the present time to recommend additional reductions in 2008.  One year ago, Gen. Petraeus testified before Congress: "I was assured . . . by the secretary of Defense . . . that if we need additional assets, my job is to ask for them. If they're not provided in some case, my job is to tell my boss the risk involved in accomplishing the mission without the assets that are required. And at some point, of course, you may have to go back and say that you cannot accomplish the mission because of the assets that have not been provided."  By the best estimates now available, 15 brigades is the absolute minimum force required to accomplish the mission that has brought us success in 2007. Any further reductions -- even by a single brigade -- may make that mission impossible.

Even a gradual withdraw will collapse iraq stability 

Kagan and Kristol 2006 Robert Kagan & William Kristol, WEEKLY STANDARD, November 20, 2006

There is no getting around the fact that under present conditions, an American military withdrawal, even if undertaken gradually, will bring about the rapid collapse of Iraq. These days one gets the impression that many Americans are sanguine about this possibility. Some seem to believe that things are already as bad as they can get in Iraq. This is willful self-deception. Were the United States to withdraw from Iraq prematurely, the sectarian violence we are seeing today would seem minor compared to the bloodshed of a genuine civil war. There would be no decent interval, no moment when the Iraqi people peacefully separated themselves into their respective sectarian quarters. They would battle for control of cities and towns and resources across most of the country. The result would be real, bloody ethnic cleansing--of the kind that the United States twice intervened in the Balkans to prevent, of the kind we failed to prevent in Rwanda, and of the kind we are now shamefully failing to prevent in Sudan. The difference in Iraq would be that this time the United States would be more directly responsible for bringing about this humanitarian nightmare.  

Instability Inevitable

Alt causes mean violence in Iraq is inevitable regardless of troop withdrawal—qualified experts agree.
Middle East Quarterly. “How Violent Is Iraqi Culture?” Winter 2008. http://www.humanrightsfirst.org/iraq/war_in_iraq.htm
Nimrod Raphaeli responds: Mr. Damluji suggests that the intent of my article is "to demonstrate that Iraqis are essentially more violent than other cultures." To the contrary, my intent was to highlight the efforts by Iraqis to revive their cultural life after decades of oppression and political violence. By highlighting poetry, theater, and art, the article takes an optimistic view of post-Saddam cultural achievements. What the article is not, though, is a comparative study of cultures; it does not examine the extent to which violence in Iraq may or may not exceed that of other cultures. As to the question whether the Iraqi culture is rooted in violence, the answer, unfortunately, is yes. Saddam's rein of terror has historic precedent. Generations of Iraqi students memorized the speech of the seventh-century governor of Iraq celebrating the idea of problem-solving through violence. An article by Shafeeq Ghabra, on "Iraq's Culture of Violence" (MEQ, Summer 2001), also makes the point that "the phenomenon of Saddam is planted deep in Iraqi social and political soil, a thesis supported by much evidence."[1] My article quotes Iraqi historian and sociologist ‘Ali al-Wardi to the effect that Bedouin culture formed the bedrock of Iraqi society. ‘Ali Allawi, the first civilian minister of defense of Iraq in the post-Saddam era, wrote that a "sense of a conflict-strewn society, permeates the work of al-Wardi: tribe versus tribe; tribe versus government; intra-urban violence between neighbourhoods; tribe versus town; town versus town; town versus government."[2] Writing in the pan-Arab daily Asharq al-Awsat, Ma'ad Fayadh referred to the seat of power of the kings and the leaders of Iraq as "the seat of death."[3] I don't know under what circumstances Mr. Damluji left Iraq. Like that of many of my community with roots dating back to the pre-Islamic era, my citizenship was taken from me: I was handed a piece of paper stating, "His citizenship has been revoked, and he will absolutely not be allowed to enter Iraq." I was expelled from Iraq. Now, I can only look back with nostalgia as I read Mahdi Muhammed Ali's poem "The Flight":
Alt cause to instability and violence: corruption in the Iraqi oil industry.

Bilal A. Wahab, Fulbright fellow from Iraqi Kurdistan enrolled at American University. “How Iraqi Oil Smuggling Greases Violence.” Fall 2006 http://www.meforum.org/1020/how-iraqi-oil-smuggling-greases-violence
Oil is the lifeblood of Iraq. As Iraqis work to emerge from years of war and sanctions, oil exports are the government's greatest source of revenue. Since 2003, the new Iraqi government has exported US$33 billion in oil.[1] But rather than just fund reconstruction, oil has become a primary commodity on the black market and a central component of the web of corruption, terror, and criminality in Iraq. Oil smuggling has led to a convergence of crime and terrorism that increasingly destabilizes the country.
ME War Doesn’t Escalate
Middle East won’t escalate

Steven A. Cook (fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations) and Ray Takeyh (fellows at the Council on Foreign Relations) and Suzanne Maloney (senior fellow at Saban Center) June 28 2007 “Why the Iraq war won't engulf the Mideast”, International Herald Tribune

Finally, there is no precedent for Arab leaders to commit forces to conflicts in which they are not directly involved. The Iraqis and the Saudis did send small contingents to fight the Israelis in 1948 and 1967, but they were either ineffective or never made it. In the 1970s and 1980s, Arab countries other than Syria, which had a compelling interest in establishing its hegemony over Lebanon, never committed forces either to protect the Lebanese from the Israelis or from other Lebanese. The civil war in Lebanon was regarded as someone else's fight. Indeed, this is the way many leaders view the current situation in Iraq. To Cairo, Amman and Riyadh, the situation in Iraq is worrisome, but in the end it is an Iraqi and American fight. As far as Iranian mullahs are concerned, they have long preferred to press their interests through proxies as opposed to direct engagement. At a time when Tehran has access and influence over powerful Shiite militias, a massive cross-border incursion is both unlikely and unnecessary. So Iraqis will remain locked in a sectarian and ethnic struggle that outside powers may abet, but will remain within the borders of Iraq. The Middle East is a region both prone and accustomed to civil wars. But given its experience with ambiguous conflicts, the region has also developed an intuitive ability to contain its civil strife and prevent local conflicts from enveloping the entire Middle East.
Its all empirically denied
Kevin Drum September 9 2007 The Washington Monthly, “The Chaos Hawks”

Needless to say, this is nonsense. Israel has fought war after war in the Middle East. Result: no regional conflagration. Iran and Iraq fought one of the bloodiest wars of the second half the 20th century. Result: no regional conflagration. The Soviets fought in Afghanistan and then withdrew. No regional conflagration. The U.S. fought the Gulf War and then left. No regional conflagration. Algeria fought an internal civil war for a decade. No regional conflagration.

No superpower draw-in
Michael Hilborn (Staff writer) February 19 2003 “Taking us to the brink”, Fort Frances Times Online

All is not lost, however. Dyer said he doesn’t believe the conflict will expand beyond the Middle East. “World War III has been cancelled,” he quipped. “You can all go home now.” Dyer believes the crisis will be contained because, unlike as recently as 20 years ago, there are no ideological superpowers facing each other over a phalanx of nuclear weapons.

No Solvency – Defense Contractors
Private contractors will continue working after withdrawal
Courthouse News Service, 6-21-2010 (“Lawyakers Doubt Safety of Private Security in Iraq,” http://www.courthousenews.com/2010/06/21/28265.htm)
WASHINGTON (CN) - The Commission on Wartime Contracting on Monday questioned the State Department's ability to take over duties of U.S. military personnel in Iraq when the troops leave the country by the end of 2011. The State Department assured the committee that it is up to the task.      "You're going to run the country in a year and a half," commission co-chair Michael Thibault asked during the hearing  called to examine the role of private contractors in Iraq and Afghanistan. "Can you do it?"       "We are prepared to do it," said State Department deputy assistant director Charlene Lamb. "I believe that we will," she said.       The Defense Department is reducing troop numbers in Iraq to less than 50,000 by the end of this year and zero by the end of 2011 before handing off security duties to private contractors hired by the State Department.       There are 19,000 private security contractors currently in Iraq, 14,000 of which are under Army contracts that provide security services for bases and convoys. Another 5,000 work for the State Department and the U.S. Agency for International Development, or USAID,  performing embassy and personal protective services. Lamb anticipates that the State Department will need 6,000 to 7,000 private security contractors to continue working in the country.       "We're not just going to turn the light switch out," Lamb said. "This is a phased withdrawal." She said she was confident they could handle the transition, but commissioners were not as certain.
 
It would ensure the survival of defense contractors
Lardner, Associated Press Writer, 6-16-2010 (Richard, “Senator presses State for details on Iraq security,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5jTTJvzNB_oaWIlNoHd2UeDi2js0wD9GCKHM00)
WASHINGTON — A Democratic senator is demanding that the State Department tell Congress what role contractors will play in a combat-ready force planned to protect diplomats in Iraq after American military forces leave. The Associated Press reported Monday that the department has asked the Pentagon for Black Hawk helicopters, bomb-resistant vehicles and other heavy gear to outfit its own protection force in Iraq. Without the equipment, the department says it won't be able to safeguard its diplomatic staff when U.S. troops depart in December 2011. Contractors will be required to help maintain the gear, according to the department's plans, outlined in documents sent to the Pentagon in early April. Sen. Claire McCaskill, D-Mo., wants to know whether the private sector will be doing more than upkeep. In a letter sent Wednesday to Patrick Kennedy, the State Department's undersecretary for management, McCaskill asks whether contractors will be at the controls of the aircraft and vehicles. She also asks what measures the department will put in place to ensure that the gear, worth hundreds of millions of dollars, is not misused by hired hands. McCaskill chairs the Senate's contracting oversight subcommittee. She has been a harsh critic of the federal government's reliance on companies such as Blackwater Worldwide and KBR Inc. for support work in war zones. In the letter, she also asks Kennedy if any individuals or companies outside the department contacted State officials about the need for combat equipment. McCaskill says the answers should be delivered to her subcommittee by July 1. The State Department wants 24 of the Army's Black Hawk helicopters, 50 bomb-resistant vehicles, heavy cargo trucks, fuel trailers and high-tech surveillance systems, according to the documents. The State and Defense departments are still discussing the request. Brian Heath, a State Department spokesman, said Kennedy had received the senator's letter and was preparing a response. The military gear sought by the State Department would be controlled by the Bureau of Diplomatic Security. During the Bush administration, the bureau came under fire from McCaskill and other members of Congress for its management of private security firms used in Iraq and Afghanistan. Another State Department spokesman, P.J. Crowley, told reporters Tuesday that the request for the equipment reflects the fact that there is still an active insurgency in Iraq. But he denied that it implies the Iraqi army and police, which the U.S. has spent billions of dollars training and equipping, are incapable. "It is still a lethal force that continues to attack the Iraqi government and that potentially affects governments like the United States that are providing direct support," Crowley said.
 
 

A2 They are non-combat troops

Even if they aren’t engaged in combat missions, their presence sends a signal of reassurance to Iraqis

Ryan Crocker (dean and executive professor at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University) June 22, 2010 “ Dreams of Babylon” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23546

 In the post-surge climate of relative stability at the end of 2008 we were able to negotiate two historic bilateral accords, the Status of Forces Agreement and the Strategic Framework Agreement, which provided for a smooth handover from the Bush to the Obama administration. They are our road map for the future. Perhaps inevitably, most public attention has been on the first, which provides for the full withdrawal of U.S. forces by the end of 2011. That agreement effectively ended the allegations in Iraq that America sought permanent occupation, as it did the debate in this country about our presence there. Although we are no longer involved in combat operations, the fact that our military is on the ground is an important reassurance to Iraqis. The Obama administration’s decision to reduce troop levels to fifty thousand by the end of August will require very careful management to ensure that Iraqis do not become less inclined to compromise as they wrestle with the hard decisions ahead of them. And if the new government in Baghdad approaches us about the possibility of extending our presence beyond 2011, I hope we will listen very carefully. 

HR Cred Low Now

Human Rights Credibility low now
China Daily, 3-23-10. “China Reports on US Human Rights Record.” http://www2.chinadaily.com.cn/china/2010-03/12/content_9582218.htm
The US is looked down upon internationally for human rights abuses now BEIJING - China Friday retorted US criticism by publishing its own report on the US human rights record. The report is "prepared to help people around the world understand the real situation of human rights in the United States," said the report. The report reviewed the human rights record of the United States in 2009 from six perspectives: life, property and personal security; civil and political rights; economic, social and cultural rights; racial discrimination; rights of women and children; and the US' violation of human rights against other countries. It criticized the United States for taking human rights as "a political instrument to interfere in other countries' internal affairs, defame other nations' image and seek its own strategic interests." China advised the US government to draw lessons from the history, put itself in a correct position, strive to improve its own human rights conditions and rectify its acts in the human rights field. This is the 11th consecutive year that the Information Office of China's State Council has issued a human rights record of the United States to answer the US State Department's annual report. "At a time when the world is suffering a serious human rights disaster caused by the US subprime crisis-induced global financial crisis, the US government still ignores its own serious human rights problems but revels in accusing other countries. It is really a pity," the report said.

Uniqueness O/W Link

Past human rights abuses has already sealed the fate of the United States in many parts of the world
Paddock and Stack ‘4 (Richard C. Paddock and Megan K. Stack, Los Angeles Times Staff Writers, Abuse 'Makes the U.S. Totally Lose Credibility' , May 5th 2004, http://ics.leeds.ac.uk/papers/vp01.cfm?outfit=pmt&folder=1259&paper=1584)
JAKARTA, Indonesia - Photographs depicting the abuse of Iraqi prisoners by U.S. troops prompted a wave of outrage across the Islamic world Tuesday as Muslims condemned the United States for what they perceived as cruelty and hypocrisy. For many Muslims already angry about the invasion of Iraq and Washington's support for Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon, the photos of naked and hooded Iraqis subjected to humiliation at the hands of their American guards confirmed the widespread view that Washington has no desire to bring human rights to the occupied country.  "People are outraged," said Mona Makram-Ebeid, a professor of political science at American University in Cairo. "Even after everything else that's happened, this is the final drop that makes the U.S. totally lose credibility. Whatever they say about human rights, about democracy, nobody is listening anymore." 

Troops abuses aren’t perceived
No link – US soldiers aren’t visible in Iraq because of legal agreements 

Chulov, 10 (Martin, “Iraq Violence Set to Delay Troop Withdrawal,” May 12th, 2010, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/may/12/iraq-us-troop-withdrawal-delay)
US patrols are now seldom seen on the streets of Baghdad, where the terms of a security agreement between Baghdad and Washington are being followed strictly: this relegates them to secondary partners and means US troops cannot leave their bases without Iraqi permission. US commanders have grown accustomed to being masters of the land no longer, but they have recently grown increasingly concerned about what they will leave behind. Zebari said: "The mother of all mistakes that they made was changing their mission from liberation to occupation and then legalising that through a security council resolution."

Military Will Still Abuse People
They don’t access the advantage—even if they withdraw the military, the plan doesn’t change military violence toward civilians when deployed to other places. The military will still be violent.

Human Rights First. “Military Commissions Lack Credibility, Ultimately Make United States Less Safe.” July 7, 2009. http://www.humanrightsfirst.org/media/darfur/2009/alert/482/index.htm
Noting the existence of widespread international skepticism about the United States' use of military commissions, Human Rights First stated that continuing to prosecute terrorists using this model will undermine President Obama's ongoing efforts to 'enlist the power of our fundamental values.' For example, the ban on the use of coerced statements as evidence is a fundamental tenet of due process that military commissions do not respect. For more than 60 years, the Supreme Court has held that it is the prohibition of coerced evidence that distinguishes the American system from those of abusive governments where police bring suspects into custody and "wring from them confessions by physical or mental torture." Human Rights First today said that bending such laws will do little to protect American lives, but will instead turn military commissions into a powerful recruiting tool for terrorists. "Military commissions lack domestic and international credibility," said Human Rights First counsel Devon Chaffee. "By trying detainees before military commissions, the United States gives terrorist suspects the warrior status they so often seek and wastes an opportunity to delegitimize them as common criminals." Human Rights First has urged the Obama Administration and Congress to abandon military commissions and has convened distinguished military leaders who have joined in this call. The organization notes that military commissions are a nondurable solution that violate international law, lack domestic and international credibility, and are out-of-step with America's long tradition of adhering to the Constitution and the core value of fairness. Alternatively, U.S. federal courts have a proven track record of successfully handling terrorism cases without violating basic due process. 
A2: Soft Power Impact
Obama is increasing soft power now- not going to collapse.

The Guardian 9,  Hawks depart as Clinton ushers in a new era of US ‘soft power’, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/jan/11/obama-white-house-clinton?keepThis=true&TB_iframe=true&height=650&width=850
Barack Obama will mark a radical break in American foreign policy this week by unveiling a team of diplomats tasked with ushering in a new era of dialogue with enemies abroad. As Hillary Clinton prepares for Senate confirmation hearings this week, she will head a group of advisers who are virtual opposites to the appointees made by President George W Bush. While Bush favoured aggressive neoconservative ideologues, Obama has selected people whose doveish credentials seem impeccable. They will be responsible for reversing the political unilateralism of the Bush years and opening direct negotiations with hostile states, potentially ranging from Syria to Cuba and Venezuela and maybe including Iran and even Islamic militant group Hamas. The Obama foreign policy team that has emerged is focused on know-how and experience - often gained during the Clinton era. Many of the appointments have a clear focus on the Islamic world. Former UN ambassador Richard Holbrooke, who brokered a peace deal in the Balkans, will be appointed a special adviser to Afghanistan and Pakistan. Former Middle East negotiator Dennis Ross will be a special adviser on Iran and the surrounding region, showing that Obama is keen on opening a diplomatic front in America's dispute with Tehran. Ross has a history of personal involvement in Middle East peace talks, including numerous negotiations between Palestinians, Arab states and Israel. Other picks are Kurt Campbell, another former Clinton official, who will be an assistant secretary of state for east Asia and the Pacific, and Philip Gordon, a former member of the National Security Council, will be assistant secretary of state for Europe. "These are people who reflect Obama's world-view that sees the world less from a power-projecting perspective and more from looking at problems and seeing how to solve them," said Michael Fullilove, a fellow at two independent thinktanks, the Brookings Institution in Washington and the Lowy Institute in Australia. Obama's choices back up his stated aims during his presidential election campaign. During the Democratic primaries, Obama said he would hold direct talks with hostile states. Despite a firestorm of criticism in the media - including from his then rival Clinton - Obama held to his position. Now Clinton will be in charge of implementing it. "He showed he would not be dictated to by the foreign policy establishment. He also showed he would stick to his guns," said Fullilove. The list of potential enemies for America to talk to is long. First and foremost is Iran, whose nuclear ambitions are the subject of deep suspicion in Washington and many other world capitals. Obama has held out the prospect of negotiating directly with Tehran about its programme, reversing years of open hostility from Bush's White House. Other states where diplomatic relations could improve include Cuba, Syria, Venezuela and North Korea. The list could also include non-state groups such as Hamas. Last week the Guardian reported that Obama officials were open to establishing lines of contact with the Islamic militant group as a necessary step in trying to push forward the Middle East peace process. An Obama aide subsequently denied that direct talks were envisaged. But, given the make-up of his emerging foreign policy team, it seems unlikely that Obama will simply replicate the style of the Bush administration when it comes to dealing with extremist groups. 

Alt causes are undermining US soft power.

Asia Times 8, “How to Manage an Imperial Decline” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/JJ18Ak03.html

Diminishing US economic and military influence only underscores a third trend: the wilting of America's "soft power." At the UN in September, for instance, Bush faced a tsunami of whispered complaints about America's flawed stewardship of the global economy. Manifest failure in an area in which Americans took such pride saps Washington's ability to persuade and build alliances in areas like resisting slaughter in Darfur, fighting piracy in the Gulf of Aden, or stemming Russian designs on what it calls its "near abroad". What, in retrospect, must be termed the Dick Cheney White House, has reduced America's reputation as a moral beacon to junk-bond level. As Democratic presidential candidate Barack Obama and Republican presidential candidate John McCain have both recognized, any claim to human rights leadership the United States may have once possessed has run aground on the shoals of its torture and "extraordinary rendition" policies, all approved at the highest government levels.

A2: Soft Power Impact
Soft power low now
Joseph S. Nye, Jr., is former Assistant Secretary of Defense and Dean of Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government. “The Decline of America's Soft Power.” May 2004. http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/59888/joseph-s-nye-jr/the-decline-of-americas-soft-power

Anti-Americanism has increased in recent years, and the United States' soft power -- its ability to attract others by the legitimacy of U.S. policies and the values that underlie them -- is in decline as a result. According to Gallup International polls, pluralities in 29 countries say that Washington's policies have had a negative effect on their view of the United States. A Eurobarometer poll found that a majority of Europeans believes that Washington has hindered efforts to fight global poverty, protect the environment, and maintain peace. Such attitudes undercut soft power, reducing the ability of the United States to achieve its goals without resorting to coercion or payment.

Soft Power Empirically fails, resulting in international conflict and prolif

Amir Taheri, Journalist focused on middle east affairs having written for the daily Telegraph and the Guardian,  Former member of the Board of Trustees of the Institute for International Political and Economic Studies (IIPES) and Former member of the Executive Board of the International Press Institute 2003,  the Perils of Soft Power, http://www.travelbrochuregraphics.com/extra/perils_of_soft_power.htm
The use of soft power did not prevent Mussolini's invasion of Abyssinia and the end of the League of Nations. Soft power extracted a "peace in our time" from Hitler in Munich, but accelerated the advent of the Second World War.  There are more recent examples of soft power producing disastrous results. Between 1980 and 1988, Germany and France used soft power to persuade the mullahs of Tehran to agree to a cease-fire in the Iran-Iraq war. The mullahs saw those efforts as a sign that a weak and divided West would do nothing to stop the hoped-for march of Khomeinist "volunteers for martyrdom" to Baghdad and thence to Jerusalem. By 1988, Iran was firing missiles at Kuwaiti oil tankers in the Persian Gulf, and sending warplanes on intimidation missions in the Saudi airspace.  All that was stopped only when the United States, then led by Ronald Reagan, decided to use a small dose of hard power to knock some sense into the mullahs' heads. A U.S. task force was sent to the Gulf, where it managed to sink half of the Iranian navy in a few minutes.  The mullahs understood a message that France and Germany had tried to impart for seven years, with no success. A shaken Ayatollah Khomeini appeared on TV to announce that he had "swallowed the poisoned chalice "by accepting an end to the war.  Another example: For 12 years ,Turkey used soft power to persuade Syria to close the bases of Kurdish terrorists on its soil. The Syrians simply mocked the Turks. Then one day in 1999 a Turkish army appeared on the Syrian border with the mission to go and close those bases. The Syrian rulers instantly backed down, closed the bases and expelled the Kurdish Marxist rebel leaders.  The anti-war crowd forget that soft power was used on both Saddam Hussein and Afghanistan's Taliban.  In 1990 when Saddam invaded and annexed Kuwait, he was offered a range of soft power goodies in exchange for withdrawal. One formula worked out by French President Francois Mitterrand and his Soviet counterpart Mikhail Gorbachev was to extend the Iraqi coastline on the Persian Gulf by 25 kilometers at the expense of Kuwait. Saddam was also to receive the Kuwaiti islands of Warbah and Bubiyan plus the entire Kuwaiti part of the Rumailah oilfields.  Saddam refused. He saw all this as a sign of weakness and was persuaded that, if he was being offered so much as a reward for aggression, there was no reason why he should not keep everything.  Until his overthrow last April, Saddam continued to laugh at soft-power attempts at curbing his murderous excesses. The 18 United Nations resolutions that he ignored represented so many attempts at "soft powering" a situation that required hard power.  The world had a similar experience with the Taliban. By the end of 2001, it was clear that if they did not hand over Osama bin Laden for trial on charges related to the 9/11 attacks, Washington would have no choice but to use force. They were offered a range of inducements, including diplomatic recognition by the European Union and a massive package of aid. One of the only two Arab states that had recognized the Taliban even offered Mullah Omar and his cohorts a special sweetener in the form of $300 million in cash.  Those efforts only confirmed the Taliban in their belief that the West would not have the stomach for a real war. "The fact that they are all begging at our door shows what cowards they are," said Taliban Information Minister Mullah Muttaqi in December 2001.  There are individuals and regimes that would not stop unless they hit something hard on their path. A world without hard power would be a paradise for bullies, tyrants, terrorists and other aggressors. With soft power, Mullah Omar and Saddam Hussein would still be filling mass graves.  The Oslo Accords, the most praised fruit of soft power, led to years of intensified conflict in which more Palestinians and Israelis have died than in the whole of the preceding 50 years. (As discussed yesterday, the so-called Geneva Accord can only have similar effect.)  Bill Clinton's soft-power approach to North Korea gave Kim Jong-il four years in which to develop his nuclear arsenal and continue to thumb his nose at the world. 
A2 Terrorism Advantage

Reducing anti-americanism doesn’t solve terrorism
Rubin, professor at the Interdisciplinary Center (IDC) in Herzliya, Israel, the Director of the Global Research in International Affairs, 6-20-2010 (Barry, “The Region: Obama’s failed popularity strategy,” http://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Columnists/Article.aspx?id=178992)
The hope that if sufficiently soothed, flattered and appeased, Arabs and Muslims are less likely to join or support anti- American terrorist groups. Here, no doubt there is some limited success, very limited.  Al-Qaida has been weakened more by US offensive actions and, in some cases, regime repression than a pro-American shift by the population.  People join revolutionary Islamist groups for a variety of reasons but basically because they want the transformation of their own societies by an Islamist revolution. Anti-Americanism is a very secondary factor for the vast majority of these recruits. The key point is that they are against their own governments and accept an Islamist interpretation of the world.
1NC Condition CP (1)

Text:  The United States federal government should institute a phased withdrawal of its military presence in the Republic of Iraq on the condition that the Republic of Iraq agree to security cooperation in Article 27 of the Status of Forces Agreement and the Strategic Framework Agreement.
ONLY the Counterplan can solve – a conditions-based approach ensures stability 

Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and also acts as a national security analyst for ABC News, recipient of the Department of Defense Distinguished Service Medal, completed a wide variety of studies on energy, U.S. strategy and defense plans, defense programming and budgeting, NATO modernization, Chinese military power, the lessons of modern warfare, proliferation, counterterrorism, armed nation building, the security of the Middle East, and the Afghan and Iraq conflicts & Mausner, research associate for the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS. responsible for planning and executing program events and conducting research on various projects regarding energy issues, security developments in the Middle East and China, and the U.S. military, helped to create a database of international treaties, 2K9 (Anthony H. & Adam, Withdrawal from Iraq: Assessing the Readiness of Iraqi Security Forces, XVII-XVIII)

Iraqi and U.S. leaders need to make most of the details of their plans unclassified and actively communicate them to the legislatures, political leaders, media, and people of Iraq and the United States. Iraqis need to understand how fast the ISF can and cannot develop. They need to believe that the United States has no intention of maintaining even an advisory or support presence except as an honest response to the desires of the Iraqi government and the Iraqi people, and that the United States really is willing to totally withdraw all of its forces. Iraqis need to see that progress in creating fully independent Iraqi security forces is occurring as rapidly as is feasible—given the security situation and speed with which the ISF can be made effective. They need to see force plans that show that the United States is not favoring any sect or ethnic group and is steadily letting Iraq take charge of the force development effort. Americans need to see that there is a clear endgame that can result in success and in an end to a U.S. combat presence and the spending of U.S. resources. Americans need to understand just how sensitive Iraqis are to what many see as an unjust occupation, and that many Iraqis still see the U.S.-led invasion as unjustified and think that the United States intends to stay in Iraq and/or seize control of Iraqi oil. They also need to understand that stability in Iraq cannot be achieved simply by setting rigid deadlines for U.S. withdrawals or imposing unrealistic demands for Iraqi progress and for reducing U.S. aid and the U.S. military and civil advisory efforts. The result should be a “conditions-based” approach to dealing with real-world problems and progress that takes advantage of the provisions calling for Iraq and U.S. security cooperation in Article 27 of the Status of Forces Agreement and the Strategic Framework Agreement. If all goes well, the United States should be steadily able to phase out its combat forces and then remove its entire military presence if this is what Iraq desires. Alternatively, withdrawing all combat troops will allow Iraq to retain a limited amount of U.S. air, naval, and ISR support, as well as teams of U.S. advisers until the ISF is fully ready. Under other conditions, a slower pace of U.S. withdrawals might lead to more Iraqi political accommodation, allow the pace of development to increase, and give Iraqi forces time to become fully capable of defending the country without U.S. support. If Iraq does need the United States to provide a stabilizing presence, the delays in reducing U.S. troops will almost certainly be limited. The United States cannot intervene in an Iraqi civil conflict; all it can do is provide a temporary stabilizing presence. If there is any delay in total U.S. withdrawal— as distinguished from tempo- rary slowdowns—the difference at most is likely to be full withdrawal between some point in 2011 and some point in 2013. Furthermore, such a conditions-base scenario will still see Iraqis taking more control, and the ISF growing in capability, with each passing month. Indeed, Iraqi politicians may be warming up to this approach. Despite his increasingly nationalistic tone in the run-up to Iraq’s national elections, Prime Minister Maliki indicated in July 2009 that keeping U.S. personnel in Iraq after the 2011 deadline may prove necessary. Maliki stated that the Status of Forces Agreement would “end” the American military presence, but that “nevertheless, if Iraqi forces required further training and further support, we shall examine this at that time based on the needs of Iraq. . . . The nature of that relationship—the functions and the amount of [U.S.] forces—will then be discussed and reexamined.”5

2NC Solvency

The Counterplan is critical to ensure a smooth transition and stability 

Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and also acts as a national security analyst for ABC News, recipient of the Department of Defense Distinguished Service Medal, completed a wide variety of studies on energy, U.S. strategy and defense plans, defense programming and budgeting, NATO modernization, Chinese military power, the lessons of modern warfare, proliferation, counterterrorism, armed nation building, the security of the Middle East, and the Afghan and Iraq conflicts & Mausner, research associate for the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS. responsible for planning and executing program events and conducting research on various projects regarding energy issues, security developments in the Middle East and China, and the U.S. military, helped to create a database of international treaties, 2K9  (Anthony H. & Adam, Withdrawal from Iraq: Assessing the Readiness of Iraqi Security Forces, XVII-XVIII)

At the same time, it is not enough to sign agreements that call for cooperation in vague and general terms. Both Iraq and the United States need to act now to develop far clearer plans for such a transition, determine what goals are really feasible, and be prepared for problems and delays. Both sides need to be careful in managing exactly how fast and when given elements of U.S. forces leave. U.S. forces may not be popular, but they do have a stabilizing effect that helps damp down the risk that these power struggles may turn violent. Their stabilizing effect is also likely to increase during the critical transition period involving elections and political accommodation between 2009 and 2011 if it is clear to Iraqis that the United States is really going to leave and that their own forces and government are really going to take over. On the one hand, setting broad targets for U.S. withdrawal can help. On the other hand, enforcing the wrong targets can push out U.S. forces and influence too quickly if things do not go smoothly. If things go wrong, or there are delays, a year or two more of a limited U.S. presence might make all the difference. It is critical to remember that money, governance, and government services are the criti- cal “build” element in “win, hold, and build.” Until Iraq is successful in these areas, Iraq and the United States need to be as cautious about eliminating a stabilizing U.S. presence as they need to be about eliminating U.S. advisers, embeds, and partner forces before Iraqi security forces and the rule of law are ready. Joint, real-world U.S. and Iraqi planning and cooperation to achieve these goals will be just as high a priority for the next administration(s) as creating effective Iraqi forces.

Conditions-based withdrawal is key to Iraqi stability

Cordesman, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and also acts as a national security analyst for ABC News, recipient of the Department of Defense Distinguished Service Medal, completed a wide variety of studies on energy, U.S. strategy and defense plans, defense programming and budgeting, NATO modernization, Chinese military power, the lessons of modern warfare, proliferation, counterterrorism, armed nation building, the security of the Middle East, and the Afghan and Iraq conflicts & Mausner, research associate for the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS. responsible for planning and executing program events and conducting research on various projects regarding energy issues, security developments in the Middle East and China, and the U.S. military, helped to create a database of international treaties, 2K9 (Anthony H. & Adam, Withdrawal from Iraq: Assessing the Readiness of Iraqi Security Forces, p 34)

The victories that Iraqi and Coalition forces have won to date have largely been in counterinsur- gency. They have been victories by Iraqi Army and paramilitary units that have dealt with the “win” aspects of a “win, hold, and build” strategy. This progress is real and needs to be considered in working out a proper transition in Iraqi force development and U.S. withdrawals from Iraq, but it is only part of the story. The future of Iraq’s security forces, and of Iraq’s security and stability, will depend on how well its force development effort allows Iraq’s forces to replace U.S. forces by the end of 2011 and to go on to develop the capability to defend Iraq against its neighbors. Such progress is necessary not only to consolidate the gains made against Al Qa‘ida in Iraq and the JAM, but also to avoid new forms of sectarian and ethnic conflict and give the security forces the mix of civilian partners that will allow Iraq to build and hold as well as win. Conditions-based U.S. withdrawals need to be tied to these developments as well as to the progress in developing the Iraqi security forces. Iraq’s security will also depend on how well Iraqi security efforts are supported by political accommodation, effective governance, and development at the national, provincial, and local level. Security forces dominate only the “win” side of the mission. The “hold” side depends as much on the rule of law and the quality of governance. The ISF can only help create the conditions that make a “build” effort possible. This effort is shaped by both the civil side of government and the private sector.
Politics Links

Iraq disengagement is incredibly unpopular 

 Raed Jarrar (Iraqi-born political analyst, and a Senior Fellow with Peace Action based in Washington, DC.) May 26, 2010 “ Don’t Reward Violence in Iraq by Extending US Troop Withdrawal Deadline” http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/05/26-1

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. 

Iraq withdrawal is controversial with republicans and the public.

Michael O'Brien, The Hill. “Americans Split on Iraq Withdrawal if Conditions for Pullout Aren't Right.” 05-31-2010. http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/100719-americans-split-on-iraq-withdrawal-if-conditions-arent-right 

Americans are virtually split over whether or not President Barack Obama should withdraw troops from Iraq in August as planned if that nation still suffers from violence and political instability. 51 percent of voters said they would favor the president pushing ahead with his plan to withdraw most troops from Iraq even if there is widespread violence and a lack of a stable government at that time, a CNN/Opinion Research poll released Monday found. 48 percent would oppose removing U.S. troops, well within the 4.5 percent margin of error for that question in the poll. Obama announced in February of 2009 a staged drawdown of U.S. troops in Iraq set for August of this year, though his administration has left wiggle room in that timetable based on conditions on the ground. The current plan would withdraw all but 35,000 to 50,000 troops from Iraq in August, the remainder of which would steadily leave Iraq through the end of 2011. Republicans had criticized such a timetable when it was first announced, arguing it would put terror and political groups in Iraq that oppose the United States on notice about the military's intentions. Also making the withdrawal more difficult were the controversial March elections, which were marked by violence and allegations of fraud.  

People perceive Iraq as unstable – ensures political backlash

Adam Levine and Paul Steinhauser. “ CNN Poll: Instability in Iraq could diminish support for troop withdrawal.” May 29th, 2010. http://www.ethiopianreview.com/news/128917 

Washington (CNN) – Support for President Barack Obama’s planned removal of U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of the August could drop significantly if Iraq cannot solve its current problems in time, according to a new national poll. A CNN/Opinion Research Corporation survey released Saturday indicates that 64 percent of Americans favor the president’s plan to keep just 50,000 U.S. troops in Iraq by the end of the summer, with 35 percent opposed. But public approval of the plan falls to 51 percent if Iraq does not have a stable government by August and there is widespread violence at that time, with opposition rising to 48 percent. “Support drops more than 20 points among Americans with a college education and among suburbanites,” says CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. “But among people who never attended college, opinion barely changes. The same is true for people who live in rural areas.” The survey also indicates that the conflict in Iraq remains very unpopular, with more than six in ten saying they oppose the war. 

Politics Link Turns (1)
Plan is widely popular
The Hill, 5-31-2010(“Americans split on Iraq withdrawal if conditions for pullout aren't right,” http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/100719-americans-san plit-on-iraq-withdrawal-if-conditions-arent-right)

51 percent of voters said they would favor the president pushing ahead with his plan to withdraw most troops from Iraq even if there is widespread violence and a lack of a stable government at that time, a CNN/Opinion Research poll released Monday found. 48 percent would oppose removing U.S. troops, well within the 4.5 percent margin of error for that question in the poll. Obama announced in February of 2009 a staged drawdown of U.S. troops in Iraq set for August of this year, though his administration has left wiggle room in that timetable based on conditions on the ground. The current plan would withdraw all but 35,000 to 50,000 troops from Iraq in August, the remainder of which would steadily leave Iraq through the end of 2011.

Iraq withdrawal has bipartisan support—any evidence that Republicans aren’t on board assumes the old withdrawal plan.
Greg Sargent, Domestic Politics and Debate on the Hill. “Poll: Three Quarters Of Republicans Back Withdrawal From Iraq’s Cities.” 06/30/2009. http://theplumline.whorunsgov.com/president-obama/poll-three-quarters-of-republicans-favor-obamas-iraq-withdrawal-plan/
Anyone else catch this stunning number in the new CNN poll on whether Americans favor withdrawal from Iraq’s cities? “This plan has widespread bipartisan support,” says CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. “Seventy two percent of Democrats and 74 percent of Republicans favor this move.” Can it really be that less than a year ago, one of the central arguments in American politics was over whether Obama’s plan to pull out of Iraq, rather than secure “victory” first, signaled that he was defeatist, weak, possibly unpatriotic, and generally unfit to defend the country? Update: There seems to be some debate over whether it’s fair to call the current withdrawal plan Obama’s plan. In narrow technical terms, it probably isn’t, so I’ve edited the above to clarify. That said, the basic point stands: Obama’s call for a withdrawal timetable — one that got him attacked relentlessly by Republican leaders during the campaign as weak, unfit to defend the country, and possibly anti-troops — helped produce today’s plan, and it now has the support of three fourths of Republicans. That’s the core point here, and we shouldn’t be distracted from it. Update: The poll actually asked about the plan to withdraw from Iraqi cities, so I’ve edited the above, but again, the broader point stands: This is a major step on the road to withdrawal, and three-fourths of Republicans back it.
Politics Link Turns (2)
Key GOP members support Iraq withdrawal.
Peter Baker, The New York Times. “Iraq Withdrawal Plan Gains G.O.P. Support.” February 26, 2009. http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/27/washington/27troops.html 

WASHINGTON — President Obama won crucial backing on Thursday for his Iraq military withdrawal plan from leading Congressional Republicans, including Senator John McCain, the party’s presidential nominee, who spent much of last year debating the war with Mr. Obama. As the president prepared to fly to Camp Lejeune, N.C., on Friday to announce that he would pull combat forces out by August 2010 while leaving behind a residual force of 35,000 to 50,000 troops, he reassured Congressional leaders from both parties that his plan would not jeopardize hard-won stability in Iraq. But Republicans emerged from a meeting Thursday evening more supportive than several leading Democrats, who complained earlier in the day that the president was still leaving behind too many American forces. Mr. McCain said during the private White House meeting that he thought the withdrawal plan was thoughtful and well prepared, according to several people who were in the room. His spokeswoman, Brooke Buchanan, confirmed by e-mail on Thursday night that Mr. McCain is “supportive of the plan.” The convergence of Mr. Obama and Mr. McCain on Iraq would have seemed highly improbable just a few months ago, when they clashed harshly on the future of the American mission there. Mr. McCain accused Mr. Obama of being naïve and opposed his withdrawal plans. At one point, Mr. McCain said Mr. Obama “would rather lose a war than lose a campaign.” Even since the inauguration, Mr. McCain, who represents Arizona, has remained a tough opponent of Mr. Obama, at least on economic matters. But the two have come to a common ground of sorts on Iraq, the issue that once defined their rivalry. Mr. McCain’s views were echoed by other Republicans briefed in the State Dining Room by Mr. Obama, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates and Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Obama team told two dozen lawmakers from both parties that at least 90,000 of the 142,000 troops in Iraq would be withdrawn by August 2010 — 19 months after the president’s inauguration, or three months longer than the time frame he had outlined as a candidate. Most withdrawals will take place next year to allow commanders to keep as many forces as possible through parliamentary elections in December. Mr. Gates and Admiral Mullen told the lawmakers that Gen. David H. Petraeus, the Middle East commander, and Gen. Ray Odierno, the Iraq commander, were comfortable with the plan, according to people in the room.Representative John M. McHugh of New York, the ranking Republican on the House Armed Services Committee, said Mr. Obama had reassured him that he would revisit his plan if circumstances changed. “The president’s objective to withdraw U.S. combat forces from Iraq is one that we should pray for, plan for and work toward,” Mr. McHugh said. “However, I remain concerned that the security situation in Iraq is fragile, and we should work to mitigate any risks to our troops and their mission.” Representative John A. Boehner of Ohio, the House Republican leader, and other senior Republicans were likewise generally supportive, while advocating flexibility to preserve the security gains since President Bush sent more troops two years ago, according to Congressional aides.
Iraq withdrawal popular among Democrats and independents.
Pew Research Center. “Obama's Approval Rating Slips Amid Division Over Economic Proposals.” March 16, 2009. http://people-press.org/report/?pageid=1484   
While Democrats almost unanimously approve of Obama’s decision to pull most combat troops from Iraq by August of next year, only about half (49%) approve of his decision to send more U.S. forces to Afghanistan. Republicans strongly support Obama’s decision to increase troop levels in Afghanistan (by 63% to 27%), but are more evenly split over his decision to withdraw most combat forces from Iraq next year (50% approve while 41% disapprove). More than three-quarters of independents (77%) approve of Obama’s plan to withdraw most combat troops from Iraq before the fall of 2010, while a smaller majority (55%) approve of the decision to increase U.S. troop strength in Afghanistan.
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