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The United States Federal Government should pullout all United States’ troops and police from Iraq by August 2010.
1AC

Contention One: Middle East

Iraq on the brink of sectarian war.

BBC, 6-2-10, Ayad Allawi: sectarianism could lead to 'severe violence' in Iraq, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/programmes/hardtalk/8717897.stm
At the March elections in Iraq Ayad Allawi's Iraqiya party won the largest share of the vote. But no single party won an outright majority and the current Prime Minister Nuri al Maliki has joined with the Iraqi National Alliance in an attempt to stay in power. This would thwart Ayad Allawi's attempt to again be Prime Minister after he briefly held the office from 2004 to 2005. Mr Allawi says the political power vacuum could worsen the sectarian divisions in Iraq leading to more violence and even a "sectarian war."
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Further US presence risks instability.

Colonel Timothy R. Reese, Chief, Baghdad Operations Command Advisory Team, 7-31-09, new York times, ln

Yet despite all their grievous shortcomings noted above, ISF military capability is sufficient to handle the current level of threats from Sunni and Shiite violent groups. Our combat forces' presence here on the streets and in the rural areas adds only marginally to their capability while exposing us to attacks to which we cannot effectively respond.  The GOI and the ISF will not be toppled by the violence as they might have been between 2006 and 2008. Though two weeks does not make a trend, the near cessation of attacks since 30 June speaks volumes about how easily Shiite violence can be controlled and speaks to the utter weakness of AQI. The extent of AQ influence in Iraq is so limited as to be insignificant, only when they get lucky with a mass casualty attack are they relevant. Shiite groups are working with the PM and his political allies, or plotting to work against him in the upcoming elections. We are merely convenient targets for delivering a message against Maliki by certain groups, and perhaps by Maliki when he wants us to be targeted. Extremist violence from all groups is directed towards affecting their political standing within the existing power structures of Iraq. There is no longer any coherent insurgency or serious threat to the stability of the GOI posed by violent groups.  Our combat operations are currently the victim of circular logic. We conduct operations to kill or capture violent extremists of all types to protect the Iraqi people and support the GOI. The violent extremists attack us because we are still here conducting military operations. Furthermore, their attacks on us are no longer an organized campaign to defeat our will to stay; the attacks which kill and maim US combat troops are signals or messages sent by various groups as part of the political struggle for power in Iraq. The exception to this is AQI which continues is globalist terror campaign. Our operations are in support of an Iraqi government that no longer relishes our help while at the same time our operations generate the extremist opposition to us as various groups jockey for power in post-occupation Iraq.  The GOI and ISF will continue to squeeze the US for all the ''goodies'' that we can provide between now and December 2011, while eliminating our role in providing security and resisting our efforts to change the institutional problems prevent the ISF from getting better. They will tolerate us as long as they can suckle at Uncle Sam's bounteous mammary glands. Meanwhile the level of resistance to US freedom of movement and operations will grow. The potential for Iraqi on US violence is high now and will grow by the day. Resentment on both sides will build and reinforce itself until a violent incident break outs into the open. If that were to happen the violence will remain tactically isolated, but it will wreck our strategic relationships and force our withdrawal under very unfavorable circumstances.  For a long time the preferred US approach has been to ''work it at the lowest level of partnership'' as a means to stay out of the political fray and with the hope that good work at the tactical level will compensate for and slowly improve the strategic picture. From platoon to brigade, US Soldiers and Marines continue to work incredibly hard and in almost all cases they achieve positive results. This approach has achieved impressive results in the past, but today it is failing. The strategic dysfunctions of the GOI and ISF have now reached down to the tactical level degrading good work there and sundering hitherto strong partnerships. As one astute political observer has stated ''We have lost all strategic influence with the GoI and trying to influence events and people from the tactical/operational level is courting disaster, wasting lives, and merely postponing the inevitable.''  The reality of Iraq in July 2009 has rendered the assumptions underlying the 2008 Security Agreement (SA) overcome by events -- mostly good events actually. The SA outlines a series of gradual steps towards military withdrawal, analogous to a father teaching his kid to ride a bike without training wheels. If the GOI at the time the SA was signed thought it needed a long, gradual period of weaning. But the GOI now has left the nest (while continuing to breast feed as noted above). The strategic and tactical realities have changed far quicker than the provisions and timeline of the SA can accommodate. We now have an Iraqi government that has gained its balance and thinks it knows how to ride the bike in the race. And in fact they probably do know how to ride, at least well enough for the road they are on against their current competitors. Our hand on the back of the seat is holding them back and causing resentment. We need to let go before we both tumble to the ground.  Therefore, we should declare our intentions to withdraw all US military forces from Iraq by August 2010. This would not be a strategic paradigm shift, but an acceleration of existing US plans by some 15 months. We should end our combat operations now, save those for our own force protection, narrowly defined, as we withdraw. We should revise the force flow into Iraq accordingly. The emphasis should shift towards advising only and advising the ISF to prepare for our withdrawal. Advisors should probably be limited to Iraqi division level a higher. Our train and equip functions should begin the transition to Foreign Military Sales and related training programs. During the withdrawal period the USG and GOI should develop a new strategic framework agreement that would include some lasting military presence at 1-3 large training bases, airbases, or key headquarters locations. But it should not include the presence of any combat forces save those for force protection needs or the occasional exercise. These changes would not only align our actions with the reality of Iraq in 2009, it will remove the causes of increasing friction and reduce the cost of OIF in blood and treasure. Finally, it will set the conditions for a new relationship between the US and Iraq without the complications of the residual effects of the US invasion and occupation.
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Complete withdrawal is key to prevent Iraq conflict.

Raed Jarrar, political consultant for the American Friends Service Committee and a senior fellow at Peace Action, 5-26-10, Don't reward violence in Iraq by extending U.S. troop withdrawal deadline, mcclatchy-tribune news service, http://dailyme.com/story/2010052600000121/reward-violence-iraq-extending-us-troop.html
President Obama should not bow to the Beltway voices urging him to keep U.S. troops longer in Iraq.  At a speech at West Point on Saturday, Obama said: "We are poised to end our combat mission in Iraq this summer." His statement, which the cadets greeted with applause, is a reaffirmation of his pledge to have all U.S. combat forces leave Iraq by Aug. 31. Any remaining armed forces are required to leave Iraq by the end of 2011 in accordance with the binding bilateral Security Agreement, also referred to as the Status of Forces Agreement.  But Washington pundits are still pushing Obama to delay or cancel the U.S. disengagement, calling on him to be "flexible" and take into consideration the recent spike of violence in Iraq. Hundreds of Iraqis have been killed and injured during the last few months in what seems to be an organized campaign to challenge U.S. plans.  While most Iraqis would agree that Iraq is still broken, delaying or canceling the U.S. troop removal will definitely not be seen as "flexibility," but rather as a betrayal of promises. Iraqis believe that prolonging the military occupation will not fix what the occupation has damaged, and they don't think that extending the U.S. intervention will protect them from other interventions. The vast majority of Iraqis see the U.S. military presence as a part of the problem, not the solution.  Linking the U.S. withdrawal to conditions on the ground creates an equation by which further deterioration in Iraq will automatically lead to prolonging the U.S. military presence. Some of the current Iraqi ruling parties want the U.S. occupation to continue because they have been benefiting from it. Some regional players, including the Iranian government, do not want an independent and strong Iraq to re-emerge. And other groups, including al-Qaeda, would gladly see the United States stuck in the current quagmire, losing its blood, treasure and reputation.  Connecting the pullout to the prevalent situation would be an open invitation to those who seek an endless war to sabotage Iraq even further, and delaying it will send the wrong message to them. By contrast, adhering to the current time-based plan would pull the rug from under their feet and allow Iraqis to stabilize their nation, a process that may take many years but that cannot begin as long as Iraq's sovereignty is breached by foreign interventions.  If the Obama administration reneges on its plans, it will effectively reward those responsible for the bloodshed and further embolden them. Such a decision would most likely have serious ramifications for the security of U.S. troops in Iraq, and will impede the security and political progress in the country.  And delaying the U.S. pullout will not only harm the U.S. image around the world, which Obama has been trying hard to improve, but it will also be the final blow to U.S. credibility in Iraq. The mere promise of a complete withdrawal has boosted Iraqi domestic politics and enhanced the U.S. perception in the country.  Unless Obama delivers on his promises, many of these achievements will be lost, and Iraq will be sent back to square one. 
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Iraq war makes Middle East conflict inevitable

Steven Weisman, February 26, 2006, New York Times, “What a Civil War Could Look Like,” p. Lexis
The greatest fear of leaders throughout the Middle East is that an unrestrained civil war, if it ever comes to that, would not only give birth to warring Sunni, Shiite and Kurdish enclaves inside Iraq, but that the violence could also spread unpredictably through the region. Some experts have advocated a negotiated breakup of Iraq into three main sectors for the main ethnic and religious groupings. But a violent crackup could not easily be kept stable. It might well incite sectarian conflicts in neighboring countries and, even worse, draw these countries into taking sides in Iraq itself. Iran would side with the Shiites. It is already allied with the biggest Shiite militias, some of whose members seemed to be involved in the retaliatory attacks on Sunnis after the Shiite shrine bombing last week. And Sunni countries like Saudi Arabia, Jordan and Kuwait would feel a need to defend Sunnis or perhaps to create buffer states for themselves along Iraq’s borders. Turkey might also feel compelled to move in, to protect Iraq’s Turkoman minority against a Kurdish state in the north. If Iraq were to sink deeper into that kind of conflict, Baghdad and other cities could become caldrons of ethnic cleansing, bringing revenge violence from one region to another. Shiite populations in Lebanon, Kuwait and especially Saudi Arabia, where Shiites happen to live in the oil-rich eastern sector, could easily revolt. Such a regional conflict could take years to exhaust itself, and could force the redrawing of boundaries that themselves are less than 100 years old. ‘‘A civil war in Iraq would be a kind of earthquake affecting the whole Middle East,’’ said Terje Roed-Larsen, the special United Nations envoy for Lebanon and previously for the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. ‘‘It would deepen existing cleavages and create new cleavages in a part of the world that is already extremely fragile and extremely dangerous. I’m not predicting this will happen, but it is a plausible worst-case scenario.’’ A first question for the United States if a general collapse of order seemed to be in the offing would be what to do with its 130,000 troops in Iraq. ‘‘We would probably have to get out of the way,’’ said Larry Diamond, who advised the American occupation in Baghdad in 2004 and is now a senior fellow at Stanford’s Hoover Institution. ‘‘We wouldn’t have nearly enough troops to quell the violence at that point. At a minimum, we’d have to pull back to certain military bases and try to keep working the politics.’’ Modern civil wars have been resolved by negotiations, but only after they were deepened by the intervention of outsiders. Internal conflict in the Democratic Republic of Congo in the late 1990’s led to intervention by troops from Rwanda, Uganda, Angola, Zimbabwe and Namibia. The Balkan wars erupted after the breakup of Yugoslavia earlier in that decade, first in Bosnia and later in Kosovo. The power-sharing arrangements that were worked out remain precarious, backed up by NATO troops. In events closer to Iraq, more than 15 years of civil war in Lebanon ended when Syrian troops took on the role of reinforcing a peculiar arrangement that distributes certain high offices among the country’s sectarian groups. Even the West at first welcomed the Syrians as a stabilizing factor -- until last year, when they withdrew under European and American pressure. BUT Iraq poses a threat that dwarfs these problems. The pivot of what could become a regional conflict is almost certainly Iran. Shiite leaders close to Iran won the Iraqi election in December, and although American and many Iraqi leaders defend their Iraqi nationalist bona fides, a civil war would almost certainly drive them to seek help from Iran. That stirs Sunni Arab fears of Iranian dominance in the region. ‘‘What you have in Iraq is not just a society coming apart like Yugoslavia or Congo,’’ said Vali R. Nasr, a professor of national affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, Calif. ‘‘What is at stake is not just Iraq’s stability but the balance of power in the region.’’ Historians looking at such a prospect would see a replay of the Shiite-Sunni divide that has effectively racked the Middle East since the eighth century and extended through the rival Safavid and Ottoman Empires in modern Mesopotamia and finally into the Iran-Iraq war of the 1980’s. This time, however, Iran’s suspected nuclear ambitions could accelerate a nuclear arms race, with Saudi Arabia likely to lead the way among Sunni nations.
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Middle East instability causes global crisis and nuclear war

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

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

Daily Trust, 1-22-03, Nigeria; Before the War On Iraq, ln

Finally, a war on Iraq could trigger a nuclear war if countries with nuclear capabilities which are fed up with American tyranny decide to fight on the Iraqi side.  The United States and Britain must note these possible repercussions and simply swallow their pride and withdraw from the Gulf. Otherwise they could stay put and fight Iraq but be ready for whatever conflagration would follow as a consequence.
1AC

Only a complete withdrawal ensures hegemony stability, and political capital.

Raed Jarrar, senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action and Erik Leaver, research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies, 3-4-10, Top US general miss-steps, asia times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LC04Ak02.html
Last week, United States President Barack 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 General Ray Odierno, the top US 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 US soldiers on the ground and for the future of US-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.   The US 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 have been overwhelmed with political statements, analysis, and press releases condemning the possible prolongation of the US occupation. In one statement, member of parliament (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 US forces responsible" for the deterioration.   In another statement, covered by al-Sabaah newspaper, MP Jamal Jaafar, a Shi'ite from the United Iraqi Alliance, argued that prolonging the US 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 US withdrawal or having troops operate in Iraq without international legal safeguards.   Consequences of waffling  An Obama flip-flop on the timetable for withdrawing US troops would have serious consequences in the United States and Iraq. The US 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 US 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 US 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 US 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 US-Iraqi withdrawal agreement and issue a clear warning to military officers who seek to take the war into their own hands.
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Heg stops global nuclear war

Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND policy analyst, Spring 1995, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2, “Losing the Moment?”

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

James Phillips, Research Fellow in Middle Eastern Studies, Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, HERITAGE WEBMEMO #770, June 23, 2005, p. http://www.heritage.org/Research/MiddleEast/wm770.cfm accessed 5/20/2006. (DRGNS/E276)

Even if Kurdish and Shiite forces were able to maintain control of the oil reserves in the north and south, an Iraq plunged into chaos would not be able to freely export its oil. The loss of Iraq’s 2 million barrels of daily oil production would push world oil prices higher. This would impose a heavy long-term cost on the economies of the U.S. and other oil importers and possibly trigger a world economic recession that could destabilize many of our allies in the war against terrorism, including Pakistan.
Nuclear war results from economic decline

Walter Russell Mead, NPQ’s Board of Advisors, New Perspectives Quarterly, Summer 1992, p.30 

What if the global economy stagnates-or even shrinks? In the case, we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor, Russia, China, India-these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to world order than Germany and Japan did in the ‘30s.
US cannot win the war or influence Iraq.

Fred Kaplan, slate, 7-31-09, Are We Done Yet?, http://www.slate.com/id/2223935
The Reese memo's key insight is that whatever the state of Iraq at the moment, it isn't going to change, certainly not as a result of anything the United States says or does. We've lost nearly all our leverage over Iraqi politics—its tendency toward rule-by-strongman, its Stalinist military, its ethnic tensions, aggravated by the Kurds' secessionist impulses—and there's little we can do at this point to gain it back. Maliki recently gave a cold shoulder to Vice President Joe Biden during the latter's visit to Baghdad. The Iraqi military is imposing restrictions on U.S. troop movements. We're leaving ourselves vulnerable with little power to improve our position.
1AC

Contention Two: Thanksgiving

Troop decreases now but troops will remain. 

Craig Whitlock, Washington Post, 2-23-10, U.S. plans for possible delay in Iraq withdrawal, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/02/22/AR2010022202933.html
Although U.S. diplomats and military officials said they are working intensely behind the scenes to hold the political process together, they are finding that their influence in Iraq is steadily on the wane.  "The Iraqi mood is very nationalistic at the moment and just not interested in extending the American presence," said Marc Lynch, a political science professor at George Washington University and an expert on Iraqi politics. "When the United States gets really involved in contentious issues now, it just turns into political dynamite."  U.S. officials said the likelihood that they would keep combat forces in Iraq past August is remote. Many of the forces are needed in Afghanistan, where Obama has approved a surge of 30,000 troops.  "We would have to see a pretty considerable deterioration of the situation in Iraq, and we don't see that, certainly, at this point," Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said Monday.  Under Obama's plan, about 50,000 troops will remain in the country through 2011 to train Iraqi forces, perform counterterrorism operations and help with civilian projects. The United States has signed a legal agreement with the Iraqi government to withdraw all forces by the end of 2011, and Odierno said there has been no discussion about renegotiating that timetable.  U.S. commanders have already reduced the presence in Iraq to about 96,000 military personnel, Odierno said -- the first time since the 2003 invasion that fewer than 100,000 U.S. troops have been in the country. The U.S. military presence reached a peak of 166,000 troops in October 2007.
1AC

Troops won’t withdraw on current time table..

William Rivers Pitt, political activist, progressive democrats of America, 5-14-10, Out of Iraq? Don't Hold Your Breath, truthout, http://www.truth-out.org/out-iraq-dont-hold-your-breath59458?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%253A+TRUTHOUT+(t+r+u+t+h+o+u+t+%257C+News+Politics)

President Obama will not get the United States out of Iraq in his first term. If he wins a second term, it is highly unlikely he will get us out of Iraq before he finally leaves office.  Print that out and tack it to your wall. Six years from now, it will still be hanging there, yellow and curled, but entirely correct. We're not going anywhere.  Yeah, yeah, I know, the word from the White House ever since Obama first began to campaign has been that we'll be out of Iraq by 2011. That was the promise, oft-repeated, and I'm here to tell you that it's a load of bull. Iraq is the 51st state, now and forever, so praise the Lord and pass the taxpayer-funded ammunition, amen.  The reasons for this grim truth are myriad, and most recently have to do with another frenzy of violence and bloodshed in that ravaged, raped nation. A parliamentary election on March 7 failed to deliver majority control to either of the two major factions - one controlled by former Prime Minister Iyad Allawi, the other by current Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki - and the resulting power struggle has spilled into the streets. Again.  On Monday, more than 100 people were killed and 300 injured after a series of bombings and assassinations rippled across Iraq. In total, it appears there were more than 60 attacks; Baghdad, Mosul, Hilla, and other cities were rent by explosions and gunfire which, according to the power players, had a decidedly political edge. Matters have gotten so dangerous there that Allawi was compelled to lash out at his own government (such as it is) for sitting on their hands while people are getting killed:  Allawi says he is under constant threat and that the government is doing little to help protect him. "We live every single day under a threat that we are going to be assassinated," he says. "I ask for support from the government, as an ex-Prime Minister ... Nobody cares a damn." Asked to specify what kind of support he has asked for, Allawi says, "Cars, communication gear, these bomb-detection, anti-detonator things ... These cost a lot of money. It's not free of charge. We need the government to protect us as they protect others. But this is not happening. I have to go to personal friends to donate a car, an armored car. It's ridiculous."  Allawi is particularly furious that the impasse has allowed other rivals to whittle away at contested seats with a campaign of "de-Baathification" - that is, purging politicians with ties to Saddam Hussein's ousted Baath Party. "This smearing campaign was something unbelievable: the Baath Party is coming back to power, Saddam Hussein is coming out of his grave and things of this nonsense," he says. (Allawi's party crosses sectarian lines, while al-Maliki's is predominantly Shi'ite.)  The violence didn't end on Monday. On Tuesday, two bombs went off in Mosul, one targeting the Iraqi police force and the other targeting an Iraqi military patrol. A suicide car bomb went off at a police checkpoint in Falluja, and hundreds of students tried to storm a local Parliament building in the Kurdish region of Iraq after the abduction and killing of a Kurdish journalist.  This would all be disgusting by itself, but is made more so by the fact that these events have become so morbidly predictable. Advocates of the war, along with a herd of "professional" pundits, would argue that things are far better in Iraq than they used to be. Those unfortunate souls who have spent the first half of this week sweeping guts and eyeballs off the sidewalks, however, would probably beg to differ.  Which brings us to why we're not leaving. According to The Associated Press:  U.S. commanders, worried about increased violence in the wake of Iraq's inconclusive elections, are now reconsidering the pace of a major troop pullout this summer, U.S. officials said Tuesday. The withdrawal of the first major wave of troops is expected to be delayed by about a month, the officials said. Waiting much longer could endanger President Barack Obama's goal of reducing the force level from 92,000 to 50,000 troops by Aug. 31.  More than two months after parliamentary elections, the Iraqis have still not formed a new government, and militants aiming to exploit the void have carried out attacks like Monday's bombings and shootings that killed at least 119 people - the country's bloodiest day of 2010.  The threat has prompted military officials to look at keeping as many troops on the ground for as long as possible without missing the Aug. 31 deadline. A security agreement between the two nations requires American troops to be out of Iraq by the end of 2011.  In Baghdad and Washington, U.S. officials say they remain committed to the deadline, which Mr. Obama has said he would extend only if Iraq's security deteriorates. Getting out of Iraq quickly and responsibly was among Mr. Obama's top campaign promises in 2008. Extending the deadline could be politically risky back home - but so could anarchy and a bloodbath following a hasty retreat.  Two senior administration officials said the White House is closely watching to see if the Aug. 31 date needs to be pushed back - if only to ensure that enough security forces are in place to prevent or respond to militant attacks. Both spoke on condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the administration's internal discussions.  Already, the violence, fueled by Iraq's political instability, will likely postpone the start of what the top U.S. commander in Iraq, Army Gen. Ray Odierno, has called the withdrawal "waterfall" - sending home large numbers of troops in a very swift period.  Read between the lines of that carefully-worded report, and the reality of the situation becomes all too clear. We made such an incredible mess in Iraq that continued violence is a brass-bound guarantee. Every act of violence gives more fuel to those who argue for staying. It's a perfect circle, and it is not going to stop.  George W. Bush and his merry men got us into Iraq with the absolute intention of staying there forever. We've built a bunch of massive bases for exactly that purpose. Most people consider the Bush administration to be an abject failure, but in this they succeeded beyond even the wildest expectations. The companies that continue to rake in cash from our expenditures in that war are going to be building golden statues of Bush for a long time to come.  Whether President Obama is a prisoner of this situation, or is actively continuing the policy, is entirely irrelevant at this point. He may hate this war, or he may love it, but at the end of the day, he will continue in the manner of his predecessor.  We're there, and unless this country erupts in a frenzy of furious protest and civil disobedience, we're staying. Even that may not make the nut, but it would be awfully nice to see this country shake itself out of its stupor and do what needs to be done.
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US-Turkey relations on the brink.

IDIZ 3-11. [semih, diplomatic editor for CNN Turk, columnist at Milliyet,  “Is Turkey declaring its independence from America?” Daily News and Economic Review -- http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=is-turkey-declaring-independence-from-america-2010-03-11]

How far the AKP government can sustain this attitude against the U.S. remains to be seen. It is a fact, however, that both Erdoğan and Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoğlu appear very serious this time. Erdoğan will be in Washington in a few weeks and it remains to be seen how that visit goes as well.  It is also a fact that Ankara is opening new international doors of economic and political opportunity for itself and has a rising profile in its own region, and in the world at large, from South America to Africa, from the Middle East to the Far East and the Subcontinent.  All of this goes to show that Turkish-American relations cannot be taken for granted. These relations have to be seriously, and continually worked on if the “Model Partnership” proposed by President Obama is to ever be realized. Currently, the prospects do not look great.  

Plan improves US-Turkey relations

COHEN 9. [Arie, Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and Int’l Energy Security @ Allison Center of the Katherine and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute @ Heritage, Owen, Research Assistant at the Katherine and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies “Turkey’s Dangerous Shift” April 13 -- Heritage]

According to Mr. Erdogan, Turkey is open to providing assistance for the withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq through Turkey. This statement was borderline offensive in view of Turkey's refusal to allow U.S. troops to cross its territory into Iraq in 2003. Yet the planned withdrawal of troops from Iraq raises the importance of the Incirlik U.S. Air Force Base through which 70 percent of supplies to Iraq move. Beyond this, Turkey has long-standing ties to Afghanistan and Pakistan and continues to play a positive role in both countries.

US TURKEY RELATIONS KEY TO STABLE BALKANS

CAGAPTAY 3. [SONER, FELLOW AT THE WASHINGTON INSTITUTE, “TURKEY TIME”, JUNE 20, NATIONAL REVIEW ONLINE]
If Ankara were to study Turkish-American relations over the past decade, it would find much worth noting. In the 1990s, the underlying foundation of the bilateral relationship was Turkey's geostrategic importance. Turkey's position between southeastern Europe, the Near East, and the Caucasus made the country an irresistible strategic asset. Without Ankara, America could not stabilize the Balkans, tap Caspian oil, or hope to settle the Middle East conflict. At the nexus of Europe and Asia, Turkey proved a great help to America. In return, Washington looked after Turkey's global interests in Central Asia, Europe, and the Mediterranean. During the Iraq war, though, this partnership collapsed as the ruling Justice and Development Party (AK Party) failed to make Turkey's geostrategic importance — its most valuable possession — available to Washington.

Instability risks conflict and escalation.

Stratfor Online, Online Geopolitical Forecasting Group, 11/16/07, “Kosovo: The Fuse on the Balkan Powder Keg,” http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/kosovo_fuse_balkan_powder_keg MH

Contagion effects of Balkan violence are well known; they were seen both in the early 20th century and in the 1990s, and the recent outbursts are following the same pattern. Since EU and NATO forces are present, there have been no large wars declared by the states themselves. But if the region does ignite, Western forces could face many problems. First, those forces are a mere shadow of what they were during the Yugoslav wars of the 1990s — during which it took four years to get the region generally under control. European and U.S. forces are deployed only in the non-Serbian section of Bosnia-Herzegovina and within Kosovo, not throughout the region. Furthermore, NATO and the United States are bogged down in Afghanistan and Iraq and trying to juggle threats larger than the Balkans — namely Iran and Russia.  To put it plainly, the West is not paying much attention to the Balkans other than as a bargaining chip with other global players such as Russia. But with or without the world watching, the actors in the Balkans are ready to move. 

1AC

Balkan war goes nuclear

Chicago Daily Herald, May 9, 1999
We hear the grim rationale for sending in ground troops "to salvage the credibility of the NATO Alliance." I don't want any American servicemen/women to die for the idea that once you have embarked on a disastrous course of action, you can only continue on ... that's nonsense. On a recent news program the Italian and German foreign ministers stated troop deployment is not acceptable as part of their national defense - the French representative waffled. Both France and Germany have large Muslim populations. The German official said the NATO Alliance weapons, planes, missiles are primarily American with minimum involvement of NATO allies. Let's not forget that Russia has warned NATO countries that this action could culminate in a third world war. The war in the Balkans could easily become the flash point of world conflict resulting in nuclear war and incalculable self-destruction.
RELATIONS KEY TO CENTRAL ASIAN STABILITY. 

UPI 3. [8/27 -- lexis]

Turkey is important to the United States for many reasons. First of all, it occupies a pivotal role in Central Asia. It controls the Bosphorus and helps to keep the Black Sea stabilized. It counters Russian influence in the Caucasus and serves as a land bridge to the Caspian Sea and its hydrocarbon resources. And Turkey is one of the rare Muslim countries that is a democracy.

1AC

CENTRAL ASIAN WAR CAUSES ACCIDENTAL NUCLEAR WAR BETWEEN THE US AND RUSSIA. 

SHORR 1. [Ira, An Analyst with the Institute for Policy Studies “Greatest Peril is still Nuclear” 10-14-01, The Record]

While these actions helped the nuclear superpowers back away from using weapons of mass destruction at a precarious time, it's sobering to note that the United States and Russia are still courting nuclear disaster. Despite no longer being strategic foes they still maintain thousands of nuclear weapons on hair-trigger alert -- poised for a quick launch. This is a threat that no missile defense system will ever be able to protect us from. This process of keeping nuclear weapons on a hair-trigger means that leaders on both sides have just minutes to assess whether a warning of an attack is real or false. And while the threats we faced during the Cold War came from Soviet strength -- the danger today comes more from Russia's weakness. For example, Russia's troubled economy has led to the profound decay of its early warning satellite system. A fire last May that destroyed a critical facility used to control Russian warning satellites has made things even worse. "Russia has completely lost its space-based early warning capabilities," says Bruce Blair of the Center for Defense Information. "In essence, the country's ability to tell a false alarm from a real warning has been nearly crippled. " False alarms on both sides have already brought us to the brink of nuclear war. What will happen now if there is a war in the volatile neighborhood of Central Asia -- a region that includes nuclear powers India ,Pakistan, and Russia? Former Sen. Sam Nunn brought the point home in a recent speech: "The events of Sept. 11 gave President Bush very little time to make a very difficult decision -- whether to give orders to shoot down a commercial jetliner filled with passengers. Our current nuclear posture in the United States and Russia could provide even less time for each president to decide on a nuclear launch that could destroy our nations. " Nunn called on Presidents Bush and Putin to "stand-down" their nuclear forces to "reduce toward zero the risk of accidental launch or miscalculation and provide increased launch decision time for each president. " Inthe spirit of the courageous steps his father took to decrease the nuclear threat 10 years ago, President Bush should take action now to remove nuclear weapons from hair-triggeralert. This would send a signal to the world that in this volatile time, the U.S. is serious about preventing the use of nuclear weapons, and Russia? Former Sen. Sam Nunn brought the point home in a recent speech: "The events of Sept. 11 gave President Bush very little time to make a very difficult decision -- whether to give orders to shoot down a commercial jetliner filled with passengers. Our current nuclear posture in the United States and Russia could provide even less time for each president to decide on a nuclear launch that could destroy our nations. " Nunn called on Presidents Bush and Putin to "stand-down" their nuclear forces to "reduce toward zero the risk of accidental launch or miscalculation and provide increased launch decision time for each president. " Inthe spirit of the courageous steps his father took to decrease the nuclear threat 10 years ago, President Bush should take action now to remove nuclear weapons from hair-triggeralert. This would send a signal to the world that in this volatile time, the U.S. is serious about preventing the use of nuclear weapons
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US/Russian nuclear war causes extinction 

Bostrom 2 (Nick, PhD Philosophy – Oxford University, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios”, Journal of Evolution and Technology, Vol. 9, March, http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html)
The unique challenge of existential risks Risks in this sixth category are a recent phenomenon. This is part of the reason why it is useful to distinguish them from other risks. We have not evolved mechanisms, either biologically or culturally, for managing such risks. Our intuitions and coping strategies have been shaped by our long experience with risks such as dangerous animals, hostile individuals or tribes, poisonous foods, automobile accidents, Chernobyl, Bhopal, volcano eruptions, earthquakes, draughts, World War I, World War II, epidemics of influenza, smallpox, black plague, and AIDS. These types of disasters have occurred many times and our cultural attitudes towards risk have been shaped by trial-and-error in managing such hazards. But tragic as such events are to the people immediately affected, in the big picture of things – from the perspective of humankind as a whole – even the worst of these catastrophes are mere ripples on the surface of the great sea of life. They haven’t significantly affected the total amount of human suffering or happiness or determined the long-term fate of our species. With the exception of a species-destroying comet or asteroid impact (an extremely rare occurrence), there were probably no significant existential risks in human history until the mid-twentieth century, and certainly none that it was within our power to do something about. The first manmade existential risk was the inaugural detonation of an atomic bomb. At the time, there was some concern that the explosion might start a runaway chain-reaction by “igniting” the atmosphere. Although we now know that such an outcome was physically impossible, it qualifies as an existential risk that was present at the time. For there to be a risk, given the knowledge and understanding available, it suffices that there is some subjective probability of an adverse outcome, even if it later turns out that objectively there was no chance of something bad happening. If we don’t know whether something is objectively risky or not, then it is risky in the subjective sense. The subjective sense is of course what we must base our decisions on.[2] At any given time we must use our best current subjective estimate of what the objective risk factors are.[3] A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.
US TURKEY RELATIONS KEY TO PROMOTE DEMOCRACY. 

KAYMAKCALAN 2. [Orban, President of the Assembly of Turkish American Associations, “A steadfast U.S. ally” Washington Times -- April 21 -- lexis]

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

Diamond -95 (Larry Diamond, Hoover Institution, Stanford University, December, PROMOTING DEMOCRACY IN THE 1990S,

1995, p. http://www.carnegie.org//sub/pubs/deadly/diam_rpt.html //)

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

COHEN 3. [ARIEL, RESEARCH FELLOW AT HERITAGE, “GETTING TURKEY RIGHT”, WASHINGTON TIMES, JULY 1]
Turkey is also Iran's neighbor. One senior official claimed Tehran is closer to producing a nuclear bomb than the U.S. thinks: Iran may have the bomb within six to 12 months. The Turkish Foreign Ministry, however, wants to pursue consultations with its Iranian counterparts and has not voiced support for the American policy on Iran beyond the usual diplomatic interventions.  To conclude, Turkey is important as an energy transit country and as a democratic and moderate Muslim state closely cooperating with the U.S. in the Balkans, Afghanistan and the Middle East. The U.S. should support the Turkish bid to get into the EU because it will become the largest country of the Union, but also because it may balance off France and Germany.  In the short run, Turkish support in resolving the Iranian nuclear weapons program will be key in defining the future of U.S.-Turkish relations. Washington should continue to engage Turkey politically and militarily while remembering its less-than-stellar performance in the moment of need. 
THE IMPACT IS GLOBAL PROLIF AND NUKE WAR. 

Sokolsky -03 (Henry Sokolsky, Executive Director, Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, POLICY REVIEW, October/November 2003, p. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/3447161.html)

If nothing is done to shore up U.S. and allied security relations with the Gulf Coordination Council states and with Iraq, Turkey, and Egypt, Iran's acquisition of even a nuclear weapons breakout capability could prompt one or more of these states to try to acquire a nuclear weapons option of their own. Similarly, if the U.S. fails to hold Pyongyang accountable for its violation of the NPT or lets Pyongyang hold on to one or more nuclear weapons while appearing to reward its violation with a new deal--one that heeds North Korea's demand for a nonaggression pact and continued construction of the two light water reactors--South Korea and Japan (and later, perhaps, Taiwan) will have powerful cause to question Washington's security commitment to them and their own pledges to stay non-nuclear. In such a world, Washington's worries would not be limited to gauging the military capabilities of a growing number of hostile, nuclear, or near-nuclear-armed nations. In addition, it would have to gauge the reliability of a growing number of nuclear or near-nuclear friends. Washington might still be able to assemble coalitions, but with more nations like France, with nuclear options of their own, it would be much, much more iffy. The amount of international intrigue such a world would generate would also easily exceed what our diplomats and leaders could manage or track. Rather than worry about using force for fear of producing another Vietnam, Washington and its very closest allies are more likely to grow weary of working closely with others and view military options through the rosy lens of their relatively quick victories in Desert Storm, Kosovo, Operation Iraqi Freedom, and Just Cause. This would be a world disturbingly similar to that of 1914 but with one big difference: It would be spring-loaded to go nuclear.
Troop Decreases Now
Withdrawal on schedule.

Scott Wilson, Washington Post, 5-27-10, U.S. withdrawal from Iraq will be on time, Vice President Biden says, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/26/AR2010052605349.html
President Obama called Iraq his predecessor's war of choice. Now it is his war to exit -- and quickly. The challenge for Obama, whose opposition to the Iraq invasion helped propel him to the presidency, is sticking to his timeline for a U.S. military withdrawal despite a jump in violence and continued wrangling among Iraqi politicians over who will lead the country.  The sensitive departure is being managed by Vice President Biden, who says the U.S. military will reduce troop levels to 50,000 this summer, even if no new Iraqi government takes shape.  "It's going to be painful; there's going to be ups and downs," Biden said in a 40-minute interview in his West Wing office this month. "But I do think the end result is going to be that we're going to be able to keep our commitment."
Troop levels already significantly declined.

Kim Gamel, associated press, 6-14-10, US removing hazardous waste during Iraq withdrawal, http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20100614/ap_on_re_mi_ea/ml_iraq_hazardous_waste

Troop numbers have dropped to around 85,000 from a peak of more than 170,000 during the height of violence, and the U.S. has relinquished control of 373 of the 500 bases it had in January 2008, the military said.
Troop reductions are on schedule

Fox News, 4-18-10, Odierno: U.S. on Target to Withdraw Combat Troops From Iraq by September, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/04/18/odierno-target-withdraw-combat-troops-iraq-september/
The United States is "on target" to remove all combat troops from Iraq by the beginning of September, the top U.S. general in Iraq said Sunday.

****A2: Withdrawal Now****

No withdrawal – US pullout agreement is conditional.

Jeremy Scahill, independent journalist and Puffin Writing Fellow at The Nation Institute, 2-28-09, Obama's Iraq: All Troops Out By 2011? Not So Fast, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/jeremy-scahill/obamas-iraq-all-troops-ou_b_170765.html
Obama's plan, as his advisors have often said, is subject to "conditions on the ground," meaning it can be altered at any point between now and 2011. Underscoring this point, a spokesperson for New York Rep. John McHugh, the ranking Republican on the House Armed Services Committee, said on Friday that Obama "assured [McHugh] he will revisit the tempo of the withdrawal, or he will revisit the withdrawal plan if the situation on the ground dictates it. ... The president assured him that there was a Plan B."  Despite Obama's declarations Friday and the celebrations they have sparked on the liberal blogosphere, the Pentagon certainly seems to believe its forces may well be in Iraq after 2011. NBC's Pentagon correspondent Jim Miklaszeswki reported on Friday that "military commanders, despite this Status of Forces Agreement with the Iraqi government that all U.S. forces would be out by the end of 2011, are already making plans for a significant number of American troops to remain in Iraq beyond that 2011 deadline, assuming that Status of Forces Agreement agreement would be renegotiated. And one senior military commander told us that he expects large numbers of American troops to be in Iraq for the next 15 to 20 years."  Some have suggested that such statements from the military are insubordination and contrary to Obama's orders, but they could also reflect discussions between the White House and the Pentagon to which the public is not privy.  Then there's the monstrous U.S. embassy unveiled last month in Baghdad, the largest of any nation anywhere in the history of the planet and itself resembling a military base. Maintaining this fortified city will require a sizable armed U.S. presence in Baghdad and will regularly place U.S. diplomats in armed convoys that put Iraqi civilian lives in jeopardy.  Whether this job is performed by State Department Diplomatic Security or mercenaries from the company formerly known as Blackwater (or else a corporation more acceptable to the Obama administration), the U.S. will have a substantial paramilitary force regularly escorting U.S. VIPs around Iraq -- a proven recipe for civilian deaths and injuries. Obama's speech on Friday did not even address the question of military contractors -- a crucial omission given that their presence rivals that of U.S. troops by a ratio of over 1-to-1.  Finally, the Status of Forces Agreement, which supposedly lays out a timetable for U.S. withdrawal, contains a gaping loophole that leaves open the possibility of a continuation of the occupation and a sustained presence of U.S. forces well beyond 2011, "upon request by the government of Iraq." Article 27 of the SOFA allows the U.S. to undertake military action, "or any other measure," inside Iraq's borders "In the event of any external or internal threat or aggression against Iraq." Could this mean an election where the wrong candidate or party wins? What is the definition of a threat? 
A2: Withdrawal Now

US will maintain a strike force indefinitely. 

Michael Schwartz, Professor of Sociology and Faculty Director of the Undergraduate College of Global Studies at Stony Brook University, 3-15-10, Will the U.S. Military Leave Iraq in 2011?, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/michael-schwartz/will-the-us-military-leav_b_498579.html
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 U.S. 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.   Another sign that the Obama administration intends to maintain a significant military presence in Iraq after 2011 is the continued insistence that Iraqi "democracy" must be guaranteed. In "Washington speak," this means that the government of Iraq must be an ally of the United States, a condition that has been iterated and reiterated by all factions (GOP and Democrat) in Washington, since the original invasion. Given the increasing unwillingness of the Maliki administration to follow US dictates (for example, on oil contracts, on relations with Iran, and on relations with Anbar and other Sunni provinces), the removal of troops would allow Maliki even more leeway to pursue policies unacceptable to Washington. Thus, even if Maliki succeeds himself in the Premiership, the US may need troops to keep the pressure on him. If he does not succeed himself, then the likely alternate choices are far more explicit in their antagonism to integration of Iraq into the US sphere of interest. (Even Iyad Allawi -- the leader of the major contender for a parliamentary plurality -- who was once a US client premier, has voiced stronger and stronger opposition to tight relations with the US.). The Obama administration would then be left with the unacceptable prospect that withdrawal would result in Iraq adopting a posture not unlike Iran's with regard to US presence and influence in the Middle East.   All in all, there are myriad signs that withdrawal of U.S. troops might result in Iraq breaking free from U.S. influence and/or deprive the United States of the strong military presence in that part of the Middle East that both Bush and Obama advocated and have struggled to establish. Until I see some sign that the five bases are going to be dismantled, I will continue to believe that the US will find some reason -- with or without the consent of the Iraqi government -- to maintain a very large (on the order of 50k) military force there. 
A2: Withdrawal Now
Even if pullout is on schedule, troops will remain.

Gina Chon, Wall Street Journal, 6-14-10, Iraq Troop Pullout on Track, 
The top U.S. commander in Iraq, Gen. Ray Odierno, said American combat troops are on schedule to leave Iraqi cities by the end of June as planned, and that the U.S. so far has closed or handed over to the Iraqi government 142 former American installations.  Questions have lingered about the status of combat troops in volatile areas, such as Mosul in the north of the country. But Gen. Odierno said Monday that U.S. forces would pull back there as well as from Baghdad, Fallujah and other population centers, thanks to improved security conditions.  "An important new phase for Iraq will start," said Iraqi government spokesman Ali al-Dabbagh, appearing at a joint news conference here with Gen. Odierno and other Iraqi officials, including Defense Minister Abdul Qader al-Obeidi and Interior Minister Jawad al-Bolani.  It's unclear how many U.S. forces are affected by the reassignment to large bases outside urban areas. As expected, a small number of support troops will remain behind in some high-population areas, Gen. Odierno said. In all, he said, U.S. forces will remain at 320 locations after the June 30 deadline for pulling U.S. combat troops out of Iraqi cities.  He added that the drawdown of American and remaining coalition troops will continue gradually throughout the year.  Meanwhile, British Prime Minister Gordon Brown authorized an inquiry into the Iraq war. He told the House of Commons on Monday that an examination of mistakes made surrounding the 2003 U.S.-led invasion will begin next month. A panel of appointed experts will look closely at the buildup to the invasion, how the conflict was conducted, and problems with planning for reconstruction projects.  In Iraq, Gen. Odierno said security conditions had improved enough to allow him to meet the timetable set by a bilateral security agreement that went into effect at the first of this year. That agreement, which also stipulates that all U.S. troops should be out of Iraq by the end of 2011, provides some wiggle room if security worsens and Iraqi officials want American forces to stay.  U.S. troops remaining in urban areas after June 30 are to focus on noncombat-related roles, such as training and advising. Gen. Odierno declined to give the specific numbers of those troops.

A2: Timeline

Iraq pullout will be delayed.

Martin Chulov, guardian, 5-12-10, Iraq Violence Set to Delay US Troop Withdrawal, http://www.commondreams.org/headline/2010/05/12-3
The United States 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.  The US Commanding General Ray Odierno 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.  US officials had been prepared for delays in negotiations to form a new 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  With sectarian tensions rising, the al-Qaida fighters in Iraq and affiliated Sunni extremist groups have mounted bombing campaigns and assassinations around the country. The violence is widely 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.  General Odierno has kept a low profile since announcing the deaths of al-Qaida's two leaders in Iraq, Abu Omar al-Baghdadi and Abu Ayub al-Masri, who were killed in a combined Iraqi-US raid on 18 April. The operation was hailed then as a near fatal blow against al-Qaida, but violence has intensified ever since.  All US combat forces are due to leave Iraq by 31 August, a date the Obama administration is keen to observe as the US 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 prescribed deadline. However, 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.

A2: Timeline 

Pullout timeline is meaningless.

Lara Jakes, associated press, 5-13-10, U.S. reviewing Iraq troop pullout pace, http://www.marinecorpstimes.com/news/2010/05/ap_iraqpullout_051110/
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 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 affected.  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.  “From a military perspective, the best way for us to maintain security is to hold as many forces on the ground until we need to redeploy them,” said one of the senior officials in Baghdad. “It’s really prudent, given the political conditions are unsettled, for [Odierno] to wait as long as he can.”  At the Pentagon, “there’s been a renewed focus on Iraq lately,” said the senior military official there. He said all options were being considered, including later delays, adding that “we need to get out in an appropriate way ... not completely tied to a timeline.” 
Afghanistan Advantage
Continued presence causes imperial overstretch in Afghanistan.

Steve Burns, Program Director of Wisconsin Network of Peace a Justice, 4-9-10, Will the U.S. leave Iraq?, http://www.opednews.com/articles/Will-the-U-S-leave-Iraq-by-Steve-Burns-100406-34.html
Of course, no one should accept Presidential assurances at face value, given our country's long history of failing to live up to the terms of treaties it has signed (as any Native American can attest.) But the length of the U.S. stay in Iraq is no longer purely a matter for Americans to decide. As even Jim Miklaszeswki's anonymous Generals acknowledge, any stay past 2011 would require renegotiation of the withdrawal agreement with the Iraqi government. Could the U.S. successfully pressure the Iraqi government to renegotiate the 2011 withdrawal deadline?  That prospect is looking much less likely, as U.S. hopes for a longer stay in Iraq were dealt a serious blow with the March elections in Iraq. Although most media attention has focused on the fight between Prime-Minister-wannabees Ayad Allawi and Nouri al Maliki, perhaps the most unexpected - and potentially most significant - result of the election was the strong showing by the "Sadrist" slate endorsed by Iraqi cleric Muqtada al Sadr. Sadr, who once led his Mahdi Army in an armed uprising against U.S. troops, hasn't been heard from much since he left Iraq in 2007 to study in the Iranian holy city of Qom. But in the March elections, al-Sadr's supporters won 40 seats in the Iraqi parliament, making them the largest component in the Iraqi National Coalition (INC), a Shia alliance that holds 70 seats in the new Parliament. As the BBC explained: "The INC holds the balance of power, since without it, neither Mr Allawi's Iraqiyya bloc (with 91 seats) nor Mr Maliki's State of Law Coalition (with 89) can muster the necessary majority of 163 seats. So the INC can tilt the balance either way, and is strongly placed to veto any candidate or development of which it disapproves."  In all of Iraq, it would be hard to find a public figure as strongly opposed to the U.S. military presence as Muqtada al Sadr, and al Sadr now enjoys the enviable position of being able to decide who the next Iraqi Prime Minister will be. We can be sure that a guarantee not to renegotiate the 2011 withdrawal deadline will be the key demand he extracts in return for his support.  And even after the Prime Minister is chosen, we can expect al Sadr to use his block of 40 seats in Parliament to hold any Iraqi government to the original terms of the withdrawal agreement. Sadr only needs to prevent government reconsideration of the withdrawal agreement in order to force a complete U.S. withdrawal in 2011, and, as part of the governing coalition, he could accomplish that goal simply by withdrawing his support and causing the government to fall.  Although you won't often see comparisons made between the Parliamentary politics of Iraq and those of the Netherlands, there's a clear parallel between the current situation in Iraq and developments in the Netherlands earlier this year that forced a withdrawal of all Dutch troops from Afghanistan. The elected government, a multi-party coalition, came under strong pressure from the U.S. to reverse a plan for all Dutch troops to withdraw from Afghanistan by the end of this year. Several members of the coalition government buckled under U.S. pressure, but the Dutch Labor Party, a minority member of the governing coalition, refused to go along, causing the government to fall. Without a functioning government to enact the changes demanded by the U.S., the withdrawal is proceeding as planned, with Dutch Prime Minister Jan Peter Balkenende saying of the Dutch mission, "If nothing else will take its place, then it ends."  For the Generals who want 15 more years - or even two more years - in Iraq, the options are quickly running out. Without a willing partner to renegotiate the 2011 deadline, their only option would be to repudiate the agreement, a move that would spark a quick return of the Iraqi insurgency on a massive scale. Responding to a nationwide armed uprising would force the Generals to ship tens of thousands of U.S. troops back into Iraq from Afghanistan, at the same time that the U.S. is desperately trying to keep control of the situation there. "Imperial overstretch" is far too mild a term for what the U.S. would be facing if it decided to abrogate the U.S.-Iraq withdrawal agreement.
Withdrawal Good – Civil War
Withdrawal is the best method to prevent further instability

Carl Conetta, co-director, Project on Defense Alternatives, former Research Fellow, Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, BRIEFING MEMO, No. 34, July 19, 2005, p. http://www.comw.org/pda/0507bm34.html
Foreign military occupation inadvertently creates a base of popular support for insurgent activity in Iraq. The coercive practices of the occupation and their collateral effects also help feed a cycle of revenge. These circumstances undermine the prospects for stability, reconstruction, and effective democratic governance. This argues for beginning a process of US troop withdrawal, while increasing efforts to build and strengthen indigenous security forces.
Civil war is made more likely the longer the US stays in Iraq

Jim Lobe, Washington bureau chief, INTER PRESS SERVICE NEWS AGENCY, September 26, 2005, p. http://www.ipsnews.net/print.asp?idnews=30428.
But others argue that, in the words of sociologist Michael Schwartz, "the U.S. presence doesn't deter, but contributes to, a thickening civil-war-like atmosphere in Iraq", and that if the U.S. were leave Iraq quickly, "it is far more reasonable to assume ...that the level of violence would be reduced, possibly drastically, not heightened." In a widely-read essay posted on www.tomdispatch.com, Schwartz argued that the U.S. military is already killing more civilians than would likely die in a threatened civil war (he estimates more than 25,000 civilian deaths a year). He said that the U.S. presence is actually aggravating terrorist violence, rather than suppressing it, and that much of the current terrorist violence, particularly that associated with the radical Islamist group of Abu Musab al Zarqawi, would be likely to subside if the U.S. left. "The longer we wait to withdraw, the worse the situation is likely to get -- for the U.S. and for the Iraqis," he wrote.
Civil war is non unique – withdrawal is the only chance to stop it

Lt. Gen. William Odom, Senior Fellow, Hudson Institute, professor, Yale University, NIEMAN WATCHDOG, August 3, 2005, p. http://www.niemanwatchdog.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=ask_this.view&askthisid=00129&stoplayout=true&print=true, accessed 5/20/2006.

On civil war. Iraqis are already fighting Iraqis. Insurgents have killed far more Iraqis than Americans. That’s civil war. We created the civil war when we invaded; we can’t prevent a civil war by staying. For those who really worry about destabilizing the region, the sensible policy is not to stay the course in Iraq. It is rapid withdrawal, re-establishing strong relations with our allies in Europe, showing confidence in the UN Security Council, and trying to knit together a large coalition including the major states of Europe, Japan, South Korea, China, and India to back a strategy for stabilizing the area from the eastern Mediterranean to Afghanistan and Pakistan. Until the United States withdraws from Iraq and admits its strategic error, no such coalition can be formed. Thus those who fear leaving a mess are actually helping make things worse while preventing a new strategic approach with some promise of success.
It is impossible to win the war in Iraq

William S. Lind, Director, Center for Cultural Conservatism for the Free Congress Foundation, ON WAR, Number 138, November 4, 2005, p. http://www.d-n-i.net/lind/lind_11_04_05.htm.
Please note that I am not talking about how to win the Iraq war. The war was lost from before the first bomb fell, because the strategic objectives were never attainable no matter what we did. Further blunders, from de-Baathification and sending the Iraqi Army home through mistreating the civilian population, have moved us from mere failure to incipient disaster. The question, rather, is how we might get out without our defeat being so obvious as to be undeniable.

Withdrawal Good – Government Stability

Withdrawal key to government stability. 

NSN (National Security Network), 6-14-10, amidst political maneuvering, iraq withdrawal on pace, http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1626
Iraq will continue to face challenges. But Iraqis continue to give every indication that they want to resolve these challenges themselves.  The fact is that the U.S. has little ability to determine how Iraqis overcome those challenges. The U.S. can and should encourage Iraqis to come to sustainable agreement over the future composition of their government. But it cannot dictate its preferences to Iraqis.   In President Obama's words, "The future of Iraq belongs to the people of Iraq."  Senior military officials confirm that the American withdrawal remains on schedule, thanks in large part to the increasingly capable Iraqi Security Forces that are now taking the lead.  With the American drawdown on track, the U.S. should focus on defining the new phase - primarily political and economic - of America's long-term relationship with Iraq and the Iraqi people. 
Withdrawal Good – Democracy

Withdrawal key to Iraqi democracy.

Edward Luttwak, Senior Fellow, Center for Strategic and International Studies, FOREIGN AFFAIRS, January/February 2005, Vol. 84, No. 1, p. http://www.comw.org/pda/fulltext/0512luttwak.pdf, accessed 5/19/2006.

Even if the negotiations here advocated fail to yield all they might—indeed, even if they do not yield much at all—the disengagement should still occur, and not only to live up to the initial commitment to withdraw. Given the bitter Muslim hostility to the presence of U.S. troops—labeled “Christian Crusaders” by the preachers—their continued deployment in large numbers can only undermine the legitimacy of any U.S.-supported Iraqi government. With Iraq more like Spain in 1808 than like Germany or Japan after 1945, any democracy it sustains is bound to be more veneer than substance. Its chances of survival will be much higher if pan- Arab nationalists, Islamists, and foreign meddlers are neutralized by diplomacy and disengagement. Leaving behind a major garrison would only evoke continuing hostility to both Americans and Iraqi democrats. Once U.S. soldiers have left Iraqi cities, towns, and villages, some could remain a while in remote desert bases to fight off full-scale military attacks against the government—but even this could incite opposition, as happened in Saudi Arabia.

Withdrawal Good – Diplomacy

Withdrawal key to effective American diplomacy in Iraq.

NSN (National Security Network), 6-14-10, amidst political maneuvering, iraq withdrawal on pace, http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1626
As Iraqis take the lead, the United States should continue to encourage Iraqis to come to political agreement. While the U.S. can and should encourage Iraqis to come to a durable agreement regarding the future of their political system, the days of heavy-handed American intrusion are over.  Indeed, a decreasing U.S. military presence will make it more likely that the US and Iraq can successfully define a long-term strategic relationship.  Middle East expert Marc Lynch wrote at the time of the elections, "We should in no way look at these elections as the conclusion of a process-it is the beginning of the new realignment of political forces in Iraq without the interference of the United States."  Lynch advises  policy makers: "Doing the sorts of assertive things which may please Obama's critics are highly likely to spark a negative reaction among Iraqis, generating more hostility to the U.S. role without actually accomplishing anything. The U.S. is wise to avoid them." As Lynch explained in a later piece: "The American military presence provided Washington little influence over Iraq's turbulent politics...American analysts, who have a difficult time imagining an Iraq without a large-scale US military presence, are anxiously scanning the political landscape in search of a reason why the United States cannot possibly withdraw its troops. But they miss the wider picture of an Iraqi public which no longer wants or needs their supposedly stabilising role."  In Lynch's view, the U.S. should continue to stay "actively involved diplomatically, with the Embassy doing all it can to push for compromises and for political accommodation on crucial issues." [Marc Lynch, 2/23/10. Mark Lynch, 3/25/10] 
Withdrawal Solves Iran

Pullout solves Iran subversion. 

Edward Luttwak, Senior Fellow, Center for Strategic and International Studies, FOREIGN AFFAIRS, January/February 2005, Vol. 84, No. 1, p. http://www.comw.org/pda/fulltext/0512luttwak.pdf, accessed 5/19/2006.

Iran, for its part, has much to fear from anarchy in Iraq, which would present it with more dangers than opportunities. At present, because the Iranians think the United States is determined to remain in Iraq no matter what, the hard-liners in Iran’s government feel free to pursue their anti-American vendetta by political subversion, by arming and training al-Sadr’s militia, and by encouraging the Syrians to favor the infiltration of Islamist terrorists into Iraq. Anarchy in Iraq would threaten not merely Iran’s stability, but also its territorial integrity. Minorities account for more than half the population, yet the government of Iran is not pluralist at all. It functions as an exclusively Persian empire that suppresses all other ethnic identities and imposes the exclusive use of Farsi in public education, thus condemning all others to illiteracy in their mother tongues. Moreover, not only the Baha’i but also more combative heterodox Muslims are now persecuted. Except for some Kurds and Azeris, no minority is actively rebellious as yet, but chaos in Iraq could energize communal loyalties in Iran (especially among the Kurds and the Arabs). An anarchical Iraq would offer bases for Iranian dissidents and exiles, at a time when the theocratic regime is certainly weaker than it once was: its political support has measurably waned, its revolutionary and religious authority is now a distant memory, and its continued hold on power depends increasingly on naked force—and the regime knows it. Once the United States commits to a disengagement from Iraq, therefore, a suitably discreet dialogue with Iranian rulers should be quite productive. Washington would not need to demand much from the Iranians: only the end of subversion, arms trafficking, hostile propaganda, and Hezbollah infiltration in Iraq. Ever since the 1979 revolution, the United States has often wished for restraint from the theocratic rulers of Iran but has generally lacked the means to obtain it. Even the simultaneous presence of U.S. combat forces on both the eastern and western frontiers of Iran has had little impact on the actual conduct of the regime, which usually diverges from its more moderate declared policies. But what the entry of troops could not achieve, a withdrawal might, for it would expose the inherent vulnerability to dissidents of an increasingly isolated regime.

A2: Strike Force Key to Police
Maintaining US troops weakens Iraqi police.

Colonel Timothy R. Reese, Chief, Baghdad Operations Command Advisory Team, 7-31-09, new York times, ln
As the old saying goes, “guests, like fish, begin to smell after three days.” Since the signing of the 2009 Security Agreement, we are guests in Iraq, and after six years in Iraq, we now smell bad to the Iraqi nose. Today the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) are good enough to keep the Government of Iraq (GOI) from being overthrown by the actions of Al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI), the Baathists, and the Shia violent extremists that might have toppled it a year or two ago. Iraq may well collapse into chaos of other causes, but we have made the ISF strong enough for the internal security mission. Perhaps it is one of those infamous paradoxes of counterinsurgency that while the ISF is not good in any objective sense, it is good enough for Iraq in 2009. Despite this foreboding disclaimer about an unstable future for Iraq, the United States has achieved our objectives in Iraq. Prime Minister (PM) Maliki hailed June 30th as a “great victory,” implying the victory was over the US. Leaving aside his childish chest pounding, he was more right than he knew. We too ought to declare victory and bring our combat forces home. Due to our tendency to look after the tactical details and miss the proverbial forest for the trees, this critically important strategic realization is in danger of being missed.  Equally important to realize is that we aren’t making the GOI and the ISF better in any significant ways with our current approach. Remaining in Iraq through the end of December 2011 will yield little in the way of improving the abilities of the ISF or the functioning of the GOI. Furthermore, in light of the GOI’s current interpretation of the limitations imposed by the 30 June milestones of the 2008 Security Agreement, the security of US forces are at risk. Iraq is not a country with a history of treating even its welcomed guests well. This is not to say we can be defeated, only that the danger of a violent incident that will rupture the current partnership has greatly increased since 30 June. Such a rupture would force an unplanned early departure that would harm our long term interests in Iraq and potentially unraveling the great good that has been done since 2003. The use of the military instrument of national power in its current form has accomplished all that can be expected. In the next section I will present and admittedly one sided view of the evidence in support of this view. This information is drawn solely from the MND-B area of operations in Baghdad Province. My reading of reports from the other provinces suggests the same situation exists there.

A2: Pullout Bad – Middle East War

Middle East conflict won’t escalate and the US is counterproductive even if it does.

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 6-11-10, Iraq Is Defenseless, cato, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11890
A fight between Iraq and any of its neighbors would not be even remotely an equal contest. None of those countries is likely to launch a blatant, full-scale war — although what Iran might do in response to a U.S. attack on its nuclear facilities remains a disturbing uncertainty. The greater danger is that those neighbors will continue to erode Iraq's territorial integrity and prestige, and will seek to manipulate internal Iraqi rivalries for their own advantage. And whoever heads the Baghdad government will have to tread very carefully to avoid antagonizing any of those prickly states.    None of this should come as a surprise to U.S. policy makers. Iraq was once a serious political and military player in the region. It was also, specifically, the principal strategic counterweight to the ambitions of revolutionary Iran. But that ceased to be the case even before Washington finally decided to overthrow Saddam Hussein's regime. Indeed, the damage to Iraq that U.S. forces inflicted during the first Gulf War rendered Baghdad largely ineffectual as a regional factor.  U.S. policy has created a massive power vacuum where a serious regional geostrategic player used to be. It is predictable that other regional actors will seek to fill that power vacuum; indeed, that have already been taking steps to do so.  Predictably, there are calls, both in Iraq and at home, to have the United States stay on past the 2011 troop withdrawal date to play the role of regional stabilizer. Otherwise, advocates warn, there will be a dangerous rivalry for power involving, at a minimum, Iran, Saudi Arabia and Turkey.  That danger is all too real. But U.S. leaders need to consider the costs of keeping American military forces deployed in Iraq and providing a security shield for that country. Such a mission would be expensive. It could also prove quite dangerous. What exactly would the United States do, for example, if NATO ally Turkey decides that it can no longer tolerate the existence of a de facto independent Iraqi Kurdistan, and moves to occupy that region militarily? What would Washington's response be if Tehran attempts to expand its already considerable influence in Shiite-led Iraq. Or if Saudi Arabia continues to aid anti-government Sunni forces?  Shielding a vulnerable protectorate in a hostile neighborhood is neither cheap nor easy. Nor is it a mission that would end anytime soon. Indeed, it would likely go on for decades. U.S. leaders had better think long and hard before undertaking such a thankless commitment.
A2: Credibility – Hegemony

Early withdrawal is better for US credibility than staying

Lt. Gen. William Odom, Senior Fellow, Hudson Institute, professor, Yale University, NIEMAN WATCHDOG, August 3, 2005, p. http://www.niemanwatchdog.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=ask_this.view&askthisid=00129&stoplayout=true&print=true, accessed 5/20/2006.

On credibility. If we were Russia or some other insecure nation, we might have to worry about credibility. A hyperpower need not worry about credibility. That’s one of the great advantages of being a hyperpower: When we have made a big strategic mistake, we can reverse it. And it may even enhance our credibility. Staying there damages our credibility more than leaving. Ask the president if he really worries about US credibility. Or, what will happen to our credibility if the course he is pursuing proves to be a major strategic disaster? Would it not be better for our long-term credibility to withdraw earlier than later in this event?

Withdrawal now allows the US to save face in the long run

Ivan Eland, Senior Fellow, Independent Institute, Director, Independent Institute’s Center on Peace and Liberty, COMMENTARY, August 29, 2005, p. http://www.independent.org/newsroom/article.asp?id=1558, accessed 5/18/2006.
10. Getting out of Iraq now while the United States still has some credibility and honor is better than doing so later with its tail between its legs. In Vietnam, the United States stayed the course in an attempt to maintain its “credibility,” but ended up losing much of that credibility over time. Like an investor who invests in a poorly performing stock, the best course is to admit a mistake, cut probable losses, and reinvest the resources in more productive endeavors—not to ride the stock to the bottom hoping it will turn around. Besides, at this late date, only a controlled partition of Iraq that allows the Sunnis to both rule themselves and share the oil wealth has any chance of preventing the descent into civil war.

A2: Credibility – Terrorism

Withdrawal won’t undermine American credibility

Christopher Preble, director of foreign policy studies, Cato Institute, CATO DAILY DISPATCH, January 17, 2005, p. http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3526, accessed 5/18/2006.
The jihadis will claim that the American withdrawal represents a victory for their side. But while the United States has already suffered a blow to its credibility, it is still eminently capable of defending its vital interests. An American military withdrawal would not, and must not, signal that the United States has chosen to ignore events in Iraq.
Relations Impact – Economy/Democracy
US-Iraq relations are key to Iraqi economic stability and democracy.

CNN, 10-20-09, Obama notes 'transition' in U.S.-Iraqi bilateral ties, http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/10/20/us.iraq.trade/index.html
President Obama said U.S.-Iraqi ties are entering a new period, a change marked by a decreased emphasis on security and an increased focus on the Iraqi economy.   Appearing before reporters Tuesday with Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki, Obama said the men discussed a wide-range of issues and didn't fixate on security or the military. Al-Maliki was in Washington to attend the two-day Iraq Investment and Business Conference and meet with American officials.  "What is wonderful about this trip is that it represents a transition in our bilateral relationship, so that we are moving now to issues beyond security and we are beginning to talk about economy, trade, commerce," the president said.  Obama cited Iraq's "continuing progress," strides on investment, and "a commitment to democratic politics." He also cited the election legislation delayed in Iraq's parliament because of disagreement on several issues. The scheduled January 16 parliamentary elections might not be held if legislation isn't passed soon.  U.S. and Iraqi officials are concerned that a delay in the voting, or a resurgence of violence ahead of the election, could unravel the country's growing stability and its "increasingly attractive" environment.  "We are very interested, both of us, in making sure that Iraq has an election law that is completed on time so that elections can take place on time in January," Obama said.  "That is consistent with the transition that has been taking place," he said, stressing his commitment to troop withdrawal. His administration plans to withdraw U.S. combat troops by August and all troops by the end of 2011.  Obama said the conference, where al-Maliki and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton spoke earlier on Tuesday, will be well attended by U.S. and Iraqi business leaders.  "There are obviously enormous opportunities for our countries to do business together," Obama said. "I just want to congratulate Prime Minister Maliki on what I'm confident will be a successful conference, and to re-emphasize my administration's full support for all the steps that can be taken so that Iraq can not only be a secure place and a democratic country, but also a place where people can do business, people can find work, families can make a living, and children are well-educated."  Al-Maliki called the conference "a big economic demonstration," saying the event "brings together more than 1,000 business entrepreneurs and a very distinguished, high-level Iraqi delegation."  "I have also discussed with President Obama the various issues and the fact that our relations today have moved along and [are] not only confined to the security cooperation, but today have moved to the economic development and to providing prosperity for the Iraqi people," al-Maliki said.  Among the issues they discussed were national elections and the importance of ending international sanctions against Iraq stemming from the Gulf War in 1991, he said.  Al-Maliki noted that "we don't have weapons of mass destruction anymore, and today that we have put forth a lot of common sacrifices, and today that there is a pluralistic political system in Iraq."  Saying Iraq wants to give U.S. business a chance to invest there, al-Maliki said the nation "has moved beyond the dictatorship and beyond the destruction, and we are trying to rebuild all our sectors -- of agriculture, oil sectors, tourism and so forth."  Speaking at the conference -- billed as the "first major event under the recently signed Strategic Framework Agreement" between the United States and Iraq -- Clinton plugged Iraqi investment opportunities before U.S. businesspeople, saying the Mideast country's potential is "palpable."  Clinton said Iraq's economic potential is "fueled by but not limited to oil production."  "We believe strongly that economic development will go hand in hand with an increasing and very clear commitment to democracy," she said, noting that is a change from Iraq's former isolation from the global economy because of warfare and sanctions.  "Our overall engagement will deepen and broaden," she said. "We are guided by the blueprint called the Strategic Framework Agreement, which identifies several areas in which the United States and Iraq will collaborate, including governance, rule of law, environmental protection, science, health, education, and especially economic development and the promotion of trade."  At the same time, she underscored the importance of staging timely national elections and adopting a comprehensive hydrocarbons law in the oil-rich and ethnically diverse nation that sits at a key geographic crossroads. Those are two things that would go a long way toward making Iraq stable, she said.  One stumbling block to the election law is the ethnic differences in Kirkuk, the northern city where Kurds, Arabs, and Turkmens have been at odds. Another dispute centers on whether to have open or closed electoral lists. Open lists would name candidates and their parties; closed lists would name only parties.  Clinton said resolving political conflict, such as the Kirkuk dispute; promoting national unity; resolving political conflict; and pursuing return and resettlement of Iraqis displaced by war represent key steps that must be taken.  While Iraq has many challenges ahead of it, she added, "we are excited to be part of this transition that is occurring in Iraq" -- illustrated in part by U.S. combat troops leaving major Iraqi cities and local security forces taking their place.  "What we see is a new sense of commitment to the future," Clinton said.
Afghan Withdrawal Now
Troops will withdraw from Afghanistan next year.

Anne Gearan, associated press, 6-20-10, White House: July 2011 Afghan withdrawal 'firm', http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5gFu0we2kSm5NFzWXlXPN9PntzPmwD9GF3HC00
The Obama administration is reaffirming its pledge to begin pulling U.S. troops out of Afghanistan next summer. But the Pentagon and the White House are still saying different things about how many troops will leave — and when. President Barack Obama's chief of staff tells ABC's "This Week" that the July 2011 date to begin withdrawal is firm. Emanuel isn't disputing quoted remarks from Vice President Joe Biden that "a whole lot" of troops would leave.  
Middle East War Impact

Mideast instability leads to nuclear war

Stephen Blank, professor at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, February 2001, World & I, Vol. 16, Iss. 2, “The Collapse of U.S. Policy in the Middle East,” p. MasterFILE Premier
After seven or more years of America’s best efforts, we now should see with whom we are dealing and the multiple fronts of the real Middle East war. In today’s Middle East, every form of conflict along the spectrum from rock throwing to nuclear war can take place. Governments there have long since used weapons of mass destruction in other states’ civil wars. Further opportunities to start these civil wars or use such weapons must be firmly deterred and discouraged. Rather than choose peace and democracy, Arafat and his allies have chosen war and hatred. Israel and the United States should act together to make sure that they never get to make another similar choice.

Middle East war escalates to superpower nuclear war

Frank Barnaby, Nuclear Issues Consultant to Oxford Research Group, nuclear physicist, former Director of the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, 1993, The Invisible Bomb: The Nuclear Arms Race in the Middle East, p. xii

Vanunu’s defence is based on the danger that a future war in the Middle East may begin with conventional weapons, escalate to a local nuclear war in which Israeli nuclear weapons, for example, are used, and then develop into an all-out nuclear war between the superpowers. A glimpse of this possibility can be had from events in the 1973 Yom Kippur war in which Israel is believed to have deployed nuclear weapons, and the Soviet Union is understood to have sent nuclear weapons to Egypt, and probably Syria, for SCUD surface-to-surface missiles, and both superpowers put their nuclear forces on alert. The USA and the USSR are inevitably involved in wars in the Middle East because they supply the bulk of the weapons used in these conflicts. Modern warfare uses weapons, particularly missiles, at a great rate, as was shown dramatically in the 1973 war. Within a few days, both sides ran short of weapons and were saved from defeat only by deliveries of Soviet and US arms in massive airlifts. The arms supplier thus becomes the guarantor of his client’s survival. Neither superpower will readily allow a client to be defeated in war; to do so would be to lose much of its credibility as an ally. If the USA, for example, stood by while Israel was destroyed by the Arab countries, it would no longer be a credible partner in NATO. If the superpowers are committed to opposite sides in a Middle East war, the potential for escalation right up to a strategic nuclear war is obvious.
Causes global nuclear war

Houston Space Society, 1997, “Extinction by Madness,” http://www.houstonspacesociety.org/mad.html

A nuclear attack initiated by any party may well escalate out of control. It is widely accepted that Israel has nuclear weapons. If Iraq or any other nation delivers a nuclear warhead to target on an Israeli city, the response is likely to be immediate nuclear retaliation. If the warhead is delivered not by missile but by terrorist activity, there is still some possibility of nuclear retaliation. How the various nuclear powers of the world respond to a small scale nuclear war in the Middle East is certainly an interesting subject for analysis. The possibility of such a small scale conflagration escalating into global thermonuclear war seems very real.
A2: Politics

Withdrawal inevitable now – non unique the link – whitlock evidence.
WON’T PASS – NMD, MIDTERMS. 

ISA INTEL 6-7-10. [“Russia Submits START to Legislature” -- http://www.isaintel.com/?p=437]

BACKGROUND: The first START treaty was in force from December 1994 to December 2009. It called for no more than 1,600 strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (SNDVs) per side, and no more than 6,000 warheads per side. Its main point was to reduce strategic arms and ensure a transparent verification system in order to help stabilize US-Russian relations. A follow-on treaty has hit snags, with Russia arguing that it should restrict missile defense, and the US arguing that missile defense is not related to START’s strategic reduction strategy.  BOTTOM LINE: Medvedev’s call for the Duma to approve the new START pact at the same time the US Senate does so is significant, and raises questions regarding the passage of the disarmament treaty.  Russia here is carefully watching how the US will handle the issue before committing itself. US President Barack Obama is running out of time to secure the pact’s passage through the Senate ahead of partial Congressional elections on 2 November. Indeed, there is a festering political battle raging over the treaty in Washington, and it threatens to halt progress on US ratification of the CTBT. 
Logical policy maker can do the plan and pass START.  The disad is not a logical reason to reject the plan.
NO RISK OF BACKLASH FROM SUPPORTING WITHDRAWAL. 

BEINART 8. [Peter, senior fellow @ Council on Foreign Relations, “Beinart Gets It, Many Left Blogs Don't” TalkLeft of the Politics of Crime July 6 – lexis]

When Democrats worry about the backlash that awaits Barack Obama if he defends civil liberties, or endorses withdrawal from Iraq, or proposes unconditional negotiations with Iran, they are seeing ghosts. Fundamentally, the politics of foreign policy have changed. . . . Because Americans are less afraid and because Republicans have abandoned the foreign policy center, Democrats need not worry that Obama will suffer the fate of George McGovern, Jimmy Carter, Walter Mondale or John Kerry. He won't lose because he looks weak.
Withdrawal key to political capital – every second we waste in Iraq is politically damaging.  That’s Jarrar
WITHDRAWAL  IS BIPART. 

STEINHAUSER 9. [June 30 -- Paul, CNN Deputy Political Director, “CNN Poll: Americans overwhelming support moving US combat troops out of Iraqi cities” CNN Online]

A new national poll suggests that nearly three-quarters of all Americans support the plan to withdraw most U.S. combat troops from Iraqi cities and towns, even though most believe that the troop movements will lead to an increase in violence in that country.  The CNN/Opinion Research Corporation poll released on Tuesday morning comes on the same day as the long-anticipated deadline for American troops to pull out of Iraqi towns and cities. The U.S. military has been gradually moving its combat troops out of Iraq's population centers for months to meet the deadline agreed by Washington and Baghdad. Since January the Americans have handed over or shut down more than 150 bases across the country, leaving U.S. troops in a little over 300 locations in Iraq that will gradually be handed over to Iraqi control. The Iraqi government describes Tuesday's pullout as National Sovereignty Day."  Seventy-three percent of Americans questioned in the poll favor the withdrawal of US combat troops from Iraqi cities and towns, with 26 percent opposed.  "This plan has widespread bipartisan support," says CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. "Seventy two percent of Democrats and 74 percent of Republicans favor this move."  The poll indicates that 52 percent think the level of violence in Iraqi cities will increase after U.S. troops withdraw, with 32 percent saying things will remain the same and 15 percent feeling that the level of violence will decrease. If violence does increase, the poll suggests Americans are quite clear about how to respond.  "Nearly two-thirds say that the U.S. should not send combat troops back into Iraqi population centers even if there is a significant increase in the number of violence attacks." Holland notes. "Americans seem to believe that once the Iraqis are in charge, it's up to them to solve any future problems."  The overall war in Iraq remains unpopular, with only about a third the public supporting the U.S. war in that country. 
POPULARITY KEY TO OBAMA’S AGENDA.

Silver 8 (Nate, Political Analyst published in the Guardian, the New Republic and CNN, and cited by the New York Times, “Who Are the Swing Senators?” December 4, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2008/12/who-are-swing-senators.html)
In practice, there will be a group of four or five senators in each party who line up just to either side of the 60-seat threshold and will find that they're suddenly very much in demand. If Obama's approval ratings are strong, he should have little trouble whipping the couple of Republican votes he needs into shape, and should clear 60 comfortably on key issues. But, if Obama proves to be unpopular, there remain enough conservative, red-state Democratic senators to deny him a simple majority on key issues, much less 60 votes.
A2: Politics

Fiat solves the link – in order for the plan to pass, over half of congress has to approve it, preventing backlash against START.
Democrats strongly oppose the strike force.

Jeremy Scahill, independent journalist and Puffin Writing Fellow at The Nation Institute, 2-28-09, Obama's Iraq: All Troops Out By 2011? Not So Fast, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/jeremy-scahill/obamas-iraq-all-troops-ou_b_170765.html
Earlier in the week, when details of Obama's official Iraq plan began to emerge, expressions of surprise poured from the offices of the congressional Democratic leadership over his intention to keep a force of 35,000 to 50,000 troops in the country beyond 2010.  "When they talk about 50,000, that's a little higher number than I anticipated," said Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev. House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, D-Calif., was "particularly upset" according to the New York Times and did not understand "the justification." Sen. Chuck Schumer, D-N.Y., exclaimed, "Fifty thousand is more than I would have thought." 

Democratic unity key to the agenda.

Gerstein 8 (Dan, political communications consultant and commentator based in New York, founder and president of Gotham Ghostwriter, formerly served as communications director to Sen. Joe Lieberman, Forbes, December 3, http://www.forbes.com/opinions/2008/12/02/obama-defense-appointments-oped-cx_dg_1203gerstein.html)

Here, we can anticipate one of the trickiest tests of Obama's presidency. While he tries to govern from the pragmatic center on national security, he must manage the high expectations and inevitable disappointments of his strongest supporters. His liberal activist base may be relatively small, but its members can be extremely distracting and often destructive. Witness the successful campaign the left-wing blogosphere waged to derail the nomination of John Brennan, who had been considered the leading candidate for Obama's CIA director. That squabble took place off-stage and was totally overshadowed by Clinton's appointment. But Obama won't have that luxury once he's in office. The commentariat will be closely watching and inflating every intra-party fight, the most potent catnip for pundits. At a minimum, these spats could suck up precious time and political capital as Obama works to defuse them. At worst, they could inflame the latent divisions in Congress and sidetrack key elements of Obama's agenda.
Fiat takes out the link – we should assume that the plan is in place so we can discuss the costs and benefits of the plan, rather than being concerned with implementation. 
WINNERS WIN. 

Singer 9 (Jonathan -- senior writer and editor for MyDD. Singer is perhaps best known for his various interviews with prominent politicians. His interviews have included John Kerry, Walter Mondale, Bob Dole, Michael Dukakis, and George McGovern, Barack Obama, John Edwards, and Tom Vilsack. He has also also interviewed dozens of senatorial, congressional and gubernatorial candidates all around the country. In his writing, Singer primarily covers all aspects of campaigns and elections, from polling and fundraising to opposition research and insider rumors. He has been quoted or cited in this capacity by Newsweek, The New York Times, USA Today, The Politico, and others.  My Direct Democracy, 3-3-09, http://www.mydd.com/story/2009/3/3/191825/0428)
From the latest NBC News-Wall Street Journal survey: Despite the country's struggling economy and vocal opposition to some of his policies, President Obama's favorability rating is at an all-time high. Two-thirds feel hopeful about his leadership and six in 10 approve of the job he's doing in the White House. "What is amazing here is how much political capital Obama has spent in the first six weeks," said Democratic pollster Peter D. Hart, who conducted this survey with Republican pollster Bill McInturff. "And against that, he stands at the end of this six weeks with as much or more capital in the bank." Peter Hart gets at a key point. Some believe that political capital is finite, that it can be used up. To an extent that's true. But it's important to note, too, that political capital can be regenerated -- and, specifically, that when a President expends a great deal of capital on a measure that was difficult to enact and then succeeds, he can build up more capital. Indeed, that appears to be what is happening with Barack Obama, who went to the mat to pass the stimulus package out of the gate, got it passed despite near-unanimous opposition of the Republicans on Capitol Hill, and is being rewarded by the American public as a result. Take a look at the numbers. President Obama now has a 68 percent favorable rating in the NBC-WSJ poll, his highest ever showing in the survey. Nearly half of those surveyed (47 percent) view him very positively. Obama's Democratic Party earns a respectable 49 percent favorable rating. The Republican Party, however, is in the toilet, with its worst ever showing in the history of the NBC-WSJ poll, 26 percent favorable. On the question of blame for the partisanship in Washington, 56 percent place the onus on the Bush administration and another 41 percent place it on Congressional Republicans. Yet just 24 percent blame Congressional Democrats, and a mere 11 percent blame the Obama administration. So at this point, with President Obama seemingly benefiting from his ambitious actions and the Republicans sinking further and further as a result of their knee-jerked opposition to that agenda, there appears to be no reason not to push forward on anything from universal healthcare to energy reform to ending the war in Iraq.
A2: Politics
No spillover between issues

George C. Edwards, Distinguished Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M, former Director of the Center for Presidential Studies, 2003, Riding High in the Polls: George W. Bush and Public Opinion, http://www-polisci.tamu.edu/MyDocuments/web/Edwards/Papers%20PDF/work_papers/SP01LegislativeImpact.pdf
One of the perennial questions about presidential-congressional relations is the impact of the president’s public approval on the support he received in Congress. Did George W. Bush’s extraordinarily high approval ratings following the terrorist attacks provide him a significant political resources in his attempts to obtain congressional support for his policies? Did the patriotic response to the attacks help him to mobilize the public on behalf of his programs? Bush certainly seemed aware of the potential advantages of public support – as well as its ephemeral nature. As the president put it, “It is important to move as quickly as you can in order to spend whatever capital you have as quickly as possible.”43 Where the public supported his policies – on fighting the war on terrorism abroad, on investigating and prosecuting terrorism at home, and in reorganizing the government to enhance domestic security – the president ultimately won most of what he sought. Even on security issues, however, the going was not always easy. He lost on the issue of privatizing airport security workers, although Congress considered the bill in the immediate aftermath of the September 11 attacks. The president also faced a protracted battle over the new Department of Homeland Security when his proposal for additional flexibility in personnel policy in the department infuriated labor unions, a core Democratic constituency. Passing legislation was even more difficult on the divisive domestic issues that remained on Congress’s agenda, including health care, environmental protection, energy, the economy, the faith-based initiative, corporate malfeasance, judicial nominees, and taxes. The politics of the war on terrorism did notfundamentally alter the consideration of these issues, which continued to divide the public and their representatives in Congress as they had before. The inevitable differences between the parties emerged predictably, exacerbated by the narrow majorities in each chamber and the jockeying for advantage in the midterm elections. Bipartisanship in one arena (the war on terrorism) does not necessarily carry over in another. As the parties in Congress have become more homogeneous over time and as the number of competitive seats has shrunk, especially in the House, the differences between the parties have increased. The opposition party is not very fertile ground for presidents on most issues – even during wartime. Thus, the president failed to obtain many of his priority items in 2002, including making the 2001 tax cuts permanent and passing his fiscal stimulus program, a robust faith-based initiative, and drilling rights in the Artic National Wildlife Reserve. No progress was made on partially privatizing Social Security, banning cloning and certain kinds of abortion, and passing private-school tax credits, and the president experienced plenty of frustration on obtaining confirmation of his judicial appointees. He also had to sign a farm bill that was much more costly than he wanted. In December 2001, the president concluded quiet negotiations with the Democrats led by Senator Edward Kennedy and signed a bill on education reform. The president was able to claim a victory on one of his priority issues, even though he had to give up many of the most controversial elements of his original proposal. It is significant that to accomplish even this much, the president chose to stay private rather than go public. The modest impact of Bush’s approval is not surprising. The president’s public support must compete for influence with other, more stable factors that affect voting in Congress, including ideology, party, personal views and commitments on specific policies, and constituency interests. Although constituency interests may seem to overlap with presidential approval, they should be viewed as distinct. It is quite possible for constituents to approve of the president but oppose him on particular policies, and it is opinions on these policies that will ring most loudly in congressional ears. Members of Congress are unlikely to vote against the clear interests of their constituents or the firm tenets of their ideology solely in deference to a widely supported chief executive.44

A2: Accidents

START increases the risk of accidents – transportation

Dr. David A. Cooper is a Senior Research Fellow in the Center for the Study of Weapons of Mass Destruction at the National Defense University and a former Director of Strategic Arms Control Policy at the Department of Defense., July 30, 2009, “Aligning disarmament to nuclear dangers: off to a hasty START?;,” lexis
In theory, further strategic offensive reductions should equate tofewer nuclear weapons to worry about. However, in practice post-START is unlikely to result in any Russian cuts that would not have happened in any case through the continuing attrition of its strategic posture. Moreover, depending on what counting rules apply, the reductions considered would not necessarily translate into fewer aggregate warheads; neither START nor the Moscow Treaty currently limits nondeployed warhead stockpiles. Indeed, from a nuclear security perspective, warheads deployed on strategic delivery platforms may be more secure in the near term than those removed (whether permanently or temporarily while awaiting dismantlement) to potentially less secure storage facilities. Moreover, the physical removal itself raises heightened risks because transportation is inherently the most vulnerable link in a nuclear weapon's custody chain. Finally, post-START will not apply to the sources of Russia's greatest nuclear security risks: several thousand nonstrategic nuclear weapons and stockpiles of weapons-grade fissile material.

START REDUCTIONS USELESS – NO RISK OF MISCALC ACCIDENTS. 

Adam B. Lowther is a faculty researcher and defense analyst at the Air Force Research Institute. Boston Globe 3/18 2009, “Learning to love the bomb,” http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2009/03/18/learning_to_love_the_bomb/
First, Presidents George H.W. Bush, Bill Clinton, and George W. Bush were responsible stewards of the nuclear arsenal, bringing the number down from a high of 24,000 to the current 5,400, which will continue to decline to between 2,200 and 1,700 to meet the Strategic Offensive Reduction Treaty requirements. Nuclear-capable bombers were also de-alerted more than a decade ago. Cutting the size of the nuclear arsenal 80 percent is a substantial shift in policy.  Second, terrorists do not threaten the sovereignty of the United States. Even if they carry out a successful attack, America will survive. Russia, however, continues to possess the capability to destroy the nation. Unilateral disarmament will not change that.  Third, conventional capabilities will never effectively substitute for nuclear weapons. Yes, they can destroy the same target. But, they lack the same capacity to generate fear in the heart of an adversary. Fear acts to deter, which is why we possess nuclear weapons.  Fourth, if the United States moves toward disarmament, it will be the only nuclear power to do so. Every other nuclear power is modernizing its nuclear arsenal. Thus, the United States may soon reach a point where it can be held hostage by other states.  Fifth, in the 65-year history of the bomb there has never been an accidental detonation, miscalculation leading to nuclear war, or large-scale nuclear proliferation. History suggests the opposite. Nuclear weapons make those that possess them risk averse, not risk acceptant.  The truth is nuclear weapons remain a fundamental aspect of our national security. Without them, the American people will face greater, not less, danger and adversaries willing to exploit our perceived weakness. Arbitrarily shrinking the nuclear arsenal by an additional 50 percent may not be a wise idea. It certainly deserves careful thought.

START CUTS DON’T SOLVE ACCIDENTS – CURRENT SAFEGUARDS SOLVE. 

Adam Lowther, PhD, is a faculty researcher and defense analyst at the Air Force Research Institute, Maxwell AFB, Alabama, Winter 2009, “The Logic of the Nuclear Arsenal,” Strategic Studies Quarterly, www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2009/Winter/lowther.pdf
The next line in the abolitionist argument focuses on the potential for  accidental detonation, miscalculation leading to a nuclear holocaust, and  proliferation. While it is true that these risks exist, in the 60-year history  of the bomb there has never been an accidental detonation, much less a  nuclear holocaust.  To suggest that these events are inevitable is a historical. Current nuclear  controls separate arming codes from weapons handlers and launch officers  until a presidential decision is made and require multiple levels of verifica­  tion before a weapon can be armed and released. The high level of security  that currently exists would be heightened even more if the United States  were to continue development of the RRW, which modernizers have ad­  vocated for a number of years. This is also true of current modernization  efforts in Russia and China.31  Additionally, American and Russian ICBMs have been detargeted,  demonstrating a reduction in the level of tension between the two nations.32  Thus, it is accurate to say that American ICBMs no longer sit on “launch  on warning” status.33 Most important, the notion that ICBMs sit on a  “hair trigger” alert is not correct and never was. Thus, from a technical perspective, the probability of rapid cataclysmic miscalculation leading to  a nuclear holocaust is highly improbable.  With more than 60 years of experience with nuclear weapons, there is  also a low probability of political miscalculation. Neither the president of  the United States nor his counterpart in Moscow has ever “miscalculated”  and launched a nuclear weapon. Rather than expecting miscalculation,  a better approach may be to assist other nuclear powers in developing  the sound practices that have led to six decades of American and Russian  restraint.
A2: Prolif

US Cuts don’t spill over- only increases prolif

The New Deterrent Working Group Et Al 09 (HONORABLE HENRY F. COOPER 

Former Director of the Defense Strategic Initiative (SDI);  Former U.S. Representative to the Defense and Space Talks ,HONORABLE PAULA DESUTTER Former Assistant Secretary of State – Bureau of Verification,  Compliance and Implementation ,FRANK J. GAFFNEY, JR.,Former Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Policy (Acting) , PETER HUESSY President, GeoStrategic Analysis, Inc. , HONORABLE SVEN F. KRAEMER Former Director of Arms Control, National Security Council, 1981-1987 , ADMIRAL JAMES “ACE” LYONS, JR., U.S. NAVY (RET.) Former Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet, VICE ADMIRAL ROBERT MONROE, U.S. NAVY (RET.) Former Director, Defense Nuclear Agency; Former Director of Navy Research,  Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E) ,DR. ROBERT L. PFALTZGRAFF, JR. Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies, The Fletcher School,  Tufts University; Founder and President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

  We have already seen evidence that cuts in the  American nuclear arsenal do not translate into   lessened proliferation of nuclear weapons around   the world.  U.S. warhead levels have been   dramatically reduced – from 12,000 deployed   weapons in 1981 to roughly 2,200 in 2009.  Yet,   concerns about nuclear proliferation are, if   anything, more acute than they were at the time of   the signing of the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty   (NPT).    This disconnect has been particularly evident   in the past decade.  According to Thomas P.   D’Agostino, the Administrator of the National   Nuclear Security Administration: “As of the end   of 2007, the total [U.S.] stockpile was almost 50   percent below what it was at the start of this   millennium... On December 18, 2007, a decision   was announced to further reduce the nuclear   weapons stockpile by another fifteen percent by   2012.  This means the U.S. nuclear stockpile will   be less than one-quarter of its size at the end of the   Cold War—the smallest stockpile in more than 50   years.” Nonetheless, more countries now have nuclear   arsenals than ever, and still more are poised to  acquire them.  Although Libya and Iraq are no   longer pursuing nuclear arsenals, North Korea has   a small stockpile of such weapons, Iran is striving   to develop them, and the situation in Pakistan is   unstable.  Given the nature of the latter regimes, it   strains credulity to argue that a robust American   nuclear deterrent has been the driving force behind   their nuclear buildups. The trends suggest, to the   contrary, that an American deterrent posture   perceived as inadequate translates into greater   proliferation than does a strong one.    As the Strategic Posture Commission pointed   out in its final report issued in May, 2009, as U.S.  nuclear forces have declined in number and   quality over the past decade, Russia has made   numerous nuclear threats against our allies.  These   direct threats have been made from the level of   senior generals all the way up to that of the   Russian president, and they have continued   despite high-level protests from the Bush   administration.  In addition to the numerous   threats of direct targeting, Russia has also used the   forward deployment of nuclear missiles,   provocative “combat patrols” by its long-range   bombers and an aggressive nuclear build-up as   instruments of foreign policy.  Russia has also   announced the lowest nuclear weapons-use   threshold in the world.    Meantime, China, while officially professing a   doctrine of “no first use”, is modernizing and   expanding its nuclear forces.  Nuclear threats have   also been periodically made by senior Chinese   generals.  
NEGATIVE. 

Philippines News Agency 2/1010, “U.S. Senate Republicans could use START to derail Obama's disarmament agenda, says arms expert,” lexis
WHAT'S AT STAKE  As the START talks drag on, some experts have expressed concern that it could make it harder for the U.S. to convince the rest of the world to strengthen the NPT at the upcoming review conference in May.  "A failure to get a START agreement would be a very serious blow to any idea that there is a credible commitment to zero nuclear weapons," former U.S. Ambassador to Russia James Collins told Agence France-Presse.  But besides gaining political leverage, says Graham, the U.S.'s success with Russia over an arms control deal will not directly affect the international nuclear disarmament agenda.  "I hope I don't sound overly negative but I don't think this phase of START will have much effect on the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)," he said. "It's a modest reduction and it really doesn't get at the real NPT issues, which is partly the test ban and really low levels of nuclear weapons down into the hundreds."  What would be groundbreaking is if the U.S. ratified the CTBT, which rests on the agreement that non-nuclear states will not pursue atomic weapons as long as nuclear states halt testing their own.  "It is the principle quid for the quo," said Graham. "I think we're running out of time in terms of having a strong NPT and there's nothing more important than that for us." (PNA/Xinhua)

Reudcing nuclear weapons doesn't solve proliferation

Hussey 09 (Peter Hussey, May 29, 2009, Nuclear Deterrence in the 21st Century - Important Questions Need AnsweringSenior Defense Associate of the National Defense University Association and President of GeoStratic Analysis, http://www.aim.org/guest-column/nuclear-deterrence-in-the-21st-century-important-questions-need-answering/)
First, he said, let's review the basics. Most importantly, there is no regime which can be created to verify with high confidence the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. And even should the United States eliminate all its weapons, nuclear weapons elsewhere would continue to exist. And just as important, the knowledge of how to build nuclear weapons would continue to exist as well.  Second, outlaw or rogue states will continue to want nuclear weapons to pursue their hegemonic and totalitarian goals. They will do so not because they want to match the U.S. nuclear capabilities but because they know our overwhelming conventional capability can prevent or deter their plans for aggression.  Third, other major powers will continue to make themselves our adversaries and they will keep their nuclear weapons. Our allies will also look to us to provide a nuclear umbrella and if we do not do so, many of them will seek to build their own nuclear weapons.
A2: Terrorism

DOESN’T SOLVE TERRORISM - START DOESN’T IMPROVE GLOBAL NUCLEAR SECURITY

Dr. David A. Cooper is a Senior Research Fellow in the Center for the Study of Weapons of Mass Destruction at the National Defense University and a former Director of Strategic Arms Control Policy at the Department of Defense., July 30, 2009, “Aligning disarmament to nuclear dangers: off to a hasty START?;,” lexis
Finally, loose nuke dangers extend well beyond Russia and its neighbors, as recent events in Pakistan aptly illustrate. But post-START will not address this dimension of the problem even indirectly. It would not even offer a useful template for others to emulate, since theglobal solution lies not in Cold War-era verification archetypes, but rather in expanding the cooperative threat reduction model and in improving national capacities and multinational collaboration in law enforcement, border security, and maritime and air interdiction. (28) Nor do the negotiations offer a potential lever with which to pry better Russian cooperation since Moscow is already foursquare behind such efforts, as exemplified by its co-leading the U.S.-sponsored GlobalInitiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism. On balance, then, post-STARToffers little, if any, remediation for nuclear security dangers.
REDUCTIONS IN NUCLEAR WEAPONS WON’T STOP NUCLEAR TERROR

Adam Lowther, PhD, is a faculty researcher and defense analyst at the Air Force Research Institute, Maxwell AFB, Alabama, Winter 2009, “The Logic of the Nuclear Arsenal,” Strategic Studies Quarterly, www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2009/Winter/lowther.pdf

The second argument made by abolitionists suggests that “In today’s  war waged on world order by terrorists, nuclear weapons are the ultimate  means of mass devastation.”14 It is then suggested that the United States  must disarm to encourage the remaining nuclear weapons states to follow  suit—as will those states developing nuclear weapons. With nation-states  disarmed, there will be no place for terrorists to acquire fissile material which  they can use to construct a nuclear bomb for use against the United States.  The logic of this view is problematic for several reasons. First, there is  a lack of evidence to support such an assertion. History does not provide  a wealth of occasions in which analogous efforts led to similar results.  To the contrary, American nuclear disarmament is likely to be viewed by  some countries as American weakness and an opportunity to accomplish  foreign policy objectives absent American interference. The failure of the  1922 Washington Naval Treaty disarmament efforts after World War I  played an important role in the remilitarization of the Axis Powers in the  1930s and left the United States unprepared for World War II.15 Utopian  views of a world without war left the United States open to attack and  played a role in events leading to the outbreak of World War II.  The wave of localized conflicts that followed the end of the Cold War  may be indicative of a world free of nuclear weapons and the restraint they  engender.16 Extended deterrence plays an important role in mitigating  conflict by giving America’s allies the confidence that the United States  is protecting them while also serving as a warning to adversaries. Absent  such an umbrella, stability may decline.    Second, to support the abolitionist position, readers are persuaded that  American conventional capabilities are a substitute for nuclear weapons.  The Bush administration’s “New Triad” was partially built on this view.  This leads to a logical conclusion that conventional and nuclear forces  generate the same strategic effect. But, if this is true, conventional forces  are also a threat to stability and must also be reduced or eliminated. In fact,  there is little reason to believe that the world will be more stable without  nuclear weapons but with an overwhelming US conventional capability.  Because America’s adversaries know they cannot match US conventional  capabilities, nuclear weapons may become an even more attractive option.  Fear of US conventional capabilities is a driving force behind nuclear  weapons programs in North Korea and Iran, not the fear of America’snuclear arsenal.17
A2: US-Russia relations

Alt cause- missile defense will hurt relations despite START

RIA Novotsi, 2/24 2010, “Russian, U.S. lawmakers split by missile shield in new START pact,” http://en.rian.ru/russia/20100224/157991674.html

Russia's parliament is unlikely to ratify a new strategic arms reduction deal that does not include a link to missile defenses, a senior Russian lawmaker said on Wednesday after U.S. colleagues warned such a link would not get past the Senate. "The issue of interrelationship between a strategic arms reduction treaty and the missile defense system has always been and remains a key issue of Russian-U.S. accords in the spheres of arms control," Konstantin Kosachyov, head of the State Duma committee for international relations, told RIA Novosti. "If the connection between the strategic arms reduction treaty and missile defense is not exhaustively fixed by the sides in preparing the treaty... this would automatically create obstacles for subsequent ratification of the document in the State Duma and create additional difficulties for further advance in cutting strategic offensive weapons," he added. Kosachyov, in Washington for a joint session of U.S. and Russian lawmakers, told reporters on Tuesday that U.S. counterparts said the Senate was unlikely to ratify any document that included a formal linkage between the arms cuts and missile shield. Officials say an agreement between Russia and the United States to replace the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, which expired on December 5 last year, is nearly ready and could be struck in the next two or three weeks. The Russian and U.S. presidents, Dmitry Medvedev and Barack Obama, made replacing START 1, the cornerstone of post-Cold War arms control, a part of their broader efforts to "reset" bilateral ties strained in recent years. Russia, which views U.S. plans to deploy elements of its missile defense system in Europe as a direct threat to its security, has said further cuts in offensive nuclear weapons would not be practical if the sides did not put limits on nuclear defense projects, which could create an atmosphere of distrust. Washington says the missile shield is needed to guard against potential Iranian strikes and would pose no threat to Russia, but in a clear move to ease Moscow's concerns, Obama last year scrapped plans to deploy interceptor missiles in Poland and a radar in the Czech Republic. Earlier this year, however, Romania and Bulgaria said they were in talks with Obama's administration on deploying elements of the U.S. missile shield on their territories from 2015. Despite his warnings of obstacles in getting any treaty through the Russian parliament, Kosachyov hinted that the concerns of the U.S. Senate meant the linkage between arms cuts and missile defense was unlikely to be included in the new pact.
EVEN WITH START RELATIONS WILL BE LOW

Peter Brookes  Senior Fellow, National Security Affairs and Chung Ju-Yung Fellow for Policy Studies, Asian Studies Center, 1/25 2010, “O's Year of Foreign-Policy Fumbles,” http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed012510f.cfm

Russia: Washington-Moscow ties are increasingly cold, despite White House affections. Sensing weakness, Russia is now holding America's European, anti-Iran missile-defense system hostage to strategic-arms-control reduction talks -- an Obama priority.  Worse, Washington cuddles with Moscow despite Russia's occupation of Georgia's South Ossetia and Abkhazia; we've even put Georgia's (and Ukraine's) NATO membership on ice to appease the Bear.  Obama's Russia policy has left other former Soviet states nervous, too. Skipping ceremonies on the 20th anniversary of the Berlin Wall's fall only bolstered the sense of indifference New Europe now feels from the New World.
5 ALT CAUSES TO LOW RELATIONS

Cohen 6/25/09 (Ariel, Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, “The U.S. Agenda for the Obama-Medvedev Summit,”)

Over the last few years, Moscow has crystallized a policy of negativity toward the U.S., which includes the following five planks: No to NATO enlargement that includes Georgia and Ukraine; No to U.S. missile defense in Europe; No to a robust joint policy designed to halt the Iranian nuclear arms and ballistic missiles program; No to the current security architecture in Europe; and No to the U.S. dollar as reserve currency and the current global economic architecture (Western-dominated International Monetary Fund and World Bank). Moscow's complaints have included allegations that the United States is interfering in Russia's internal affairs by promoting democracy, human rights, and the rule of law; supporting NGOs; and generally being "preachy," didactic, and heavy handed.

Relations resilient 

DesMoines Register 8/26/09 (“Renew the focus on relations of U.S., Russia,”)

In recent years, U.S.-Russia relations have again taken a turn for the worse. Both nations have routinely portrayed the other in negative terms. Mutual distrust and suspicions have grown over many political, defense and economic issues. We have returned to describing each other in stereotypes.  The 50th anniversary of Khrushchev's visit is an excellent opportunity to focus again on the importance of better U.S.-Russia relations, honest dialogue and shared need to tackle nuclear and other global challenges. As President Barack Obama said in Moscow in early July, "But I believe that on the fundamental issues that will shape this century, Americans and Russians share common interests that form a basis for cooperation."
Ext: Non Unique
NMD DEALBREAKER. 

HEINRICHS 6-17-10. [Rebeccah, adjunct fellow @ Foundation for Defense of Democracies, former military legislative assistant for House Armed Services Committee member Franks, “Hearing on what START treaty means for missile defense” The Hill]

Yesterday’s hearing did nothing to dispel the concerns of Senators who see restrictions on missile defense as a deal breaker for ratifying the New START Treaty. Interestingly, several Senators, including Jim DeMint (R-SC) and John Thune (R-SD), have asked to see the negotiation records related to the agreement. They’re on to something.
GOP OPPOSITION NOW. 

DEFENSE AND SECURITY 6-18-10. [“No Secret Deals” -- lexis]

"The treaty allows for unilateral withdrawal from it. We will certainly invoke this clause if it is deemed necessary - the way the United States withdrew from the ABM Treaty in George W. Bush's days," said Victor Kremenyuk, Assistant Director of the Institute of the U.S.A. and Canada. The American Administration submitted the START treaty to the Senate on May 13. John Kerry, Chairman of the Senate's Foreign Relations Committee, counts on committee voting before the August vacation which will leave ample time for its ratification by the end of the year. "The Republicans are doing what they can to circumvent ratification. The Administration and the military keep them under pressure because they need seven Republican votes. Matter of fact, some Republican senators promised to vote for the treaty already. There are, however, no guarantees that the White House will poll the necessary number of votes," said Kremenyuk.

Ext: PC Irrelevant
POLITICAL CAPITAL IS IRRELEVANT -- EMPIRICALLY PROVEN. 

Bond & Fleisher 96. [Jon R. and Richard, professor in Political Science - Texas A&M and Professor in Political Science. Fordham - 1996. "The President in Legislation”]

In sum, the evidence presented in this chapter provides little support for the theory that the president's perceived leadership, skills are associated with success on roll call votes in Congress. Presidents reputed as highly skilled do not win consistently more often than should be expected. Even the effects of the partisan balanced Congress, the president's popularity, and, the cycle of decreasing influence over the course of his term. Presidents reputed as unskilled do not win consistently less often relative to. More​over, skilled presidents do not win significantly more often than unskilled presidents on either important votes or close votes, in which skills have the greatest potential to affect the outcome.    Because of the difficulty of establishing a definitive test of the skills theory, some may argue that it is premature to reject this explanation of presidential success based on the tests reported in this chapter. It might be argued that these findings by themselves do not deny that leadership skill is an important component of presidential-congressional relations. Failure to find systematic effects in general does not necessarily refute the anecdotes and case studies demonstrating the importance of skills.

PRESIDENTIAL CAPITAL ISN’T SIGNIFICANT – PARTY SUPPORT AND DIVISIONS ARE KEY

Bond & Fleisher 96. [Jon R. and Richard, professor in Political Science - Texas A&M and Professor in Political Science. Fordham - 1996. "The President in Legislation”]

Neustadt is correct that weak political parties in American politics do not bridge the gap created by the constitutional separation of powers. We would add: neither does skilled presidential leadership or popularity with the public. In fact, the forces that Neustadt stressed as the antidote for weak parties are even less successful in linking the president and Congress than are weak parties. Our findings indicate that members of Congress provide levels of support for the President that are generally consistent with their partisan and ideological predispositions. Because party and ideology are relatively stable, facing a Congress made up of more members predisposed to support the president does increase the likelihood of success on the floor. There is, however, considerable variation in the behavior of the party factions. As expected, cross-pressured members are typically divided, and when they unify, they unify against about as often as they unify for the president. Even members of the party bases who have reinforcing partisan and ideological predispositions frequently fail to unify for or against the president's position. Our analysis of party and committee leaders in Congress reveals that support from congressional leaders is associated with unity of the party factions. The party bases are likely to unify only if the party and committee leader of a party take the same position. But party and committee leaders within each party take opposing stands on a significant proportion of presidential roll calls. Because members of the party factions and their leaders frequently fail to unify around a party position, there is considerable uncertainty surrounding the outcome of presidential roll calls.

CAPITAL DOESN’T GUARANTEE AGENDA PASSAGE. 

LEE 5 [Andrew, The Rose Institute of State & Local Government – Claremont McKenna College – Presented at the Georgia Political Science Association 2005 Conference “Invest or Spend?:Political capital and Statements of Administration Policy in the First Term of the George W. Bush Presidency,” http://a-s.clayton.edu/trachtenberg/2005%20Proceedings%20Lee.pdf]

Political capital is not equal in all policy areas. Commenting on President Clinton’s term, President George W. Bush said, “I felt like he tried to spend capital on issues that he didn't have any capital on at first, like health care” (quoted in Suellentrop 2004). In spending political capital, the president diminishes his political strength by initiating or pushing a policy proposal with no intent on return. A president can spend capital for noble goals such as a balanced budget, the end of Saddam Hussein’s regime, or to veto legislation. The theory of political capital as it relates to SAPs is that presidents are more likely to spend political capital through a presidential veto because they have the power to do so. In times of increased political capital, the relative strength of SAP wording will also increase because the president has greater flexibility to take stands on particular issues. This analysis is a case study of the first Bush term’s adherence to this hypothesis.
Ext: Winners Win

VICTORIES INCREASE CAPITAL.

Lee 5 (Andrew, Claremont McKenna College, “Invest or Spend? Political Capital and Statements of Administration Policy in the First Term of the George W. Bush Presidency,” Georgia Political Science Association Conference Proceedings, http://a-s.clayton.edu/trachtenberg/2005%20Proceedings%20Lee.pdf)
To accrue political capital, the president may support a particular lawmaker’s legislation by issuing an SAP urging support, thereby giving that legislator more pull in the Congress and at home. The president may also receive capital from Congress by winning larger legislative majorities. For example, the president’s successful efforts at increasing Republican representation in the Senate and House would constitute an increase in political capital. The president may also receive political capital from increased job favorability numbers, following through with purported policy agendas, and defeating opposing party leaders (Lindberg 2004). Because political capital diminishes, a president can invest in policy and legislative victories to maintain or increase it. For example, President George W. Bush invests his political capital in tax cuts which he hopes will yield returns to the economy and his favorability numbers. By investing political capital, the president assumes a return on investment.

WINNERS WIN ON CONTROVERSIAL POLICIES.

Ornstein 1 (Norman, American Enterprise Institute, “How is Bush Governing?” May 15, http://www.aei.org/events/filter.,eventID.281/transcript.asp)
The best plan is to pick two significant priorities, things that can move relatively quickly. And in an ideal world, one of them is going to be a little bit tough, where it's a battle, where you've got to fight, but then your victory is all the sweeter. The other matters but you can sweep through fairly quickly with a broad base of support and show that you're a winner and can accomplish something. Bush did just that, picking one, education, where there was a fairly strong chance. Something he campaigned on, people care about, and a pretty strong chance that he could get a bill through with 80, 85 percent support of both houses of Congress and both parties. And the other that he picked, and there were other choices, but he picked the tax cuts. What flows from that as well is, use every bit of political capital you have to achieve early victories that will both establish you as a winner, because the key to political power is not the formal power that you have. Your ability to coerce people to do what they otherwise would not do. Presidents don't have a lot of that formal power. It's as much psychological as it is real. If you're a winner and people think you're a winner, and that issues come up and they’re tough but somehow you're going to prevail, they will act in anticipation of that. Winners win. If it looks like you can't get things done, then you have a steeply higher hill to climb with what follows. And as you use your political capital, you have to recognize that for presidents, political capital is a perishable quality, that it evaporates if it isn't used. That's a lesson, by the way, George W. Bush learned firsthand from his father. That if you use it and you succeed, it's a gamble, to be sure, you'll get it back with a very healthy premium.
Ext: Bipart Key

POPULARITY KEY – KEY TO DEMOCRATIC VOTES IN CONGRESS.

Friedman 8 (George, Founder of Stratfor, “Obama: First Moves,” November 24, http://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20081124_obama_first_moves)
Presidents are not as powerful as they are often imagined to be. Apart from institutional constraints, presidents must constantly deal with public opinion. Congress is watching the polls, as all of the representatives and a third of the senators will be running for re-election in two years. No matter how many Democrats are in Congress, their first loyalty is to their own careers, and collapsing public opinion polls for a Democratic president can destroy them. Knowing this, they have a strong incentive to oppose an unpopular president — even one from their own party — or they might be replaced with others who will oppose him. If Obama wants to be powerful, he must keep Congress on his side, and that means he must keep his numbers up. He is undoubtedly getting the honeymoon bounce now. He needs to hold that.

POPULARITY KEY TO OBAMA AGENDA.

Nather 8. [11/9 -- David, CQ Staff Writer, CQ Today Online News, 2008 http://www.cqpolitics.com/wmspage.cfm?docID=news-000002984617&parm1=5&cpage=2)

There is one wild card that could increase Obama’s odds of getting his agenda through Congress: the possibility that he will continue the technologically savvy mass mobilization techniques of his campaign, this time using them to lobby Congress to pass his most ambitious initiatives. As a former community organizer, Obama transferred the lessons from those days into his campaign, using blast e-mails, text messages and other techniques to mobilize supporters at key moments.

POPULARITY KEY. 

McLaughlin and McLaughlin 7 (Curtis P., Professor Emeritus at the Kenan-Flager Business School and School of Public Health at the University of North Carolina Chapel Hill, and Craig D., Executive Director of the Washington State Board of Health, Health Policy Analysis, p.244, Available via Google books)

A president’s ability to push a measure through Congress depends in large part on his or her political capital.  For presidents, political capital primarily comes down to two things—their popularity and their party’s strength in Congress.  For a recently elected president, popularity can be judged by the electoral margin of victory.  For a president well into her or his term, popularity can be assessed by opinion polls.  George W. Bush, for example, took office after losing the popular vote.  He had no claim to a mandate, and his approval rating was an unremarkable 57 percent in February 2001, according to a Gallup poll.  Even though his party was only one vote shy of a majority in the Senate and held a clear majority in the House, he enjoyed little success with Congress in the early days.  His political capital increased after the attacks of September 11, 2001, because his approval rating as a wartime president hit an astounding 90%.  Public approval tanked as dissatisfaction with the war in Iraq grew.  After the 2006 election, he was a lame duck facing Democratic majorities in Congress—his political capital was negligible.   The 1965 passage of Medicaid and Medicare has been attributed to Lyndon Johnson’s phenomenal political capital.  He clearly had a mandate, as he was elected with more than 61% of the popular vote, a feat unsurpassed since.  The first Gallup poll of his term showed an 80% approval rating.  He was a Democrat, and his party had a two-thirds majority in both houses.  This gave him authority to push the agenda that had gotten him elected and a Congress unified enough, despite a North/South split in the Democratic party, to tackle even the most divisive issues.
Ext: Democratic Unity

BASE UNITY IS THE KEY STARTING POINT FOR ENSURING AGENDA PASSAGE

Bond & Fleisher 96. (Jon R. and Richard professor in Political Science - Texas A&M and Professor in Political Science. Fordham - 1996. "The President in Legislation" p.120) 

For majority presidents, unity in the party base is a key ingredient of success. When a majority president's base is unified, the chances of victory approach certainty. If the base is split, the probability of victory drops considerably. And the base is frequently split. In parliamentary systems, partisan control of the legislature virtually assures victories; in the United States, having more members in Congress who are predisposed to support the president is an advantage, but one insufficient to guarantee victories.
A2: CP

Conditionality bad – skews 2ac time and strategy.  There’s no logical limit on conditional fiat, destroying fairness and it obliterates intelligent policy discussion. 

Perm – do both

Phased withdrawal bad – it encourages insurgency and violence – that's our Jarrar evidence.

And delay ensures more violence

Withdrawal is the best method to prevent further instability

Carl Conetta, co-director, Project on Defense Alternatives, former Research Fellow, Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, BRIEFING MEMO, No. 34, July 19, 2005, p. http://www.comw.org/pda/0507bm34.html
Foreign military occupation inadvertently creates a base of popular support for insurgent activity in Iraq. The coercive practices of the occupation and their collateral effects also help feed a cycle of revenge. These circumstances undermine the prospects for stability, reconstruction, and effective democratic governance. This argues for beginning a process of US troop withdrawal, while increasing efforts to build and strengthen indigenous security forces.
Perm – do the CP

Counterplan doesn’t solve – must be out by august 2010 to avoid Iraqi resentment and middle east war.  That’s Reece and Jarrar.

No net benefit – US troops are incapable of influencing the government or military of Iraq.  That’s Kaplan.
PICS Bad – Steals all the affirmative ground and doesn’t provide an adequate test that disproves the affirmative.  Voting issues for fairness and education.

Counterplan links to politics. There’s no political distinction between withdrawing now and withdrawing in a year.
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