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Iraq Stability Improving

Iraq stability improving- death counts decreasing, extremists are being driven away

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

Former Sunni insurgents are signing up to fight al Qaeda, Shiite militias have toned down attacks, commerce is reviving and monthly casualty counts are falling. But the failure of Iraq's leaders to strike power-sharing deals raises questions whether the progress can survive after America begins sending its troops home next year. Nearly a year after the U.S. gambled by pouring troops into Iraq's capital, there is finally cause for hope that the worst of the Iraq war may have passed, even if the endgame takes longer than Americans and Iraqis want. But the political rivalries between Sunnis and Shiites that fueled the conflict remain unresolved. And time may be running out for America to midwife a solution. By July, the United States expects to withdraw all five combat brigades that were rushed to Iraq this year by President Bush to quell a tide of Sunni-Shiite slaughter that threatened to tear apart the country. Also by mid-2008, U.S. and Iraqi officials hope to finish negotiations on a new deal that will shift more power to the Iraqis and probably reduce Washington's ability to influence decisions by Iraq's sectarian-minded leaders. Nevertheless, the security turnaround over the past three months has been startling. In November 2006, at least 2,250 Iraqis civilians, soldiers and police - were killed in political violence. Last month, the death toll was 718. American deaths are down too, plunging from 126 in May to fewer than 40 for both October and November even though 2007 is the deadliest year of the war for U.S. forces.  Thousands of Iraqis who fled the country are now returning. Areas of Baghdad that were ghost towns only a few months ago are reviving. Shoppers stroll the streets with their children - even after dark. "I think next year will be better because the situation is improving every day," said Firas Adel, a Shiite clothing merchant. "More people are returning to their homes and businesses. There is sense of safety and stability, and this will boost the economy."  Defense Secretary Robert Gates, in an early December stop in Iraq, was even able to project a sense of optimism that would have seemed ludicrous at the beginning of the year. "I believe that a secure, stable Iraq is within reach," Gates said. But he added: "We need to be patient." The relative calm in Baghdad, Anbar and other battlefronts is fragile; fighting still rages in key areas not far from the capital. Bombs explode nearly every day in Baghdad, but draw little attention unless they cause multiple casualties.  Furthermore, Shiite and Sunni extremists groups, including al Qaeda in Iraq, have been battered but not destroyed. Al Qaeda fighters forced out of Baghdad are trying to regroup in northern Iraq and in the Euphrates Valley near Haditha to the west. Other armed groups are believed laying low, waiting for the U.S. drawdown to return to the streets. "There are good stories to tell here in terms of returning Iraqis. There are economic developments that are occurring that need to be reported. But I would do it at a measured pace," U.S. military spokesman Rear Adm. Gregory Smith counseled journalists recently. Much of the success is due to President Bush's decision to send nearly 30,000 American reinforcements to Iraq and to changes in tactics by top U.S. commander Gen. David Petraeus.  With the added firepower, U.S. forces drove Sunni militants, including al Qaeda in Iraq, away from their strongholds in Sunni-dominated areas in and around Baghdad. U.S. and Iraqi forces are pressuring extremists in northern and western Iraq to prevent them from regrouping.  The buildup encouraged Sunni tribal leaders to accelerate their revolt against al Qaeda, which began even before the troop surge. Now thousands of Sunnis are signing up to join U.S.-backed defense groups to make sure the extremists cannot return.  On the Shiite side, growing public discontent over criminality and abuses within the ranks of the biggest Shiite militia prompted its leader, anti-U.S. cleric Muqtada al-Sadr, to suspend attacks and purge his Mahdi Army. U.S. officials also say there are signs Iran has slowed or even stopped delivering weapons to Shiite militants, including those who ignored al-Sadr's orders.  "I think the new year will bring better life for Iraqis," said Ali Muhsin, 26, an Education Ministry employee. "If the pressure on al Qaeda and the other terrorist groups will continue, then I expect better days for Iraqis in the near future." But U.S. officials have long insisted that there can be no purely military solution to the Iraq conflict without lasting political agreements among Shiites, Sunnis and Kurds. With little sign of political progress, Washington is increasingly frustrated, fearing that gains achieved at the price of U.S.. and Iraqi lives will be squandered by politicians unable to set aside sectarian bitterness and hatred.  "The security surge has delivered significant results," U.S. Deputy Secretary of State John Negroponte said recently. "Now progress on political reconciliation, including key national legislation as well as economic advances, is needed to consolidate the gains made thus far." 

Alt Causes to Insurgency

Economy, frustration and death of a family by government lead to the rise in insurgency

Jha, Kattel, Carwell 10 (MANOJ K. JHA, BHEEM KATTEL, AND MARCUS CARWELL, professors at Morgan State University, Modeling the Insurgent Activities with a Geographic Information System: A Case Study from Iraq, January 19, 2010 RECENT ADVANCES in CIRCUITS, SYSTEMS, SIGNAL and TELECOMMUNICATIONS, < http://www.wseas.us/e-library/conferences/2010/Harvard/CISST/CISST-38.pdf>)
Economy being one of the main factors for rising insurgency, the current widespread unemployment in Iraq and Afghanistan can have major impact in the recruitment of people for insurgent activities and hence the increase in insurgency. Sociological factors can also be aiding in the rising number of insurgency and can be facilitating it. Relative depravation hypothesis assumes that people get frustrated when the privileges enjoyed by them are taken away or similar others are getting favored advantages. This frustration can help in changing an individual into an insurgent. Similarly, death or disability caused to a family member by the government forces (justifiably or otherwise) can create a feeling of hatred 

Alt Causes to Iraqi Instability

Iraq is slowly gaining stability, however, stability is still fragile- can be destroyed by factional clashes

Gompert et. al 10 (David C. Gompert, former Senior Advisor for National Security and Defense for the Coalition Provisional Authority of Iraq, Terrence K. Kelly, former director of the Joint Strategic Planning and Assessment Office in the U.S. Embassy in Baghdad, Jessica Watkins, BA in Oriental Studies, Security in Iraq A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave, June 20, 2010 (last modified), RAND Corporation, National Defense Research Institute < http://gulf.911investigations.net/IMG/pdf_Security_in_Iraq.pdf>)
U.S. interests in Iraq are better now than they have been since the occupation began in 2003. By every measure, Iraq has become more secure and stable following its paroxysm of violence in 2006–2007. Over the past two years, most Sunni tribes have turned against al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI), the U.S. troop surge has helped curb sectarian killing in Baghdad, Muqtada al-Sadr’s Mahdi Army (Jaish al Mahdi, or JAM) has observed a cease-fire, and Iraqi security forces with U.S. support have suppressed militant Iran-backed Shi’a special groups (SGs). The main political factions—Sunni, Kurd, and Shi’a—have largely, though not irrevocably, eschewed violence in favor of political engagement to pursue their agendas, even cooperating to confront their common concerns, including extremist terror. While the thirst of extremists (e.g., AQI and SGs) for violence against Americans and fellow Iraqis is unquenched, they lack (for now) the physical means, popular support, and foreign backing to re-ignite large-scale factional fighting. If extremists are committed to violence but lack the means, the major factions have ample armed capabilities to plunge Iraq (again) into civil war and even to threaten the survival of the new Iraqi state. 
Kurd-Arab conflicts threatens Iraq stability

Gompert et. al 10 (David C. Gompert, former Senior Advisor for National Security and Defense for the Coalition Provisional Authority of Iraq, Terrence K. Kelly, former director of the Joint Strategic Planning and Assessment Office in the U.S. Embassy in Baghdad, Jessica Watkins, BA in Oriental Studies, Security in Iraq A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave, June 20, 2010 (last modified), RAND Corporation, National Defense Research Institute < http://gulf.911investigations.net/IMG/pdf_Security_in_Iraq.pdf>)

Sunni-Shi’a rapprochement could aggravate Kurdish marginalization from an increasingly Arab-dominated political order and the ISF, making Kurd-Arab conflict more probable. Iraq could thus break along ethnic instead of sectarian lines, with an Arab core determined to exercise control of the Iraqi state—and Arab interests—and the Kurds equally determined to resist. In such combustible conditions, ample opportunities exist for sparks to ignite hostilities, especially with oil wealth at stake. While neither Iraqi Kurds nor Iraqi Arabs may want warfare, both could be swept toward it by events or boxed in by mutual intransigence. Kurd-Arab conflict is the most dangerous of the plausible cases of the break-up of Iraq’s core, and potentially of Iraq. 
Iraq government’s abuse of power threatens Iraq stability

Gompert et. al 10 (David C. Gompert, former Senior Advisor for National Security and Defense for the Coalition Provisional Authority of Iraq, Terrence K. Kelly, former director of the Joint Strategic Planning and Assessment Office in the U.S. Embassy in Baghdad, Jessica Watkins, BA in Oriental Studies, Security in Iraq A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave, June 20, 2010 (last modified), RAND Corporation, National Defense Research Institute < http://gulf.911investigations.net/IMG/pdf_Security_in_Iraq.pdf>)
If confronted with major Kurd or Sunni challenges—the ruling Shi’a groups, especially Maliki’s Da’wa al-Islamiya party, could harden and expand their governing powers, exceed constitutional limits on state authority, and use the instruments of power at their disposal to intimidate or crush opposition—in effect, controlling the political system. While extremist violence or the existence of militias may be used as a pretext, the regime’s chief targets in this scenario would be its main political rivals. Prime Minister Maliki already appears to be trying to extend his power through the placement of reliable allies in the security forces, the creation of parallel security organs and direct lines of authority through executive decree rather than legislation, and the creation of tribal-support councils (TSCs) across the country. While the line separating legitimate and illegitimate use of state power may be fuzzy, there are indicators to gauge whether it is being crossed. An obvious one would be GoI use of the ISF against parties that oppose it non-violently (even if they possess the armed capability to do so violently). Another red flag is the GoI bypassing proper ministerial channels, procedures, and checks and balances for ordering and controlling security operations. While the first sign of abuse of power is not now visible in Iraq, the second one is. Of particular concern are steps taken by the prime minister to exercise direct control over forces and operations, to circumvent cabinet decision-making (as required by the Iraqi constitution), and to create intelligence and commando capabilities outside the Ministries of Defense and Interior, reporting directly to the prime minister.The danger of large-scale violence on the part of Iraq’s main opposition groups could climb rather than fall with GoI abuse of power. While the ISF may eventually become so strong and Shi’a dominated that the Sunnis and Kurds must yield to Shi’a rule, that day is far off, especially with economic constraints on the GoI’s ability to build powerful armed forces and ethno-sectarian tensions within the army leadership. Meanwhile, the United States should firmly oppose authoritarian tendencies, for the sake not only of the U.S. values but also of the U.S. interests for which it has fought hard and sacrificed much in Iraq.

Alt Causes to Iraqi Instability

Economic difficulties threaten Iraq stability

Gompert et. al 10 (David C. Gompert, former Senior Advisor for National Security and Defense for the Coalition Provisional Authority of Iraq, Terrence K. Kelly, former director of the Joint Strategic Planning and Assessment Office in the U.S. Embassy in Baghdad, Jessica Watkins, BA in Oriental Studies, Security in Iraq A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave, June 20, 2010 (last modified), RAND Corporation, National Defense Research Institute < http://gulf.911investigations.net/IMG/pdf_Security_in_Iraq.pdf>)
Iraq’s current economic difficulties could affect these dangers. The decline in the price of oil and resultant weakening of Iraq’s economy could reduce government and private investment, increase unemployment, and constrict funding for security, including enhancement of the ISF. Economic hardship in Iraq could increase the propensity for violence, especially if inequities are severe and competition for money and oil intensifies. At the same time, low revenues could retard GoI acquisition of ISF capabilities that the Kurds would regard as especially threatening
Poverty, violence, and insecurity exacerbates Iraqi instability 

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

Even with political violence subsiding, Iraq’s citizens continue to live in one of the most dangerous places in the world. Millions of Iraqis suffer in varying degrees from food insecurity, lack of medicine, poor water access, and/or the threat of violent crime (ReliefWeb, 2008; World Food Programme, 2008; O’Hanlon and Campbell, 2009). One result has been massive displacement. Over the past four decades, thousands of Iraqis have been displaced because of war or domestic policies. But numbers have grown exponentially since the 2003 Iraq war began, and particularly since 2006. Today, as many as 4.7 million Iraqis have been forced from their homes. Up to 2 million are displaced outside of Iraq, including roughly 1 million in Syria and some 500,000 in Jordan. 1 Approximately 2 million are displaced within Iraq. This crisis surpasses the Palestinian displacements of 1948 and 1967 combined and affects one in seven Iraqis. It also disproportionately affects women and members of female-headed households, which bodes ill for Iraq’s future, given the substantial evidence linking countries’ successful economic development to equal education, opportunity, and economic power between the sexes.2 Displacement patterns in Iraq reflect the balkanization of the country: Minorities in formerly multisectarian areas have either left the country or relocated to parts of Iraq where theirs is the majority group. (Figure 3.1 shows how Sunni and Shia have consolidated within Baghdad between 2006 and mid-2007.) Over two-thirds of the displaced are displaced from Baghdad alone, and many have relocated within that city.3 Of the Iraqi refugee population, more than half are Sunni. Conversely, over half of Iraqis displaced internally are Shia (Barnes, 2009; IOM, 2009a, 2009b). Although displacement rates have slowed as a result of diminished violence, both refugees and internally displaced persons (IDPs)4 face increasing danger of poverty (Fagen, 2007; Barnes, 2009; IOM, 2008, 2009b, 2009c). Thus far, the vast majority of Iraq’s displaced population have avoided camps, but they have not been integrated in host communities. Rather, the displaced, whether living with friends and family, renting housing at reportedly unaffordable rates, or squatting, increasingly find their situations unsustainable. 

Failure of Iraq and its Sunni neighbors to reach a consensus over the Iraqi government and US presence leads to instability

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

Relations between Iraq and its Sunni Arab neighbors remain characterized by limited diplomatic engagement, limited investment and trade, and general reluctance among Sunni Arab governments to embrace the Iraqi government. In much of the Arab world, governments and citizens remain divided on the question of whether the U.S. military presence in Iraq is an ultimately stabilizing or aggravating factor. Most Arab governments fear a general failure of the new Iraqi government and the prospect of chaos that could leave Iraq’s minority Sunni Arab population vulnerable or create opportunities for terrorist elements to prosper. Many Arab citizens oppose the U.S. military presence in Iraq and have applauded U.S. withdrawals, while others continue to view the current Iraqi government as an illegitimate outgrowth of U.S. military occupation. Reconciling these differences of opinion is likely to remain difficult and could complicate efforts to secure the cooperation of Iraq’s Arab neighbors in efforts to consolidate security gains in Iraq and support Iraq’s goals for completing its transition to stability and development. 
No I/L Between Instability and War

No internal link between instability and war- Iraq’s strategy favor cease-fire over warfare

Council on Foreign Relations, 09 [Stephen Biddle, The Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) is an independent, nonpartisan membership organization, think tank, and publisher dedicated to being a resource for its members, government officials, business executives, journalists, educators and students, civic and religious leaders, and other interested citizens in order to help them better understand the world and the foreign policy choices facing the United States and other countries, “REVERSAL IN IRAQ”, May, dgeorge] 

This does not make renewed warfare inevitable or today’s cease-fires a mere breathing spell, however. These cease-fires reflect a fundamental shift in the parties’ interest calculus following Sunni defeat by Shiite militias in 2006 and the U.S. surge of 2007—the combatants stood down because the underlying strategic reality of Iraq changed to make this the superior course, and objective military conditions continue to favor cease-fire over open warfare. This gives Iraq an important chance for sustainable stability. But a chance is not a guarantee, and the decentralized nature of the stand-down creates a danger of catalytic violence even when cease-fire is in the objective interest of most actors. Today’s apparent sectarian calm cannot safely be assumed to be permanent, and policy choices by the U.S. and the government of Iraq could be important in determining whether the risk of renewed sectarian violence is realized. 

NEG -Withdrawal on Time – Inherency 

Obama sticking to withdraw date despite Iraqi elections 
BAKER and NORDLAND 10 (April 29, 2010, Peter and Rod, Rod Nordland is Chief Foreign Correspondent for “Newsweek” magazine, Peter Baker is an American author and newspaper reporter, who is staff writer for both The Washington Post and The New York Times. “Should U.S. change its Iraq script?; 

Obama wants troops out by deadline despite uncertainty over election” online: http://www.lexisnexis.com.turing.library.northwestern.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/)

When President Barack Obama approved a plan to withdraw combat forces from Iraq this summer, it was based on the assumption that a newly elected government would be in place by the time Americans headed home. Fourteen months later, that assumption is exploding, but the plan remains the same. The delay and messy aftermath of the Iraqi election mean it may be months before the next government is formed, even as tens of thousands of American troops pack to leave. Yet Mr. Obama has not had a meeting on Iraq with his full national security team in months, and the White House insists that it has no plans to revisit the withdrawal timetable. The situation presents a test for Mr. Obama's vow to end the war, perhaps the most defining promise he made when he ran for president. While Mr. Obama has proved flexible about other campaign promises and deadlines, his plan to pull out combat forces by August and the remaining 50,000 trainers and advisers by December 2011 has been the most inviolate of policies. By sticking to the deadline, Mr. Obama effectively is abandoning the thesis he adopted on the recommendation of military and civilian advisers in February 2009 that a large U.S. military presence was needed long enough to provide stability during the postelection transition. Instead, the president is now relying on the conclusion that Iraqis are stepping up to the challenges of governing. ''We see no indications now that our planning needs to be adjusted,'' said Ben Rhodes, a deputy national security adviser to Mr. Obama. ''We did anticipate an extended period of government formation,'' and recent Iraqi-led missions that have killed leaders of Al Qaeda in Iraq show ''their growing capacity to provide for security, which of course is critical to ending our combat mission at the end of August.'' While Mr. Obama has not convened a full-scale meeting on Iraq lately, Mr. Rhodes noted that Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr., who manages Iraq policy, does hold such meetings regularly and keeps Mr. Obama informed. For Mr. Obama, shifting the deadline would prove complicated for both logistical and political reasons. As he pulls troops out of Iraq, he has been sending more to Afghanistan, putting pressure on the armed forces. And with his liberal base angry at the Afghan troop buildup, any delay of the Iraq withdrawal could provoke more consternation on the left. But the resistance to revisiting the deadline has drawn concern from former American officials, including some who participated in formulating the Obama policy last year. The original plan anticipated Iraqi elections in December and the formation of a new government at least 60 days afterward. Instead, the elections did not take place until March and produced a near tie between the parties of Prime Minister Nuri Kamal al-Maliki and former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi. And now the two are fighting through the courts and recounts. Ryan C. Crocker, the former American ambassador to Iraq who was appointed by President George W. Bush and later made recommendations to Mr. Obama regarding the drawdown, said the administration should consider extending the August deadline. ''I am a little bit nervous,'' Mr. Crocker, now dean of the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, said in a recent interview. ''The elections were later than expected, and there were very close results between Maliki and Allawi, which suggest it's going to be a very long process.'' Two former officials who worked on Iraq policy in the Obama administration said that after it became clear how late the elections would be, Gen. Ray Odierno, the commander in Iraq, wanted to keep 3,000 to 5,000 combat troops in northern Iraq after the Aug. 31 deadline. But the officials, who spoke on the condition of anonymity because of the delicacy of the matter, said it was clear that the White House did not want any combat units to remain. Brig. Gen. Stephen R. Lanza, a spokesman for General Odierno, said no formal request to the White House had ever been made. General Odierno, as well as his commander, Gen. David H. Petraeus, and the U.S. ambassador to Iraq, Christopher R. Hill, have all said in recent days that they were satisfied with the current timetable. Mr. Allawi, the former prime minister, on Wednesday called for the formation of an impartial, internationally supervised caretaker government to prevent Iraq from sliding into violence and to counter what he said were efforts to change the vote results, The Associated Press reported from Baghdad. His request came after an Iraqi court charged with investigating election complaints disqualified one of his candidates over supposed ties to the Saddam Hussein regime. Election officials confirmed that nine other winning candidates, including seven from his list, were being investigated.
Obama and Biden adamantly stick to timeline – Iraqi progress 
Wilson 10 (May 27, 2010, Scott Wilson,Washington Post Staff Writer, Scott Wilson is a White House correspondent for the Washington Post. Previously, he was the paper's Foreign Editor, “U.S. withdrawal from Iraq will be on time, Vice President Biden says” online: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." White House officials say Iraqis are increasingly relying on politics, rather than violence, to deal with disputes, diminishing the need for U.S. forces. But the situation on the ground demonstrates that Iraq remains fractured. Rival factions have yet to establish a new government, nearly three months after close national elections, and politicians have begun warning of a power vacuum as neighboring Iran works to influence the outcome. Adel Abdul Mahdi, one of Iraq's vice presidents, urged all parties this month to agree quickly on a new leader to head off attempts by "terrorist gangs to use the circumstances in the country to hurt the Iraqi people and the armed forces." Some recent attacks have had sectarian hallmarks that Iraqis fear could revive the divisions within their security forces that existed during the 2006 civil war. Iraq's factions also have yet to resolve such essential long-term issues as how to share oil revenue among regions and how to settle territorial disputes rooted in history. Speaking Saturday at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, N.Y., Obama said that the U.S. commitment to Iraq endures and that, as U.S. troops depart, "a strong American civilian presence will help Iraqis forge political and economic progress." He also reiterated his definition of success: "an Iraq that provides no haven to terrorists; a democratic Iraq that is sovereign and stable and self-reliant." On the day Obama spoke, the number of U.S. troops in Iraq dipped below the number in Afghanistan for the first time since the 2003 invasion of Iraq. Biden, once a leading skeptic of U.S. involvement in Iraq, is now among the country's most ardent cheerleaders. He is seeking to balance Obama's determination to leave Iraq against growing concerns among some conservative critics that the current circumstances make a swift U.S. withdrawal too dangerous. Senior administration officials counter that Iraq's fledgling democracy, now defended by improved domestic security forces, is sturdy enough to solve the country's problems with far fewer U.S. troops on hand. But even some of the administration's supporters say that analysis is grounded more in the rising demands of the war in Afghanistan -- where U.S. troop levels are expected to reach 100,000 by the end of the summer -- than in an impartial assessment of Iraq's progress. The withdrawal plan calls for reducing U.S. troops in Iraq from 92,000 today to 50,000 by the end of August, down from a peak of about 170,000 during 2007. The last U.S. troops are scheduled to exit at the end of 2011. "Leaving Iraq is not only a public relations issue, but a recovery-of-force issue," said John A. Nagl, president of the Center for a New American Security, who served as an Army officer in Iraq and helped write the Army's counterinsurgency field manual. "The Army has not recovered from its surge into Iraq, and now it is surging in Afghanistan, which hasn't turned the corner at all." There are many connections between the two wars," Nagl said, "and the fact we only have one Army is one of them. We just don't have enough Army to do everything we want it to do right now." In a 2006 commentary published in the New York Times, Biden warned that Iraq was heading toward partition along ethnic and sectarian lines because of the Bush administration's "profound strategic misjudgments." He wrote that "President Bush does not have a strategy for victory in Iraq," hoping only to "prevent defeat and pass the problem along to his successor." The problem now sits with Biden, whom Obama made his point man on Iraq soon after taking office. The vice president holds a monthly review session in the situation room modeled after the one Obama runs on Afghanistan. White House aides emphasize that the subject of Iraq comes up frequently in the president and vice president's weekly meetings. But Biden's selection to manage Iraq policy has sent an unintended message to some outside the administration. "It gives the impression of second priority, not only to the people of Iraq but also to the NGOs and the United Nations teams working there," said Stephanie Sanok, a senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies who returned in December from a year in Iraq. "Those people are asking: 'Why don't we get the president at this important moment? Why don't we get the highest-level support?' Vice President Biden is a very powerful man, but he's not the top." As a former longtime chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Biden has a personal history with Iraq's leaders, something he has drawn on to help them work through vexing issues. One senior adviser said Biden "talks to them pol to pol" and has made it clear, when he has needed to, that he has Obama's ear. Last fall, during a deadlock over a new election law that cast parliamentary voting into doubt, Biden visited Baghdad and the Kurdish city of Irbil, hoping to broker an agreement. He fell short. So he turned to Obama, asking the president to call Massoud Barzani, president of Iraq's Kurdish region, with a request to back a political compromise. A day after the 20-minute phone call with Obama, Barzani did just that. "He got them right up to the edge, but not over," said a senior administration official, who spoke on the condition of anonymity to describe the incident. "To Biden, this was all about timing." Biden's 2006 opinion piece, which he co-wrote with Leslie H. Gelb, proposed the creation of "three largely autonomous regions with a viable central government in Baghdad," a federal system he said is precisely the shape of the current arrangement. Yet Biden was forced throughout the 2008 campaign to defend the idea, which his political rivals cast as a call to break up the country. Biden said he feels largely vindicated today. But he acknowledges that Iraq has moved "beyond what I thought at the time" because, he said, the various ethnic and sectarian-based parties all see value in participating in politics. "The glue that holds the country together is oil," Biden said. "There's a lot of oil, the promise of it is real, there's a lot of gas, and it's all over the country. Everyone has figured out that getting a legitimate share of a much bigger pie is a pretty good deal." Biden said he is confident that Iraqi leaders will agree to a government accepted by the electorate before the end of August. Even if the parties are unsuccessful, he said, Iraq's interim government is functioning well. He dismissed the predictions of escalating violence as the same "sky is falling" worries that accompanied the election-law stalemate and other issues that Iraqi leaders have resolved. Biden said Gen. Ray Odierno, the commander in Iraq, has never asked the administration to postpone the overall departure schedule. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates told reporters last Thursday that Odierno "delayed some withdrawals a little bit" after the Iraqi elections were rescheduled to March, but Gates said he has "every expectation we will meet the 50,000 as of the first of September." "I don't see anything that's in the realm of probability -- I guess you could come up with a scenario, but I can't think of any rational one based on what's on the ground -- that would lead us to think we need" more time, Biden said. "And, by the way, 50,000 troops is a lot of troops." Next month, Biden will run a session focusing on the quickening shift of the relationship between the U.S. and Iraqi governments from a mostly military to a mostly civilian one, including stepped-up police training and other programs designed to strengthen the Iraqi state. "We're long-term invested in this working for them, not long-term invested in being able to be characterized as occupiers," Biden said. "This is not draw down and draw out; this is draw down the military, ramp up the civilian intercourse with the Iraqis.”
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Obama sticks with withdrawal date despite negative post election transition

BAKER and NORDLAND 10 (April 29, 2010, Peter and Rod, Rod Nordland is Chief Foreign Correspondent for “Newsweek” magazine, Peter Baker is an American author and newspaper reporter, who is staff writer for both The Washington Post and The New York Times. “Should U.S. change its Iraq script?; 

Obama wants troops out by deadline despite uncertainty over election” online: http://www.lexisnexis.com.turing.library.northwestern.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/)
When President Barack Obama approved a plan to withdraw combat forces from Iraq this summer, it was based on the assumption that a newly elected government would be in place by the time Americans headed home. Fourteen months later, that assumption is exploding, but the plan remains the same. The delay and messy aftermath of the Iraqi election mean it may be months before the next government is formed, even as tens of thousands of American troops pack to leave. Yet Mr. Obama has not had a meeting on Iraq with his full national security team in months, and the White House insists that it has no plans to revisit the withdrawal timetable. The situation presents a test for Mr. Obama's vow to end the war, perhaps the most defining promise he made when he ran for president. While Mr. Obama has proved flexible about other campaign promises and deadlines, his plan to pull out combat forces by August and the remaining 50,000 trainers and advisers by December 2011 has been the most inviolate of policies. By sticking to the deadline, Mr. Obama effectively is abandoning the thesis he adopted on the recommendation of military and civilian advisers in February 2009 that a large U.S. military presence was needed long enough to provide stability during the postelection transition. Instead, the president is now relying on the conclusion that Iraqis are stepping up to the challenges of governing. ''We see no indications now that our planning needs to be adjusted,'' said Ben Rhodes, a deputy national security adviser to Mr. Obama. ''We did anticipate an extended period of government formation,'' and recent Iraqi-led missions that have killed leaders of Al Qaeda in Iraq show ''their growing capacity to provide for security, which of course is critical to ending our combat mission at the end of August.'' While Mr. Obama has not convened a full-scale meeting on Iraq lately, Mr. Rhodes noted that Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr., who manages Iraq policy, does hold such meetings regularly and keeps Mr. Obama informed. For Mr. Obama, shifting the deadline would prove complicated for both logistical and political reasons. As he pulls troops out of Iraq, he has been sending more to Afghanistan, putting pressure on the armed forces. And with his liberal base angry at the Afghan troop buildup, any delay of the Iraq withdrawal could provoke more consternation on the left. But the resistance to revisiting the deadline has drawn concern from former American officials, including some who participated in formulating the Obama policy last year. The original plan anticipated Iraqi elections in December and the formation of a new government at least 60 days afterward. Instead, the elections did not take place until March and produced a near tie between the parties of Prime Minister Nuri Kamal al-Maliki and former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi. And now the two are fighting through the courts and recounts. Ryan C. Crocker, the former American ambassador to Iraq who was appointed by President George W. Bush and later made recommendations to Mr. Obama regarding the drawdown, said the administration should consider extending the August deadline. ''I am a little bit nervous,'' Mr. Crocker, now dean of the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, said in a recent interview. ''The elections were later than expected, and there were very close results between Maliki and Allawi, which suggest it's going to be a very long process.'' Two former officials who worked on Iraq policy in the Obama administration said that after it became clear how late the elections would be, Gen. Ray Odierno, the commander in Iraq, wanted to keep 3,000 to 5,000 combat troops in northern Iraq after the Aug. 31 deadline. But the officials, who spoke on the condition of anonymity because of the delicacy of the matter, said it was clear that the White House did not want any combat units to remain. Brig. Gen. Stephen R. Lanza, a spokesman for General Odierno, said no formal request to the White House had ever been made. General Odierno, as well as his commander, Gen. David H. Petraeus, and the U.S. ambassador to Iraq, Christopher R. Hill, have all said in recent days that they were satisfied with the current timetable. Mr. Allawi, the former prime minister, on Wednesday called for the formation of an impartial, internationally supervised caretaker government to prevent Iraq from sliding into violence and to counter what he said were efforts to change the vote results, The Associated Press reported from Baghdad. His request came after an Iraqi court charged with investigating election complaints disqualified one of his candidates over supposed ties to the Saddam Hussein regime. Election officials confirmed that nine other winning candidates, including seven from his list, were being investigated.

Obama and Biden adamantly stick to timeline

Wilson 10 (May 27, 2010, Scott Wilson,Washington Post Staff Writer, Scott Wilson is a White House correspondent for the Washington Post. Previously, he was the paper's Foreign Editor, “U.S. withdrawal from Iraq will be on time, Vice President Biden says” online: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." White House officials say Iraqis are increasingly relying on politics, rather than violence, to deal with disputes, diminishing the need for U.S. forces. But the situation on the ground demonstrates that Iraq remains fractured. Rival factions have yet to establish a new government, nearly three months after close national elections, and politicians have begun warning of a power vacuum as neighboring Iran works to influence the outcome. Adel Abdul Mahdi, one of Iraq's vice presidents, urged all parties this month to agree quickly on a new leader to head off attempts by "terrorist gangs to use the circumstances in the country to hurt the Iraqi people and the armed forces." Some recent attacks have had sectarian hallmarks that Iraqis fear could revive the divisions within their security forces that existed during the 2006 civil war. Iraq's factions also have yet to resolve such essential long-term issues as how to share oil revenue among regions and how to settle territorial disputes rooted in history. Speaking Saturday at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, N.Y., Obama said that the U.S. commitment to Iraq endures and that, as U.S. troops depart, "a strong 
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American civilian presence will help Iraqis forge political and economic progress." He also reiterated his definition of success: "an Iraq that provides no haven to terrorists; a democratic Iraq that is sovereign and stable and self-reliant." On the day Obama spoke, the number of U.S. troops in Iraq dipped below the number in Afghanistan for the first time since the 2003 invasion of Iraq. Biden, once a leading skeptic of U.S. involvement in Iraq, is now among the country's most ardent cheerleaders. He is seeking to balance Obama's determination to leave Iraq against growing concerns among some conservative critics that the current circumstances make a swift U.S. withdrawal too dangerous. Senior administration officials counter that Iraq's fledgling democracy, now defended by improved domestic security forces, is sturdy enough to solve the country's problems with far fewer U.S. troops on hand. But even some of the administration's supporters say that analysis is grounded more in the rising demands of the war in Afghanistan -- where U.S. troop levels are expected to reach 100,000 by the end of the summer -- than in an impartial assessment of Iraq's progress. The withdrawal plan calls for reducing U.S. troops in Iraq from 92,000 today to 50,000 by the end of August, down from a peak of about 170,000 during 2007. The last U.S. troops are scheduled to exit at the end of 2011. "Leaving Iraq is not only a public relations issue, but a recovery-of-force issue," said John A. Nagl, president of the Center for a New American Security, who served as an Army officer in Iraq and helped write the Army's counterinsurgency field manual. "The Army has not recovered from its surge into Iraq, and now it is surging in Afghanistan, which hasn't turned the corner at all." There are many connections between the two wars," Nagl said, "and the fact we only have one Army is one of them. We just don't have enough Army to do everything we want it to do right now." In a 2006 commentary published in the New York Times, Biden warned that Iraq was heading toward partition along ethnic and sectarian lines because of the Bush administration's "profound strategic misjudgments." He wrote that "President Bush does not have a strategy for victory in Iraq," hoping only to "prevent defeat and pass the problem along to his successor." The problem now sits with Biden, whom Obama made his point man on Iraq soon after taking office. The vice president holds a monthly review session in the situation room modeled after the one Obama runs on Afghanistan. White House aides emphasize that the subject of Iraq comes up frequently in the president and vice president's weekly meetings. But Biden's selection to manage Iraq policy has sent an unintended message to some outside the administration. "It gives the impression of second priority, not only to the people of Iraq but also to the NGOs and the United Nations teams working there," said Stephanie Sanok, a senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies who returned in December from a year in Iraq. "Those people are asking: 'Why don't we get the president at this important moment? Why don't we get the highest-level support?' Vice President Biden is a very powerful man, but he's not the top." As a former longtime chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Biden has a personal history with Iraq's leaders, something he has drawn on to help them work through vexing issues. One senior adviser said Biden "talks to them pol to pol" and has made it clear, when he has needed to, that he has Obama's ear. Last fall, during a deadlock over a new election law that cast parliamentary voting into doubt, Biden visited Baghdad and the Kurdish city of Irbil, hoping to broker an agreement. He fell short. So he turned to Obama, asking the president to call Massoud Barzani, president of Iraq's Kurdish region, with a request to back a political compromise. A day after the 20-minute phone call with Obama, Barzani did just that. "He got them right up to the edge, but not over," said a senior administration official, who spoke on the condition of anonymity to describe the incident. "To Biden, this was all about timing." Biden's 2006 opinion piece, which he co-wrote with Leslie H. Gelb, proposed the creation of "three largely autonomous regions with a viable central government in Baghdad," a federal system he said is precisely the shape of the current arrangement. Yet Biden was forced throughout the 2008 campaign to defend the idea, which his political rivals cast as a call to break up the country. Biden said he feels largely vindicated today. But he acknowledges that Iraq has moved "beyond what I thought at the time" because, he said, the various ethnic and sectarian-based parties all see value in participating in politics. "The glue that holds the country together is oil," Biden said. "There's a lot of oil, the promise of it is real, there's a lot of gas, and it's all over the country. Everyone has figured out that getting a legitimate share of a much bigger pie is a pretty good deal." Biden said he is confident that Iraqi leaders will agree to a government accepted by the electorate before the end of August. Even if the parties are unsuccessful, he said, Iraq's interim government is functioning well. He dismissed the predictions of escalating violence as the same "sky is falling" worries that accompanied the election-law stalemate and other issues that Iraqi leaders have resolved. Biden said Gen. Ray Odierno, the commander in Iraq, has never asked the administration to postpone the overall departure schedule. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates told reporters last Thursday that Odierno "delayed some withdrawals a little bit" after the Iraqi elections were rescheduled to March, but Gates said he has "every expectation we will meet the 50,000 as of the first of September." "I don't see anything that's in the realm of probability -- I guess you could come up with a scenario, but I can't think of any rational one based on what's on the ground -- that would lead us to think we need" more time, Biden said. "And, by the way, 50,000 troops is a lot of troops." Next month, Biden will run a session focusing on the quickening shift of the relationship between the U.S. and Iraqi governments from a mostly military to a mostly civilian one, including stepped-up police training and other programs designed to strengthen the Iraqi state. "We're long-term invested in this working for them, not long-term invested in being able to be characterized as occupiers," Biden said. "This is not draw down and draw out; this is draw down the military, ramp up the civilian intercourse with the Iraqis.”
US military can start withdrawing out of Iraq now- also helps save US soft power

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

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

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

NEG - Longer Timetable Good – General

Extension of withdrawal date best course for U.S and Iraq - Iraq not prepared for U.S withdrawal

Ricks 10 (February 23, 2010, THOMAS E. RICKS, New York times staff writer and a senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security who covered the war in Iraq for The Washington Post, is the author of “Fiasco” and “The Gamble.” He also writes the Best Defense blog for Foreign Policy magazine. “Extending Our Stay in Iraq” online: http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/24/opinion/24ricks.html)

IRAQ’S March 7 national election, and the formation of a new government that will follow, carry huge implications for both Iraqis and American policy. It appears now that the results are unlikely to resolve key political struggles that could return the country to sectarianism and violence. If so, President Obama may find himself later this year considering whether once again to break his campaign promises about ending the war, and to offer to keep tens of thousands of troops in Iraq for several more years. Surprisingly, that probably is the best course for him, and for Iraqi leaders, to pursue. Whether or not the elections bring the long-awaited political breakthrough that genuinely ends the fighting there, 2010 is likely to be a turning-point year in the war, akin to the summer of 2003 (when the United States realized that it faced an insurgency) and 2006 (when that insurgency morphed into a small but vicious civil war and American policy came to a dead end). For good or ill, this is likely the year we will begin to see the broad outlines of post-occupation Iraq. The early signs are not good, with the latest being the decision over the weekend of the leading Sunni party, the National Dialogue Front, to withdraw from the elections. The political situation is far less certain, and I think less stable, than most Americans believe. A retired Marine colonel I know, Gary Anderson, just returned from Iraq and predicts a civil war or military coup by September. Another friend, the journalist Nir Rosen, avers that Iraq is on a long-term peaceful course. Both men know Iraq well, having spent years working there. I have not seen such a wide discrepancy in expert views since late 2005. The period surrounding the surge of 2007 has been misremembered. It was not about simply sending 30,000 more troops to Iraq; it was about using force differently, moving the troops off big bases to work with Iraqi units and live among the people. Perhaps even more significantly, the surge signaled a change in American attitudes, with more humility about what could be done, more willingness to listen to Iraqis, and with quietly but sharply reduced ambitions. The Bush administration’s grandiose original vision of transforming Iraq into a beacon of democracy that would alter the Middle East and drain the swamps of terrorism was scuttled and replaced by the more realistic goal of getting American forces out and leaving behind a country that was somewhat stable and, with luck, perhaps democratic and respectful of human rights. As part of the shift, the American commander, Gen. David Petraeus, also effectively put the Sunni insurgency on the American payroll. Looking back now, I think the surge was the right thing to do. In rejecting the view of the majority of his military advisers and embracing the course proposed by a handful of dissidents, President Bush found his finest moment. That said, the larger goal of the surge was to facilitate a political breakthrough, which has not happened. All the existential questions that plagued Iraq before the surge remain unanswered. How will oil revenue be shared among the country’s major groups? What is to be the fundamental relationship between Shiites, Sunnis and Kurds? Will Iraq have a strong central government or be a loose confederation? And what will be the role of Iran (for my money, the biggest winner in the Iraq war thus far)? Unfortunately, all of these questions have led to violence in the past, and could again just as the Obama administration’s timeline calls for troops to leave areas that are far from quiet. The plan this year is to pull out about 10,000 troops a month for five months, beginning in late spring. That will halve the American military presence, with the remainder (other than a “residual force” of unspecified size) scheduled to be withdrawn in 2011. The withdrawal plan was written on the assumption that the elections would be held late in 2009 or early in 2010. Under the plan, troop numbers would be kept level to ensure stability in a vulnerable period, especially if the Sunnis were to feel that the electoral process was unfair, or if they were not given a role in the new government commensurate with their success at the polls. But given the changed timetable, just as Iraqi political leaders are struggling to form a new government, American military leaders will be distracted by the myriad tasks of supervising major troop movements. On top of that, the deeper the troop withdrawals go, the more potentially destabilizing they will be — because the first withdrawals will be made in areas that are considered more secure, or where Iraqi forces are deemed more reliable or evenhanded. By June, American troops may be leaving areas that are far from quiet, and where new tensions may be brewing as a result of the elections. Once again, the United States would be rushing toward failure in Iraq, as it did so often under the Bush administration, trying to pass responsibility to Iraqi officials and institutions before they are ready for the task. By late summer, the Obama administration could find itself in the uncomfortable position of reconsidering its vows to get out of combat in Iraq by August and to remove all troops by the end of next year. This will be politically difficult for the president, but he has shown admirable flexibility in his handling of Iraq. My impression is that the American people now wish they had never heard of Iraq, but understand just what a mess it is and are willing to give the president a surprising amount of leeway. Extending the American military presence will be even more politically controversial in Iraq, and for that reason, it would be best to let Iraqi leaders make the first public move to re-open the status of forces agreement of 2008, which calls for American troops to be out of the country by the end of next year. But I think leaders in both countries may come to recognize that the best way to deter a return to civil war is to find a way to keep 30,000 to 50,000 United States service members in Iraq for many years to come. These troops’ missions would be far narrower than during the surge era; their primary goal would be to train and advise Iraqi security forces and to carry out counterterrorism missions. (It is actually hard to get below 30,000 and still have an effective force; many troops are needed for logistics, maintenance, medical, intelligence, communications and headquarters jobs, and additional infantry units are then needed to protect the people performing those tasks.) 
CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...
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Such a relatively small, tailored force would not be big enough to wage a war, but it might be enough to deter a new one from breaking out. An Iraqi civil war would likely be a three- or four-sided affair, with the Shiites breaking into pro- and anti-Iranian factions. It could also easily metastasize into a regional war. Neighboring powers like Turkey and Iran are already involved in Iraqi affairs, and the Sunni Arab states would be unlikely to stand by and watch a Shiite-dominated regime in Baghdad slaughter the Sunni minority. A regional war in the middle of the world’s oil patch could shake the global economy to its foundations and make the current recession look mild. In addition, a continued American military presence could help Iraq move forward politically. No one there particularly likes having the Americans around, but many groups seem to trust the Americans as honest brokers. And there would be a moral, humanitarian and political benefit: Having American soldiers accompany Iraqi units may improve the behavior of Iraqi forces, discouraging relapses to Saddam Hussein-era abuses, or the use of force for private ends and feuds. Advisers not only instruct Iraqi commanders, they also monitor them. As a longtime critic of the American invasion of Iraq, I am not happy about advocating a continued military presence there. Yet, to echo the counterinsurgency expert David Kilcullen, just because you invade a country stupidly doesn’t mean you should leave it stupidly. The best argument against keeping troops in Iraq is the one some American military officers make, which is that a civil war is inevitable, and that by staying all we are doing is postponing it. That may be so, but I don’t think it is worth gambling to find out.
Keeping troops in Iraq long after 2010 is key to political stability and deterrence of civil war

Rick,  2-23 [Thomas E. Rick, 2/23/10, Thomas E. Rick is a senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security who covered the war in Iraq for The Washington Post, is the author of “Fiasco” and “The Gamble.” He also writes the Best Defense blog for Foreign Policy magazine .The New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/24/opinion/24ricks.html?_r=1&hp] 

IRAQ’S March 7 national election, and the formation of a new government that will follow, carry huge implications for both Iraqis and American policy. It appears now that the results are unlikely to resolve key political struggles that could return the country to sectarianism and violence. If so, President Obama may find himself later this year considering whether once again to break his campaign promises about ending the war, and to offer to keep tens of thousands of troops in Iraq for several more years. Surprisingly, that probably is the best course for him, and for Iraqi leaders, to pursue. Whether or not the elections bring the long-awaited political breakthrough that genuinely ends the fighting there, 2010 is likely to be a turning-point year in the war, akin to the summer of 2003 (when the United States realized that it faced an insurgency) and 2006 (when that insurgency morphed into a small but vicious civil war and American policy came to a dead end). For good or ill, this is likely the year we will begin to see the broad outlines of post-occupation Iraq. The early signs are not good, with the latest being the decision over the weekend of the leading Sunni party, the National Dialogue Front, to withdraw from the elections. The political situation is far less certain, and I think less stable, than most Americans believe. A retired Marine colonel I know, Gary Anderson, just returned from Iraq and predicts a civil war or military coup by September. Another friend, the journalist Nir Rosen, avers that Iraq is on a long-term peaceful course. Both men know Iraq well, having spent years working there. I have not seen such a wide discrepancy in expert views since late 2005. The period surrounding the surge of 2007 has been misremembered. It was not about simply sending 30,000 more troops to Iraq; it was about using force differently, moving the troops off big bases to work with Iraqi units and live among the people. Perhaps even more significantly, the surge signaled a change in American attitudes, with more humility about what could be done, more willingness to listen to Iraqis, and with quietly but sharply reduced ambitions. The Bush administration’s grandiose original vision of transforming Iraq into a beacon of democracy that would alter the Middle East and drain the swamps of terrorism was scuttled and replaced by the more realistic goal of getting American forces out and leaving behind a country that was somewhat stable and, with luck, perhaps democratic and respectful of human rights. As part of the shift, the American commander, Gen. David Petraeus, also effectively put the Sunni insurgency on the American payroll. Looking back now, I think the surge was the right thing to do. In rejecting the view of the majority of his military advisers and embracing the course proposed by a handful of dissidents, President Bush found his finest moment. That said, the larger goal of the surge was to facilitate a political breakthrough, which has not happened. All the existential questions that plagued Iraq before the surge remain unanswered. How will oil revenue be shared among the country’s major groups? What is to be the fundamental relationship between Shiites, Sunnis and Kurds? Will Iraq have a strong central government or be a loose confederation? And what will be the role of Iran (for my money, the biggest winner in the Iraq war thus far)? Unfortunately, all of these questions have led to violence in the past, and could again just as the Obama administration’s timeline calls for troops to leave areas that are far from quiet. The plan this year is to pull out about 10,000 troops a month for five months, beginning in late spring. That will halve the American military presence, with the remainder (other than a “residual force” of unspecified size) scheduled to be withdrawn in 2011. The withdrawal plan was written on the assumption that the elections would be held late in 2009 or early in 2010. Under the plan, troop numbers would be kept level to ensure stability in a vulnerable period, especially if the Sunnis were to feel that the electoral process was unfair, or if they were not given a role in the new government commensurate with their success at the polls. But given the changed timetable, just as Iraqi political leaders are struggling to form a new government, American military leaders will be distracted by the myriad tasks of supervising major troop movements. On top of that, the deeper the troop withdrawals go, the more potentially destabilizing they will be — because the first withdrawals will be made in areas that are considered more secure, or where Iraqi forces are deemed more reliable or evenhanded. By June, American troops may be leaving areas that are far from quiet, and where new tensions may be brewing as a result of the elections. Once again, the United States would be rushing toward failure in Iraq, as it did so often under the Bush administration, trying to pass responsibility to Iraqi officials and institutions before they are ready for the task. By late summer, the Obama administration could find itself in the uncomfortable position of reconsidering its vows to get out of combat in Iraq by August and to remove all troops by the end of next year. This will be politically difficult for the president, but he has shown admirable flexibility in his handling of Iraq. My impression is that the American people now wish they had never heard of Iraq, but understand just what a mess it is and are willing to give the president a surprising amount of leeway. Extending the American military presence will be even more politically controversial in Iraq, and for that reason, it would be best to let Iraqi leaders make the first public move to re-open the status of forces agreement of 2008, which calls for American troops to be out of the country by the end of next year. But I think leaders in both countries may come to recognize that the best way to deter a return to civil war is to find a way to keep 30,000 to 50,000 United States service members in Iraq for many years to come. These troops’ missions would be far narrower than during the surge era; their primary goal would be to train and advise Iraqi security forces and to carry out counterterrorism missions. (It is actually hard to get below 30,000 and still have an effective force; many troops are needed for logistics, maintenance, medical, intelligence, communications and headquarters jobs, and additional infantry units are then needed to protect the people performing those tasks.)
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 Such a relatively small, tailored force would not be big enough to wage a war, but it might be enough to deter a new one from breaking out. An Iraqi civil war would likely be a three- or four-sided affair, with the Shiites breaking into pro- and anti-Iranian factions. It could also easily metastasize into a regional war. Neighboring powers like Turkey and Iran are already involved in Iraqi affairs, and the Sunni Arab states would be unlikely to stand by and watch a Shiite-dominated regime in Baghdad slaughter the Sunni minority. A regional war in the middle of the world’s oil patch could shake the global economy to its foundations and make the current recession look mild. In addition, a continued American military presence could help Iraq move forward politically. No one there particularly likes having the Americans around, but many groups seem to trust the Americans as honest brokers. And there would be a moral, humanitarian and political benefit: Having American soldiers accompany Iraqi units may improve the behavior of Iraqi forces, discouraging relapses to Saddam Hussein-era abuses, or the use of force for private ends and feuds. Advisers not only instruct Iraqi commanders, they also monitor them. As a longtime critic of the American invasion of Iraq, I am not happy about advocating a continued military presence there. Yet, to echo the counterinsurgency expert David Kilcullen, just because you invade a country stupidly doesn’t mean you should leave it stupidly. The best argument against keeping troops in Iraq is the one some American military officers make, which is that a civil war is inevitable, and that by staying all we are doing is postponing it. That may be so, but I don’t think it is worth gambling to find out. 
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Withdrawal should be delayed – Iran confrontation
Global Newswire 3/31/2010 (China Daily, chinadaily.com, international newsier on international policy, Asia Africa intelligence wire, “Obama to Revise Troop Pullout Date”)

Meghan O'Sullivan, the Jeane Kirkpatrick Professor of International Affairs at Harvard University's Kennedy School, and the former deputy national security adviser on Iraq for President Bush, said that Washington should rethink pulling back all combat troops in August, when there will still be uncertainty about the newly formed government. "If I were advising the administration, I would say it's certainly a good vision to have, but I would try to maintain some flexibility given the current political uncertainties, and given the quite serious issues that may arise in the months ahead," she said in an interview conducted by the Council of Foreign Relations on Monday. And a potentially far more destabilizing situation for Iraq would be an international showdown with Iran, she cautioned. "One of the reasons Iraq might find itself in a very difficult situation over the next six months has nothing to do with Iraq; it has everything to do with Iran," she said."An international confrontation with Iran is at the very top of my list of things that could put Iraq off the current positive trajectory it is on." James Phillips, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Heritage Foundation, suggested that the United States should slow the timetable for troop draw-downs, maintain adequate US troops in sensitive and insecure areas, and start thinking about negotiating with the new Iraqi government to postpone the deadline for a final troop withdrawal if Washington wants to avoid a renewed civil war after the disputed election results. "Iraq's elected leaders must resolve Iraq's problems, but in order to do so, they require substantial, continued support from the US," he said. "No expert believes that the Iraqi army and police will be ready to stand on their own by the end of 2011 Substantial US air support, logistics, intelligence, reconnaissance, communications, training, and advisory support will still be required long after that date." The challenge for the US now lies in not losing the gains from the election in the process of government formation, said Kenneth Pollack, Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies and the Director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution.

NEG – Longer Timeframe Good - War
Extended withdrawal better - Obama’s withdrawal plan causes civil and ethnic wars
Engelhardt 3/10/2010 (Tom, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com. He is the author of 

"The End of Victory Culture" and the novel "The Last Days of Publishing, writer for Los Angeles Times, LA Times, part A page 18)

We've now been at war intermittently with Iraq for almost 20 years, and with Afghanistan for 30. It adds up to nearly half a century of experience, all bad. Yet an expanding crew of Washington-based opiners is calling for President Obama to extend the misery, urging the administration to alter its plans -- negotiated in the last months of the George W. Bush administration -- for the departure of all American troops from Iraq by the end of 2011. Pulling out on schedule, they argue, would virtually assure civil violence and ethnic bloodletting in Iraq. According to these doomsayers, our withdrawal as scheduled would encourage Shiite militias to stage a violence-filled comeback. Iranian interference in Iraqi affairs would increase -- bringing more violence. And the group Al Qaeda in Iraq would move to fill any power void with its own destructive agenda. So far, the administration and the military say they still hope to pull out on schedule. 
Delayed withdrawal solves violence – equipment and training
Dallas News 3/15/2009 (Dallas morning news, foreign policy sections, newspaper, www.dallasnews.com, pg 2, “Slow and Steady in Iraq New violence doesn't justify revised schedule,” LexisNexis)
Critics of President Barack Obama's withdrawal plan for Iraq are finding ample ammunition in the recent spate of bomb attacks there. Since March 5, more than 70 Iraqis have died in explosions around Baghdad. Unquestionably, the attacks serve as a reminder that Iraq remains a very unstable country. They also should remind Iraqis that their own government has mandated a complete U.S. withdrawal by the end of 2011, so there's no time to waste getting ready for the day when Iraqis will be solely responsible for their own security. The 136,000 U.S. troops currently in Iraq did not prevent the recent attacks, nor will an American presence - regardless of size - be 100 percent effective in preventing future attacks."Nobody can stop a suicide operation because the suicide bomber explodes himself among crowds of civilians before he reaches a security checkpoint," Iraqi Maj. Gen. Abdul Karim Khalaf told reporters. "No security apparatus in the world can protect all the civilians in the streets, and the terrorists consider these civilians in the streets or in their houses as targets."Americans can be certain that violence will flare up in Iraq from time to time, but that's not a justification for altering the withdrawal schedule or rethinking the good reasons behind it. What is essential, though, is for the Iraqi government to take advantage of the American presence to step up equipment purchases, training and joint patrols so that the security transition will be seamless when the final U.S. forces depart. This newspaper has long opposed popular calls for a quick withdrawal from Iraq, instead favoring a gradual timetable that allowed for tens of thousands of troops to remain for training and ongoing counter-terrorism operations. President Obama,  who once favored a get-out-quickly approach, has taken stock of the situation and selected a more prudent timetable. He plans to leave up to 50,000 support troops in Iraq until the end of 2011 exit date. This is the right plan for today's Iraq. A slow and steady withdrawal is the best way to guarantee the smoothest-possible handover.
NEG – Definitive Withdrawal Date Bad
Setting a definitive withdrawal date is counter-productive- gives vital strategic knowledge to insurgents

Cbs News 2010, (“Graham: Obama Withdrawal Date Hurts Afghan War” July 4, 2010. http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/07/04/ftn/main6645802.shtml)
Republican Sen. Lindsey Graham of South Carolina, speaking from Afghanistan, said this morning that President Barack Obama must clarify his July 2011 withdrawal deadline because it is hurting the war [Afghanistan]. "If the people in Afghanistan think we're going to begin to leave in July 2011," Graham said on on CBS' "Face the Nation," "we have no chance of winning a counterinsurgency. "If you send a signal to your enemies you're going to leave at a certain date, they'll wait until that date and wait you out." Graham, who is a member of the Senate's Armed Services Committee, said he supports transitioning control to the Afghans. But he said Mr. Obama's deadline strategy has not worked. "We're not here as an occupier," Graham said. "But this confusion has hurt. It's emboldened our enemies. We need to get it right and get it clarified." Graham said the purpose of securing Afghanistan is to make America more secure. "We can't leave this country in chaos," he said. "We'll never be safe. This is not just some place on the map; this is the place where 9/11 was planned and executed. "If the Taliban ever come back and take over all or part of this country, we'll never know peace," he said. In addition, Graham said those who'd helped the U.S. would be killed, and jihadists in other areas would be emboldened because "no one will help us in the future." The senator, who is known for being one of the most willing Republicans to work with Democrats, said he wants to hear the White House say that there will be an evaluation in a year's time. "If you can transition, we will do so in certain areas. But everything will be conditioned," Graham told moderator and CBS Political Analyst John Dickerson. "The vice president reassured me that it would be condition-safe. I take him at his word. "General [David] Petraeus needs this monkey off his back. It's not fair to him and our troops and our civilian counterparts to be operating in Afghanistan with the belief that come July 2011, we're going to begin to withdraw no matter what. "That can't be the way we lead this. That would be counterproductive." 
Withdrawal - Later

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

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

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

Withdrawal - by December 2011

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

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

Dalia Dassa Kaye, Terrence K. Kelly, Eric Peltz, Howard J. Shatz, Withdrawing from Iraq Alternative Schedules, Associated Risks, and Mitigating Strategies, August 18, 2009, RAND corporation, < http://www.dtic.mil/cgibin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA50 4075&Location=U2&doc =GetTR Doc.pdf>)
In this alternative, combat units organized as brigade combat teams (BCTs) remain in Iraq until the December 2011 departure deadline. This alternative adds flexibility by not requiring a fixed date for the removal of combat units and changing the mission of the remaining force before the end of the Security Agreement period in December 2011. Also, it does not require the re-roling of BCTs at any time in the drawdown process. In addition, the longer drawdown schedule provides more flexibility in sequencing the departure of combat units. With additional time, it is easier to plan for the removal of units from relatively secure areas first. • Rationale: This alternative provides the most flexibility. If some or all of the potential risk factors described in detail in the body of this report come to pass, the retention of some combat units to the end of December 2011 allows the command in Iraq the opportunity to respond militarily. In addition, this alternative provides a better opportunity for the command to sequence the redeployment of combat units consistent with security requirements throughout Iraq. • Planning: As in alternative 1, initiating this plan would normally take 90 days given the estimated planning lead time. However, the planning conducted as part of the current plan can provide for the initial redeployments in this alternative, cutting the lead-time requirement by about 30 days to a decision in early June. Additional planning that is necessary can take place as the initial units begin to redeploy. • ISF support: The ability to partner U.S. combat units with their ISF counterparts for training purposes will continue almost to the end of the Security Agreement period, but at an increasingly reduced number.

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

Perry et. al. 9 (Walter L. Perry, Ph.D in information technology and developed an algorithm for the Defense intelligence Agency designed to indicate when a terrorist group is on the verge of acquiring weapons of mass destruction Stuart E. Johnson, director of international studies at the RAND Corporation ,Keith Crane, director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development program at the RAND Corporation and Ph.D in economics, David C. Gompert, John Gordon IV, Robert E. Hunter, Dalia Dassa Kaye, Terrence K. Kelly, Eric Peltz, Howard J. Shatz, Withdrawing from Iraq Alternative Schedules, Associated Risks, and Mitigating Strategies, August 18, 2009, RAND corporation, < http://www.dtic.mil/cgibin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA50 4075&Location=U2&doc =GetTR Doc.pdf>)
Given Iranian interests in Iraq, a successful U.S. drawdown and a stabilizing outcome for Iraq are more likely to benefit from cooperation or coordination with the Iranians as opposed to their active opposition. Iran has at times during the U.S. occupation sought to use levers within Iraq—including lethal force—against the United States. This occurred primarily during periods of high tension between the United States and Iran. It is worth attempting to reduce such tensions through a U.S-Iranian engagement process with the aim of inducing Iran to support a reduction of violence in Iraq and the maintenance of stability. There is no guarantee that Iran would cooperate, although it might do so if it believes it would gain influence by assuming the role of a protector of Shi’a interests. Such an engagement process would have to take place across the full range of U.S.-Iranian issues. It is most unlikely that Iran would cooperate with the United States in Iraq if other elements of the relationship were still at a high level of tension, or if Iran perceived itself to be under imminent threat (e.g., from Israel). In any event, uncertainties about regional security on the part of U.S. friends and partners, notably Israel and Gulf Cooperation Council countries, call for the continued presence of U.S. military and other assets in or near the region for the purpose of providing security reassurance and (possibly) security guarantees. In addition, the U.S. departure from Iraq may provide an opening to launch new cooperative forums and a new security structure for the Persian Gulf region, although such efforts would be difficult to implement and would require significant investment by the United States and other Western countries. Major Findings This report contains many detailed observations on areas related to the three alternatives for the drawdown of U.S. forces from Iraq. Here, we list the major findings we drew from our analysis: Drawdown timelines. The United States can meet the drawdown timelines for the April 30, 2010, August 31, 2010, and December 31, 2011, drawdown dates. There are logistical risks associated with the April 30, 2010, and August 31, 2010, deadlines that can be mitigated. • Arab-Kurdish armed conflict. The greatest threat to Iraqi stability and security comes from an Arab-Kurdish armed conflict over contested areas. Iran. Iran has limited but significant potential and incentive to destabilize Iraq, regardless of the timing of U.S. withdrawal. Its actions will be significantly influenced by the overall state of U.S.-Iranian relations. 

Internal Stability After Withdrawal

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

Jervis, 2007

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

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

Jervis, 2007

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

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

Jervis, 2007

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

Conditioned Withdrawal Bad
Conditioned withdrawal dates counterproductive – multiple warrants 
Jarrar and Leaver 2010 (March 2, 2010. Raed, Erik. Feffer is co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies. He has been a Writing Fellow at Provisions Library in Washington, DC and a PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University. He is a former associate editor of World Policy Journal. He has worked as an international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia for the American Friends Service Committee. Jarrar is currently the Iraq consultant for the American Friends Service Committee, and a Senior Fellow at Peace Action. “Sliding Backwards on Iraq?” http://www.fpif.org/articles/sliding_backwards_on_iraq)
An Obama flip-flop on the timetable for withdrawing U.S. troops would have serious consequences in the United States and Iraq. The U.S. global image will be tarnished, Obama's credibility will be called into question, and the administration will likely lose what little global political capital it gained in the last year. But reneging on withdrawal would have the gravest consequences in Iraq. The Bush administration adopted a conditions-based withdrawal plan. The mantra was "as Iraqis stand up, we will stand down." But such plans for "condition-based" withdrawal create the very deteriorating conditions that lead to an extension of the military occupation. Unfortunately, there is considerable support both inside and outside Iraq for the continuation of U.S. occupation. Some groups, such as the Iraqi ruling parties or the military industrial complex in the United States, believe occupation is in their self-interest. Others, such as al-Qaeda, hope to cripple the United States by keeping it engaged in a conflict that takes an enormous toll on human lives, money, and global reputation. And Iran and other regional players fear the reemergence of a strong, independent, and united Iraq. Obama's current plan is based on two sets of time-based deadlines that avoid the pitfalls of a conditions-based withdrawal. Obama's plan to withdraw combat forces by August 31, 2010 and Bush's bilateral agreement for the withdrawal of all troops and contractors by December 31, 2011 both put the responsibility for military, economic, and political security squarely where it should be: on Iraqis. Adding more years to the U.S. occupation, as Ricks suggested, or delaying the withdrawal of combat forces, as Odierno has suggested, will cost the United States hundreds of billions more dollars and result in the deaths of countless more U.S. soldiers and Iraqi civilians. Most importantly, it won't bring Iraq any closer to being a stable and prosperous country. On the eve of Iraq's March 7 elections, the president needs to reaffirm the U.S.-Iraqi withdrawal agreement and issue a clear warning to military officers who seek to take the war into their own hands. 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.
Withdrawal Bad – Civil War

US forces key to keep down ethnic fighting

Biddle, 07 – (Dr. Stephen Biddle, 7/25/07, Senior fellow for defense council on foreign relations, “Evaluating options for partial withdrawals of US forces from Iraq”)
Some withdrawal advocates claim it can be done without grave risk, either because the consequences of failure in Iraq have been exaggerated, or because US occupation troops are themselves the problem, or because withdrawal itself will motivate Iraqis to settle their differences. As I argue above, I think the risks of failure are real. Neither do I accept the claim that the fighting is chiefly nationalist resistance to foreign occupation and hence that if US troops left this resistance would disappear. The fighting in Iraq has probably never been primarily nationalist, but it certainly has not been for years – it is now profoundly sectarian and ethnic.5 Hence a removal of foreign occupiers would not satisfy the primary casus belli driving Iraq’s bloodshed today. Nor would the removal of a US security crutch motivate Iraqi deal-making. Most of Iraq’s factions have already concluded that the US is leaving and are busy positioning themselves to wage the all-out version of today’s low-intensity civil war that they see coming when we go. Iraqis’ in- ability to compromise is not because they see no need as long as the United States re- mains – it is because they fear one another so much that compromise looks too risky. This makes US withdrawal a recipe for harder fighting, not quick negotiation. To support complete withdrawal is thus to accept its costs and risks – but also to judge that these are so likely anyway that the best course is to cut our losses en route by saving the lives that would be lost by an extended presence, and to accelerate the reconstruction of the US military capability we will need in the future regardless of the outcome in Iraq.
Ethnic divisions leads to civil war-only US presence solves

Khairallah, July 7 – (Khairallah Khairallah, 7/7/10, former foreign editor of the leading Arabic-language Annahar newspaper in Lebanon. “Obama risks sacrificing Iraq in the name of punctuality”, http://www.alarabiya.net/views/2010/07/07/113252.pdf)

The Americans entered Iraq without a clear-cut plan, at least on the political level. They thought that it would suddenly become a peaceful nation, which would embrace a democratic government as soon the “regime of mass graves”, symbolised by Saddam Hussein, was toppled. Will the Americans, now led by the US President Barack Obama, leave Iraq better off than when they invaded? Or will they be the perpetrators of an even greater disaster than the one that has already befallen the region, thanks to the adventurism of George W Bush? The continuing wave of violence in Iraq, and the country’s inability to form a new government four months after elections, exposes serious threats to the unity of the country, both now and for the foreseeable future. There is more than just the division of Iraq at stake. The danger faced by those who remain in Iraq, as the US military continues to withdraw over the course of this year, is that they would not be able to prevent the outbreak of civil war on their own. It might not be just one civil war, but many, as the divisions among Iraqis run deep. There is no common 

denominator that unites them. There are divisions even among members of the same denomination, ethnicity and geographical area. Sect and ethnicity are no longer the only fault lines. There are severe internal clashes between Shiites, rivalries among Sunnis and jockeying among Kurds. The attack that targeted the Central Bank in Baghdad last month reflects the systemic failure to rebuild institutions and security services. Dozens of gunmen attacked the security guards protecting the bank in a battle that lasted several hours. There was a confusing tangle of forces, despite the heavy security 

presence, even though the bank is situated in a supposedly secure area of Baghdad. Where did these gunmen come from? How did they enter this “secure” area? Is it true that they were members of al Qa’eda – and who exactly is al Qa’eda in Iraq anyway? 

There are no answers to these questions, even though an extensive investigation was conducted. That investigation only exposed the extent to which security forces in the country have deteriorated since Saddam’s time. This does not pay any tribute to the former dictator. Saddam’s regime had to be overthrown because of 

the threat that it posed to the region and to the Iraqis themselves. But those who have taken the place of the former dictator, his family and the Baathist regime have not been able to establish a better system on the basis of democracy. Today’s leaders are refusing to hand over political power to the victor of the elections. They have failed 

to achieve a peaceful transfer of power, as is expected in countries with democratic traditions and a respect for the constitution. This failure to form a government was highlighted by Jeffrey Feltman, the US assistant secretary of state, when he visited Baghdad last month. His mission was to forge a political solution to the impasse, 

but the real fear now is that the US has concluded that withdrawal from Iraq is the overriding goal. Will Mr Obama commit the same errors as Mr Bush? Will his errors have even worse consequences? The Bush administration toppled the regime in Baghdad based on the dream of a democratic state, one that could be an example to others in the region. What he did not realise was that it is not possible to establish a democratic regime based on sectarian parties that have armed militias trained in Iran. 


CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

Withdrawal Bad – Civil War

CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

Now, Mr Obama believes that it is possible to contain the situation. He believes that what is required, more than anything else, is to respect the schedule of the US withdrawal. In turn, that will allow the US to focus on Afghanistan. What should be fixed in the mind of every American official is that the presence of the US military is preventing a civil war in Iraq. With the exception of the Kurdish region, we cannot talk about a safe area in the country. If the Americans withdraw, thinking that it will be simple to leave the war in Iraq behind, they will face a situation no less dangerous than Afghanistan and Pakistan. A speedy withdrawal from Iraq, even in carefully timed phases, is nothing more than the road to disaster. This disaster would be on a larger scale even than that caused by the US occupation of the country in the first place. The Americans must take their time – and take responsibility for what they have done in Iraq. They must weigh the factors carefully, apart from the domestic political concerns of the Obama administration. This is not an invitation for the US military to stay indefinitely. Their occupation of Iraq is despised, in the way that all occupations are hated. But the Americans cannot be excused if they follow their campaign in Iraq which began in 2003 by pulling out haphazardly, under the pretext that Mr Obama must respect his promises to the American people. Iraq simply cannot tolerate a power vacuum. It would open the doors to those who wish to divide the country. The result would be another Somalia – or, at least, a Somalia with the second-largest oil reserves in the world. There is also Iraq’s geographical location to consider. The entire regional system would be threatened if Iraq were to fall. What will the Obama administration do to avoid the disaster? Or is a perceived respect for punctuality more important than the future of Iraq and the region? 

The effects of Iraqi civil war devastate the region

Jervis, 07 – (Robert Jervis, October 2007, Robert L. Jervis is the Adlai E. Stevenson Professor of International Relations and a member of the institute. “Iraq, The U.S., and the region after and American Withdrawal”, http://www.siwps.com/programs/SWP.attachment/no-2--/No%202%20-%20Jervis.pdf)
As violence spreads in Iraq, the neighbors believe it is now or never.  Driven both by the desire to salvage their interests and the hopes of enhancing them, the neighbors bolster their local allies.  As each matches the efforts of the other, escalation is rapid.  Refugee flows are very large, both within Iraq and across borders.  Seeking to take advantage of the chaos, the Kurds offer support to the Shia in return for Shia acquiescence in Kurdish independence.  The Kurdish calculation that this also carries with it implicit Iranian approval which will be enough to deter Turkey proves incorrect and Turkey sends forces across the border.  Jordan seizes a buffer zone in western Iraq, and unrest spreads to Syria as the Sunni majority sees the Assad regime aiding in the crushing of their Iraqi brethren.  With Karzai's assassination, Afghanistan slips into chaos, and Pakistan steps up its support of the Taliban. Sunni-Shia violence increases throughout the region, and a renewed civil war in Lebanon prompts Israeli intervention.  Saudi Arabia and Iran launch air attacks against each other's cities.  Oil production slumps and oil prices hit $120 per barrel. 
Iraqi civil war results in regional conflict prompting global economic recession

Ricks 10 (February 23, 2010, THOMAS E. RICKS, New York times staff writer and a senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security who covered the war in Iraq for The Washington Post, is the author of “Fiasco” and “The Gamble.” He also writes the Best Defense blog for Foreign Policy magazine. “Extending Our Stay in Iraq” online: http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/24/opinion/24ricks.html)
Such a relatively small, tailored force would not be big enough to wage a war, but it might be enough to deter a new one from breaking out. An Iraqi civil war would likely be a three- or four-sided affair, with the Shiites breaking into pro- and anti-Iranian factions. It could also easily metastasize into a regional war. Neighboring powers like Turkey and Iran are already involved in Iraqi affairs, and the Sunni Arab states would be unlikely to stand by and watch a Shiite-dominated regime in Baghdad slaughter the Sunni minority. A regional war in the middle of the world’s oil patch could shake the global economy to its foundations and make the current recession look mild.

Withdrawal Bad- Democracy
Withdrawal kills Iraqi democracy-corruption 

Joel Brinkley 6/27/10 (professor of journalism at Stanford University, is a former foreign correspondent for the New York Times-“Iraqi democracy crippled by widespread corruption”, http://articles.sfgate.com/2010-06-27/opinion/21928142_1_iraqi-democracy-reconstruction-funds-corruption )
As American troops withdraw from Iraq this summer, expect the democratic freedoms Iraqis have enjoyed in recent years to recede as well. Already, the Iraqi government is restricting freedom of the press, expression and assembly. It's toying with Web censorship, torturing political prisoners and killing political opponents. Even with all of that, Iraq remains freer than every other Arab state except Lebanon. The United States wrote democratic freedoms into Iraq's constitution, including protections for women and minorities, offering as a tacit guarantee the active presence of 150,000 American troops. But now the guarantors are leaving. A large part of the problem is corruption. Under American stewardship, Iraq has become one of the half-dozen most corrupt nations on earth. "Significant widespread corruption" afflicts "all levels of government," the State Department says. Nothing can so quickly cripple a democracy as the need by the nation's leaders to protect their cash flow and hide all evidence of their thefts. That leads, at least, to electoral fraud and press censorship. How can corrupt officials survive if the press is free to report on their misdeeds? "We are controlled and censored," Faris Fadhil Sultan told me. He's a reporter for Al Arabiya television in Iraq. "The government can exert its will on reporters through criminal charges or suspension from work, even kidnapping and killing." Iraqi reporters are intimidated into compliance. Unfortunately for the government, however, foreign correspondents, among the best in the field, have been reporting in Iraq over the past seven years. They have written frequently about Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki's financial foibles, including his decision, 18 months ago, to fire the government's corruption monitors shortly after one of them testified in Washington that government officials had embezzled $13 billion in American reconstruction funds. Since then, no evidence has surfaced to indicate that the corruption disease has subsided. That is a tactical problem for Iraqi democracy. A larger, strategic problem lies in the certainty of history. After the United States invaded Iraq in 2003, the Bush administration came up with the plan to bestow Iraqis with a great gift: democracy. Freedom! But a nearly inviolable rule governs this arena: Democracy cannot be imposed on any nation unless its people and its leaders are asking for it. Otherwise, the nation's oligarchy will fight to restore the old order of things, to protect their positions and perquisites. It happens every time. All of that is made even worse when sectarian divisions smolder under the heavy foot of an oppressive government only to flare up once the government falls. That's what's happening in Kyrgyzstan right now. Of course, that's been a fundamental part of Iraq's problem from the start. Afghanistan, another state where President George W. Bush tried to bestow the gift of freedom, offers a vivid demonstration of this rule. Like Iraq, Afghanistan had no history of democracy and dozens, if not hundreds, of unelected warlords who stood to lose everything if local leaders were elected. And, like Iraq, Afghanistan is thoroughly corrupt. Democracy there stands not a chance. A generation earlier, the United States imposed democracy on Nicaragua after fighting the Contra war against the Marxist Sandinista government and its leader, Daniel Ortega. The country held its first free election ever in 1990. But Ortega, the ultimate oligarch, was still around. He manipulated the electoral system so he could win office with only 35 percent of the vote and then faked a Supreme Court decision exempting him from term limits. So much for democracy there. The granddaddy of democracy efforts was Cambodia. The United Nations occupied the nation for two years in the early 1990s and staged elections in a nation that had been ruled by kings or dictators for all of time. But the previous king and the rest of the oligarchy were still there. They all fought to undermine the election results as soon as they were announced and pulled the country back into dictatorship almost without pause. There it remains today. The Iraqi people already hold their own leaders in such low regard that even two violent attempted bank robberies in the last week are raising eyebrows and malicious rumors. Insurgents wearing military uniforms tried to rob Iraq's Central Bank, killing 24 people in the process. Then a double suicide bombing outside the Trade Bank killed 27 more. All of that led to rampant speculation around the country that al-Maliki had engineered the attacks so that his minions could wipe out evidence of his fraudulent funds transfers just in case he fails to return to office once the never-ending electoral debate is settled. As it is, the Iraqi people are well aware of how richly their leaders reward themselves even before dipping into the till. Members of Iraq's Parliament pay themselves $112,000 a year. The nation's average income is about $2,200. It seems all but certain. Another nation given a chance to be free is slipping almost effortlessly back into old patterns of behavior as if drawn by inertia. Soon, after the Americans leave, the last vestiges of freedom will begin to disappear.
Withdrawal kills Iraqi democracy- military coups

Daily Star 6/24/10 (-“Law, war and the Petraeus doctrine: How to take democracy seriously in Iraq and the AfPak theater”, http://www.dailystar.com.lb/article.asp?edition_id=10&categ_id=30&article_id=116302#axzz0tlGC0V1W)

But we should look beyond this key obstacle of government formation. The military dimension operates on a different plane, and the announced plan of withdrawal of US troops from Iraq remains on course. One does not disturb a success story, so item “c” on “military adaptability” is important: expectations are high, for the continued efficacy of COIN, that major combat troops will be reduced further with an end to the operations by December 2012. I propose to pay attention to the following, so far secondary item. If my premise above is correct, that the sacrifice of American and Iraqi soldiers can only be justified by a democratic imperative, then I should underline a legitimate fear that Iraqis have about the return of authoritarianism, and the military adaptability needed to prevent it. When the Green Zone was nominally terminated in early June, many Iraqis were worrying about a military coup, which the government might not be in a position to counter in the absence of US troops. This concern should be given more than passing reference, to add to the COIN tactics the following strategic objective: if you want to succeed in protecting a successful COIN, as in Iraq, you must be ready to use c above to prevent the collapse of a, b and d, namely the political order, the Host Nation’s legitimacy and the legal framework. Now if most of your troops are not on the ground, you will face several problems. Suppose there is a coup, what action can be taken by the available US troops? Who decides, and with whom in Iraq, if any military intervention “for democracy” is needed? What if the coup is rapidly making progress, and is accompanied, say, by a policy of assassination of the elected leadership?

Withdrawal Bad- Democracy
Failed democracy in Iraq leads to authoritarianism

Reuters 7/7/ 10 (-“FACTBOX-Key political risks to watch in Iraq”, http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/LDE65T17Y.htm) 

A NEW AUTHORITARIANISM Iraq's democratic experiment is important in a region where leaders often leave office only in a "coffin or coup". Attempts to overturn Iraqiya's lead after the vote suggest that a democratic culture is still only skin deep. Many Iraqis believe their country needs a strong ruler. Western powers would be unlikely to stand by if a military coup installed a leader hostile to their interests. What to watch: -- Any clearly illegal attempt to change the election result. -- Any constitutional changes that would allow leaders to amass power or remain in office. * For political risks to watch in other countries, please click on [ID:EMEARISK] (Editing by Samia Nakhoul)) 

Withdrawal Bad – Terror
Setting definitive withdrawal date is counter-productive- insurgents wait it out
CBS News 2010, (“Graham: Obama Withdrawal Date Hurts Afghan War” July 4, 2010. http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/07/04/ftn/main6645802.shtml)
Republican Sen. Lindsey Graham of South Carolina, speaking from Afghanistan, said this morning that President Barack Obama must clarify his July 2011 withdrawal deadline because it is hurting the war [Afghanistan]. "If the people in Afghanistan think we're going to begin to leave in July 2011," Graham said on on CBS' "Face the Nation," "we have no chance of winning a counterinsurgency. "If you send a signal to your enemies you're going to leave at a certain date, they'll wait until that date and wait you out." Graham, who is a member of the Senate's Armed Services Committee, said he supports transitioning control to the Afghans. But he said Mr. Obama's deadline strategy has not worked. "We're not here as an occupier," Graham said. "But this confusion has hurt. It's emboldened our enemies. We need to get it right and get it clarified." Graham said the purpose of securing Afghanistan is to make America more secure. "We can't leave this country in chaos," he said. "We'll never be safe. This is not just some place on the map; this is the place where 9/11 was planned and executed. "If the Taliban ever come back and take over all or part of this country, we'll never know peace," he said. In addition, Graham said those who'd helped the U.S. would be killed, and jihadists in other areas would be emboldened because "no one will help us in the future." The senator, who is known for being one of the most willing Republicans to work with Democrats, said he wants to hear the White House say that there will be an evaluation in a year's time. "If you can transition, we will do so in certain areas. But everything will be conditioned," Graham told moderator and CBS Political Analyst John Dickerson. "The vice president reassured me that it would be condition-safe. I take him at his word. "General [David] Petraeus needs this monkey off his back. It's not fair to him and our troops and our civilian counterparts to be operating in Afghanistan with the belief that come July 2011, we're going to begin to withdraw no matter what. "That can't be the way we lead this. That would be counterproductive."

Early withdrawal increases government instability and terror 
Reuters 7/7/ 10 (-“FACTBOX-Key political risks to watch in Iraq”, http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/LDE65T17Y.htm) 

U.S. President Barack Obama, focused on a growing conflict in Afghanistan, plans to cut U.S. troop numbers in Iraq to 50,000 by September ahead of a full pullout by the end of 2011. What to watch: -- Sectarian or political violence flares, as it did during the five months it took to form a government after 2005 parliamentary polls. -- Parliament, which cannot function without a government, fails to pass investment legislation already delayed by years of political squabbling, sending a poor signal to firms interested in Iraq but worried about legal risks and an opaque bureaucracy. A RETURN TO MAJOR VIOLENCE Iraq is far less violent than when sectarian killings peaked in 2006-07. Maliki takes credit for security gains, but a U.S. troop rise and Sunni militia cooperation also played a big part. Since March, Iraqi forces backed by U.S. troops have scored major victories against local al Qaeda groups, including the killings on April 18 of al Qaeda's leader in Iraq, Abu Ayyub al-Masri, and Abu Omar al-Baghdadi, the purported head of its affiliate, the Islamic State of Iraq. Yet Sunni Islamist insurgents, who the government says are in cahoots with Saddam's Baath party, still stage big attacks. A spree of bombings and attacks by gunmen that stretched from Mosul in the north to Basra in the south killed more than 120 people on May 10 and was seen as a warning that insurgents are still a potent force despite battlefield setbacks. In June, insurgents staged brazen and well orchestrated suicide bomb attacks on the Central Bank of Iraq and the Trade Bank of Iraq, seeking out economic targets in what officials said was an attempt to derail investment.
Withdrawal causes conflict and terror – multiple warrants 

Sebastian Meyer 7/9/10(Contributor to The New York Times, Sunday Telegraph, Sunday Times Magazine, The Guardian, The Independent Magazine, The Economist, Elle Belgique, Psychologies, BBC, LA Times, Life.com, Science Magazine, Penguin Press, Random House, Afar, and The Globe and Mail-“Iraq withdrawal: A US unit prepares Mosul police for self-rule”, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Middle-East/2010/0709/Iraq-withdrawal-A-US-unit-prepares-Mosul-police-for-self-rule)

While attacks have fallen here since the peak of sectarian violence, Majure and other American advisers to the unit have other problems on their hands – everything from insurgents threatening the policemen's wives and children to generals using ammunition money to pave their driveways. "Right now, the [Iraqi] security forces are not good enough to take on the insurgents," explains Vic Morrow, ex-Special Forces and now an adviser to the transition team. "Some of them are up to it, but what'll fail it is corruption. And the 
Withdrawal Bad – Terror
price of failure is astronomical." Many believe a dysfunctional security force in Iraq would allow insurgents, as well as neighbors such as Iran and Syria, to fill the power vacuum as the US withdraws. This could lead to a return of sectarian fighting. Corruption, lack of funds For those who advise the federal police and Iraqi Army, one of the largest worries is money and corruption. Iraqi commanders claim the problem stems from Baghdad, where politicians still haven't formed a government nearly four months after the March 7 parliamentary election. "We are ready to take full control of our country's security," says a federal police commander from Baghdad. "But the government isn't serious. They're corrupt and are only looking out for themselves. We need a strong government like we had under Saddam." Sunnis in Mosul fear oppression by the country's Shiite majority, especially from the Army and federal police who have come from Baghdad. "Mosul is not safe," says Abu Ali, a Sunni farmer. "The Shia [Shiites] are in control of the security forces and Iran is in control of the Shia. We need to bring back the old officers from Saddam's time and kick out the Shia and Kurdish forces from our city." Violence has decreased, but ... Violence in Mosul has decreased remarkably over the past two years. In the first quarter of 2008 there were 1,167 recorded attacks using improvised explosive devices (IEDs). In the second quarter of 2010, there were only 78. "We're starting to see the fruits of [our] labors," exclaims Col. Dave Sanders, the STT's Texan commander. "Victory! I'm starting to taste it!" But not everyone can. Sgt. Chris Culbert has served four tours of duty in Iraq, including during the 2003 invasion of Mosul. Now he is part of a unit advising the 3rd Brigade of the Iraqi Federal Police. "After we leave, it will be business as usual, but then it will deteriorate," he says. "Funding is a problem. Corruption is a problem. There's even a drug problem among the police." Outside the Mosul courthouse, Mohammad Saleh, a 20-year-old policeman who had been shot in the leg by insurgents, confirmed this. "We like to take Valium," he said. "Pills to make us brave. Pills so we don't feel pain." Majure admits that drugs and alcohol are a problem among the police, who are routinely attacked by insurgents. Once the Iraqi police he was advising were so drunk that they got lost in the dangerous western part of the city and Majure was forced to abandon them.

Withdrawal from Iraq allows al Qaeda to reestablish 

Jed Babbin 7/14/10(Contributor for The American Spectator, deputy undersecretary of defense in the George H.W. Bush administration, writes the "Loose Canons" column for TAS Online, author of Inside the Asylum: Why the UN and Old Europe are Worse Than You Think-“Debating Groucho's War”, http://spectator.org/archives/2010/07/14/debating-grouchos-war)

But al Qaeda, as Gen. Petraeus testified in his recent confirmation hearing, is now relocated to Northwestern Pakistan. As its Somali branch al Shabab proved with last Sunday's attack in Uganda, al Qaeda has the ability to mount attacks outside the nations in which its forces are based. And, as the resurgence of al Qaeda in Iraq shows, when U.S. forces begin to withdraw, it quickly returns. It will return to Afghanistan too, soon after we leave. For all our rhetoric about fighting an unconventional war, we have -- since 9-11 -- been fighting an unconventional enemy under a conventional strategy. Nothing is gained by the counterinsurgency "clear, hold and build" strategy because clearing the terrorists from one area just lets them slip into another and reestablish themselves, and return whenever we abandon the ground we gained.
Withdrawal emboldens Iran and the Taliban

Tom Ramstack  7/5/10 (Correspondent for AHN-“Biden Urges Iraq to Form Coalition Government During Surprise Visit”, http://www.allheadlinenews.com/articles/7019196348)

Read more: http://www.allheadlinenews.com/articles/7019196348#ixzz0th9PPOpf Biden met with Iraqi President, Jalal Talabani, Vice President Tariq al-Hashimi and Ammar Hakim, the head of a Shiite religious party on the last day of his visit. Iraqi leaders expressed concern U.S. policy is more focused on withdrawing troops than supporting them while they organize their government. What appears to be a weakening U.S. commitment could strengthen the resolve of insurgents, according to Fawzi Hariri, Iraq’s minister of industry. “It gives the wrong message to Syria and Iran, and it will give the wrong message to the Taliban,” he said.

Timetable withdrawal seen as terrorist victory
Gwertzmwan,  June 2009(Bernard, consulting editor for the council on foreign relations, CFR, “An Early Withdrawal from Iraq Would Give Terrorists a Big Victory,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/9558/bremer.html,) 

I go at it from the perspective of somebody who has been involved in this for the better part of twenty years now, and I keep pointing out that we are facing a very new terrorist threat. I chaired, as you know, the National Commission on Terrorism, a bipartisan group that reported fifteen months before 9/11 that we faced a new terrorist group, a new terrorist threat—Islamic extremism—that wanted to kill us by the tens of thousands, and that we should expect mass casualty attacks on the American homeland, which unfortunately came true on 9/11. I think it is a new world and actually, if you look at polls, a lot of Americans understand that we really do have a major threat. It is, of course, sad that American men and women are still dying over there. But it’s an essential part of this war on terrorism, and certainly, as I say in my book, in that last afterward, to stop now, to set a deadline, to set timetables, would really give the terrorists a big victory, and we mustn’t do that. Whatever you think about the war itself—you can be against having gone in, I happen to be very much in favor of having gone in—but we are where we are now and we’ve got to see this through.
Withdrawal Bad – Terror
Only US Withdrawl from Iraq will Stop Al-Qaeda

Jarrar and Holland, 07 - [10/5/07, Raed Jarrar is the Iraq consultant American Friends Service Committee and a Senior Fellow at Peace Action. Joshua Holland is an editor and senior writer at Alternet. “Only a US Withdrawl will Stop Al Qaeda in Iraq”, http://www.alternet.org/world/64429]

One of the last justifications for continuing the U.S. occupation of Iraq despite overwhelming opposition from Iraqis, Americans and the rest of humanity has come down to this: U.S. forces must remain in order to battle "al Qaeda in Iraq."

Like so many of the arguments presented in the United States, the idea is not only intellectually bankrupt, it's also the 180-degree opposite of reality. The truth of the matter is that only the presence of U.S. forces allows the group called "al Qaeda in Iraq" (AQI) to survive and function, and setting a timetable for the occupation to end is the best way to beat them. You won't hear that perspective in Washington, but according to Iraqis with whom we spoke, it is the conventional wisdom in much of the country.

The Bush administration has made much of what it calls "progress" in the Sunni-dominated provinces of central Iraq. But when we spoke to leaders there, the message we got was very different from what supporters of a long-term occupation claim: Many Sunnis are, indeed, lined up against groups like AQI, but that doesn't mean they are "joining" with coalition forces or throwing their support behind the Iraqi government.

Several sources we reached in the Sunni community agreed that AQI, a predominantly Sunni insurgent group that did not exist prior to the U.S. invasion -- it started in 2005 -- will not exist for long after coalition forces depart. AQI is universally detested by large majorities of Iraqis of all ethnic and sectarian backgrounds because of its fundamentalist interpretation of religious law and efforts to set up a separate Sunni state, and its only support -- and it obviously does enjoy some support -- is based solely on its opposition to the deeply unpopular U.S.-led occupation of Iraq.

We spoke by phone with Qasim Al-jumaili, a former member of Falluja's City Council, who was confident that his local militias would eliminate Al Qaeda in Iraq from Fallujah if U.S. forces were to withdraw. "The U.S. presence is making our work harder," he said. "For example, the Anbar Salvation Front [the Sunni tribal leadership group that declared war against Al Qaeda in Iraq], is not getting a lot of public support because they think we're collaborating with the U.S. and the Al-Maliki government."

Al Jumaili was confident that Iraqis wouldn't tolerate Al Qaeda in Iraq's presence in an independent Iraq. "If the U.S. was to pull out from Iraq and let Iraqis have a national government instead of the puppet one now, Iraqis with their government and tribal leaders would quickly eliminate Al Qaeda from all Iraq," he said. It's a credible statement -- most estimates of the terror group's strength suggest its membership is in the low thousands, no match for the larger organized militias or the fledgling security forces without the support of some of the residents of the areas in which they operate.

Contrary to the neat media narrative of a unified "Sunni" leadership that has turned on AQI and joined with the Americans -- a narrative wholly fabricated by the White House and repeated without skepticism by most of the traditional media -- the Sunni community in Iraq is fragmented and divided by a variety of shifting loyalties and interests. Canadian journalist Patrick Graham, who spent a year with Sunni militias, wrote of the "Anbar Awakening": 

â€¦ It is still a shaky union, a desperate marriage of convenience based on shared enemies: Iran, and the Sunnis' former-friend-turned-foe Al Qaeda. Many of America's new allies are former insurgents and Saddam Hussein loyalists (Saddam was a Sunni) who only a short while ago were routinely called terrorists, "anti-Iraqi fighters," and "Baathist dead-enders." They are suspicious of one another and strongly anti-American, although willing to work, for the moment, with the U.S.

Iraq's Sunnis are divided; while there's a dramatic backlash against the AQI, the group receives its support from within the community. But according to Sunni leaders with whom we spoke, there won't be a unified opposition to the terror group as long as U.S. forces remain in the country.

Withdrawal Bad – Iran
U.S involvement in post-election process key to counter power grabs from Turkey and Iran

Diehl, 2010 (July 14 2010, Jackson Diehl, Diehl is deputy editorial page editor of The Post. He is an editorial writer specializing in foreign affairs was awarded the Inter-American Press Association Award for Interpretive Journalism, “Is the U.S. playing a big enough role in Iraq?” http://voices.washingtonpost.com/postpartisan/2010/07/is_the_us_playing_a_big_enough.html)
Saudi Arabia, the Persian Gulf emirates, Syria and Jordan are all backing favorites in Iraq’s political horsetrading. But Zebari said Iran and Turkey have emerged as the biggest players -- and as rivals inside Iraq. Turkey’s government is backing the Sunni parties and their leader, Iyad Allawi, who emerged with a tiny plurality of seats in the vote. Iran is pushing the two Shiite blocs, including that of current Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki, to settle on a common candidate for prime minister in order to ensure the next government will be Shiite-dominated. Both Iran and Turkey are pushing for regional leadership, and the outcome in Iraq could be crucial to their ambitions. “They believe that the United States is withdrawing from Iraq, and that there will be a vacuum,” Zebari said. “Both of them are working hard to fill that vacuum.” He’d like the United States to remain involved to counter such power-grabs. Despite this summer’s withdrawals, American forces will retain plenty of leverage in Iraq. Some 50,000 troops will remain -- officially in a non-combat role -- until the end of 2011. The administration says it fully intends to stay engaged, in part through a strategic partnership agreement that the Bush administration negotiated with Maliki. But retaining U.S. influence, and preventing Iraq’s destabilization, may require a stepped-up effort by Washington in the next few weeks. The month-long Muslim holiday of Ramadan begins Aug. 11; if Iraq does not have a government by then, the political and security situation could start to unravel. Though it can’t impose a solution, the United States retains the power of convocation. It can call all the main players together, perhaps in cooperation with UN mediators. The outcome that would most benefit the U.S. as well as Iraq is fairly clear: a unity coalition that includes the Shiite, Sunni and Kurdish parties and balances their interests -- as well as those of their regional backers. We asked Zebari whether he thought the administration understood the need to step up its efforts. “That’s a very good question,” he answered with a grin. “I think they do feel it’s a pressing problem. But they don’t admit it.”

US withdrawal triggers Iranian attacks

Ben Lando 7/13/10 (Journalist, general manager of WIDR FM, chief of Iraq Oil Report, general manager at WIDR FM, featured in The Wall Street Journal and TIME reporting on events in Iraq -“Iran Groups Pose Threat to U.S. Troops in Iraq”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704518904575364861130956190.html?mod=googlenews_wsj)
BAGHDAD—Iranian-supported militias targeting American bases now pose a more serious threat to U.S. forces than al Qaeda as they seek to exert influence over Iraq's uncertain political makeup, the top American general in Iraq said Tuesday. Army Gen. Ray Odierno also said the U.S. troop drawdown is on schedule. The Iranian-backed groups continue to pose a threat to U.S. troops, Gen. Odierno said, adding that the danger of rocket-assisted mortar attacks against U.S. bases by the groups had increased in the past few weeks. "There's a very consistent threat from Iranian surrogates operating in Iraq," Gen. Odierno said. U.S. forces have increased security at some of its bases in response. These groups are also seeking to influence Iraqi politics, still mired in a months-long stalemate over the formation of a new government. Top political parties, including current Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki's, have strong ties to Iran. "This is another attempt by Iran and others to attempt to influence the U.S. role here," he said. The Iranian-backed groups—which American commanders say have operated in Iraq since the 2003 U.S.-led invasion—pose a more subtle threat to the Iraqi state, Gen. Odierno said, which makes them less overtly worrisome than al Qaeda. U.S. and Iraqi forces have claimed significant advances in their fight against extremist groups this year, announcing the arrests and killings of several top operatives of the local al Qaeda affiliate. But those victories haven't dented insurgents' ability to orchestrate large-scale attacks. The Iraqi government has consistently blamed a series of deadly bombings across Iraq in recent months on al Qaeda in Iraq, or AQI, and like-minded groups. The killing of two top AQI operatives earlier this year weakened the group's decision-making capacity and its ability to communicate with leadership figures in Afghanistan and Pakistan, Gen. Odierno said. He also said the U.S. drawdown was progressing on schedule, with about 74,000 troops currently in the country. According to the Obama administration's drawdown timetable, U.S. forces will number just 50,000 by the end of August. The drawdown comes as Iraqi politicians continue to wrangle over a new government months after inconclusive parliamentary elections in March. It also comes after nearly a year of bloody, high-profile bombings across Iraq. Both developments have raised worry that attacks could climb, as U.S. forces continue to withdraw.
Withdrawal Bad – Iran
US withdrawal increases Iran’s influence in Iraq 
AP 7/13/10   (-“Iran's threat in Iraq on the rise, says US general”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hwK_CSpBxsNuVUEaDuOwmSSCiqGwD9GU6JDG4)

BAGHDAD — The threat to U.S. troops in Iraq from Iranian-backed militants has increased although it will not disrupt the ongoing withdrawal, a top U.S. commander said on Tuesday. While the overall number of attacks on U.S. military convoys leaving Iraq has been "fairly low," top U.S. commander in the country Gen. Ray Odierno said "a very consistent threat" from Iran-backed groups has increased in the last two weeks. Tehran is stepping up its efforts to increase its political and economic influence in Iraq as U.S. military capability diminishes, he added. "There's a very consistent threat from Iranian surrogates operating in Iraq," Odierno told reporters in Baghdad. As a result, security has been beefed up at some U.S. bases in Iraq and joint operations with Iraqi forces against suspected Iranian-sponsored insurgents have been increased. While the connections between certain groups of Shiite militants and the government in Tehran was "always very convoluted," Odierno was fairly certain of their ties to the powerful Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps, a heavily armed paramilitary force tasked with protecting the clerical regime. "Whether they are connected to the Iranian government, we can argue about that," Odierno said. "But they are really connected to the IRGC." He said the increased threat had to do with efforts by the militants to try to make propaganda through attacks on U.S. troops as they withdraw as though they are being driven out. "For years, these groups have been talking about attacking U.S. forces to force them to leave," Odierno said

US withdrawal allows Iran to influence Iraqi government
M.K Bhadrakumar 7/15/10 (Former diplomat -"Lessons to learn in Obama's 'other' war",  http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LG15Df02.html) 

Surge of regionalism Second, the decline of the US influence in Iraq also coincides with the sharp increase in the influence of the regional powers surging to claim the political vacuum resulting from the decline of US influence - Iran in particular. Washington will need to factor in such an eventuality with regard to Afghanistan as well. Tehran is already dealing with Iraq as a "normal" country with which it is on manifestly "brotherly" terms. Iranian exports, which stood at $1 billion in 2007, are cruising comfortably toward the $10 billion mark. Ironically, it is the Iraqi smugglers who may lethally sabotage US-sponsored sanctions against Iran. Pakistan [image: image1.png]



is capable of playing a similar role in Afghanistan, but the issue is whether it has the political wisdom to do so. A politico-economic partnership between the two largest Shi'ite-majority powers in the region holds profound implications for the geopolitics of the entire Middle East. An Afghan-Pakistan confederation - possibly with Uzbekistan alongside - similarly has the potential to redraw the geopolitics of South and Central Asia in terms of communication routes, energy security, trade and investment. As the well-known Middle East expert and author Patrick Seale puts it, "Iraq, Iran, Turkey, Syria, Qatar and others are already making deals and forming alliances outside the American orbit." The US worked hard against perceived Iranian influence over Iraqi affairs but failed. The US has tacitly recognized the inevitability of a preponderant Iranian influence and is even willing to tap into it provided it remains benign and cooperative. A similar US approach toward a Pakistani role in Afghanistan is entirely conceivable. On the other hand, Iraqis - like Afghans - are great nationalists. They may be prepared to view Tehran favorably as a regional ally and will be gratified to take Iranian help in their reconstruction but, as the well-known American academic on the Middle East Juan Cole argued recently, "they [Iraqis] are unlikely to take their marching orders" from Tehran. 
Withdrawal Bad – Iran
Iranian controlled Iraq triggers Middle Eastern proliferation and conflict

Mortimer B. Zuckerman 6/25/10 (publisher and owner of the New York Daily News, editor-in-chief of U.S. News & World Report. “3 Steps to Stop Iran From Getting a Nuclear Bomb” http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/mzuckerman/articles/2010/06/25/3-steps-to-stop-iran-from-getting-a-nuclear-bomb.html)

A nuclear Iran, already a neighborhood bully, would export its revolutionary ideology and destabilize the Middle East. It would be more effective in its subversion of neighbors and its fomenting of worldwide terrorism. We'd see even bolder interference in Iraq and Afghanistan, more meddling in Lebanon, more incitement and aggressive support for Hamas and Hezbollah—both of which it already funds, trains, and arms to conduct terrorist attacks against Israel. It would sabotage any dialogue between Israel and the Palestinian Authority. It would incite the Shiite populations in the Persian Gulf states and altogether threaten the survival of modern Arab governments there. Iran already plays an extensive role in Shiite southern Iraq. When American forces withdraw fully, likely over the longer term, an uprising may be fomented in Iraq that might well lead to a full takeover by an Iranian-dominated Iraqi government, which would then pressure its neighbor, Jordan. It would put at risk the whole international nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, foreshadowing a nuclear arms race all over the Middle East and nuclear weapons getting into the hands of non-state actors. A nuclear Iran, emboldened by its success in fooling and defying the world, might well be tempted to challenge its neighbors in the Gulf to reduce oil production and limit the presence of U.S. troops there. The United States has declared that a nuclear-armed Iran is unacceptable. So if Iran succeeds, it would be seen as a major defeat and open our government to doubts about its power and resolve to shape events in the Middle East. Friends would respond by distancing themselves from Washington; foes would aggressively challenge U.S. policies. As far as the war we're fighting in Afghanistan and its spillover into Pakistan, Iran has tremendous potential to make a very difficult situation even worse, given its influence on the western side of Afghanistan, some of which is linked to Iran's electrical grid. It could strengthen the Taliban with weapons such as surface-to-air missiles. Why should Iran halt a nuclear program that would give it such new power in the region? The essence of the regime's policy is to keep the talks going and keep the centrifuges spinning until Iran completes its sprint to the finish line. It is taking the politics of procrastination to a whole new level. From an American point of view, the issue is not just the nuclear program. It is the hostile intentions of a regime that since 1979 has waged war persistently against the United States and its allies. Iran is directly responsible for killing many Americans in Iraq by supplying guerrillas with high-tech roadside bombs and rockets. The savage irony that no good deed goes unpunished has played out in Iraq to the benefit of Iran. Our overthrow of Saddam Hussein's Sunni dictatorship liberated Iran on one border from the threat he posed to its Shiite regime. On Iran's eastern border, our ouster of the Taliban in Afghanistan removed another potential threat. The result has been to free up Iran's ability to meddle in the broader Middle East. What to do? A threat to bomb Iran lacks credibility while America is engaged in two massive and unpopular military campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan. Moreover, this is an administration that believes essentially in "engagement." It even seems prepared to accept an Iranian bomb. If military intervention is ruled out, we are left only with sanctions. But there is no international consensus on what these should be or how to apply them. The U.N. sanctions were too weak. They did not touch Iran's need for gasoline or its fragile domestic energy sectors. Such sanctions may take very many years to bite. Too late, too late! In the meantime, not only are the centrifuges still running, but Iran is expanding its influence and threatening the smaller Gulf countries like Qatar, Bahrain, Kuwait, and the United Arab Emirates, which do not have options that may be available to larger countries. Those states need cast-iron assurances that America will be at their side. What confidence can they have in America's will to resist an expansionist Iran? The Iranians understand the equation of fear. The official Iranian news agency recently warned the Gulf states: "There is no lion in the region save for the one that crouches on the shore opposite the Emirate states. . . . Those who believe that another lion exists in the vicinity [meaning the United States]. Well, his claws and fangs have already been broken in Iraq, Afghanistan, Lebanon and Palestine." Saudi Arabia is another country targeted by Iran. The Saudis are particularly worried because in the kingdom's east, where the largest oil reserves are located, a sizable Shiite minority is now subject to incitement by Iran. The clash between Saudi security forces and Iranian-back Houthi rebels who infiltrated from Yemen has intensified the conflict between the Saudis and Iran. Yemen has become the main dispatch point for supplies from Iran to radical opposition groups in the Gulf region, including various arms of al-Qaeda. An Iranian clandestine network has been exposed in Kuwait, and an Iranian-backed Hezbollah cell in Egypt was poised to blow up ships in the Suez Canal and major tourist sites in Egypt to weaken the central government and improve the prospects of the Muslim Brotherhood. The UAE is now in a direct confrontation with Iran over three Gulf islands belonging to the UAE. Then there is Iran's role in hiring Bedouin tribes in Sinai to smuggle arms into the Gaza Strip (where Israel has now eased the passage of ordinary goods). These arms may arrive by a chartered ship from Iran that sails up the Red Sea and through the Suez Canal, anchoring in Egyptian waters near Rafah, the Gaza border town. Under cover of darkness, the arms are placed in watertight containers and transferred underwater to a small Palestinian boat, which takes them to shore. The Bedouins, with access to hundreds of tunnels, then smuggle them into Gaza. This has armed Hamas with thousands of rockets and mortars. It is all part of Iran's highly organized strategic campaign of delivering arms to radical forces throughout the Middle East. There was a ship called the Francop which the Israelis captured last November and exposed. The world has now forgotten, but not the Israelis. The Francop was but one of a number of cargo ships interdicted by Israeli naval commandos. It turned out to have as much as 10 times the weaponry as the infamous Karine A, intercepted by Israel in 2002, that so aroused the Bush administration. It is no mystery why the Israelis want to preclude Hamas from being rearmed by a sea lane into Gaza. The Gulf states are justifiably worried that Iran's drive to influence the agenda in the region is now being transformed into an effort to dictate the agenda. The Arab states see clearly what is happening. A new study of public opinion shows that most Arabs in the Gulf see their region as a more likely target than Israel from an Iranian bomb. If we wait for that threat to fully materialize, we will have waited too long. As the French president, Nicolas Sarkozy, has said, we might be left with a choice of "an Iranian bomb or bombing Iran." The only thing worse than bombing Iran, according to Sen. John McCain, is letting Iran get the bomb. 
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Iran has multiple incentives to control Iraq – oil, influence.

UPI 7/15/10 (-“Iraq's oil boom could tempt Iran”, http://www.upi.com/Science_News/Resource-Wars/2010/07/15/Iraqs-oil-boom-could-tempt-Iran/-68901279207956/print/)
BAGHDAD, July 15 (UPI) -- Iraq's headlong drive to become the world's top oil producer is gathering pace although building the infrastructure to make that happen poses problems. But there are also political pitfalls: Iraq's energy boom makes a tempting target for Iran as it battles a salvo of sanctions imposed by the United Nations, the United States and the European Union in recent weeks with the aim of throttling its vital oil industry. "The map of the world's main energy suppliers is about to change," veteran Middle East observer Patrick Cockburn wrote in London's Independent newspaper July 1 of Baghdad's plan to boost oil production from around 2 million barrels per day to 10 million-12 million bpd over the next seven years. "The rush to exploit Iraq's 'super-giant' oil fields, of which it has the largest concentration in the world, has gathered impetus with unexpected speed in the wake of BP's disaster in the Gulf of Mexico which has raised fears over deep-sea drilling," he wrote. "Iraq's oil has the advantage of being both onshore and cheap to develop." Iraq has oil reserves estimated at 115 billion barrels, the third largest reserves of conventional crude after Saudi Arabia and Iran. And the production increase is expected to come from these established fields. But it's Iraq's untapped oil wealth that is the clincher. Industry analysts believe that reserves of 100 billion barrels lie in unexplored fields. No other oil state possesses anything like that. That means that as the reserves of other producing states such as Saudi Arabia, Iran and the United Arab Emirates steadily shrink, Iraq will be able to keep oil flowing from new fields as the older ones dry up. The Saudis aren't happy at the prospect of being usurped by Iraq and they will probably seek to prevent that happening, such as slapping a restraining Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries production quota on Baghdad to keep prices at their current level of around $70 per barrel. But Iran, Iraq's historical rival, whose energy industry has been severely damaged by a lack of investment because of Western sanctions for the last three decades -- as Iraq's were under the late Saddam Hussein -- faces a steady decline as the new sanctions bite. "The outcome of what is being called 'the great Iraqi oil rush will inevitably transform the balance of power between the oil-producing states with Iraq the winner, Saudi Arabia and Iran the losers," Cockburn noted. Iran has long coveted Iraq's southern oil fields around the port city of Basra. These contain around two-thirds of Iraq's known reserves and most of the untapped reserves that many believe are there. The south, like Iran itself, is dominated by Shiite Muslims. These fields also abut Iran's own key oil zone in southwestern Khuzestan province. And if Iraq is plunged again into sectarian bloodletting between majority Shiites and minority Sunnis, Tehran may feel the time was ripe to grab the Iraqi oil fields -- just as Saddam tried to seize Khuzestan in 1980. Iran already has immense influence in Iraq through its links with key Shiite organizations. These ties have deepened as U.S. forces withdraw from Iraq. There are concerns that Tehran will seek to retaliate against the Americans over the sanctions, and U.S. efforts to stifle Iran's region ambitions, by ensuring that pro-Iranian Shiites win the power struggle that has been under way in Iraq since the inconclusive March 7 parliamentary elections. Recent Iranian incursions into disputed oil fields along the 900-mile border with Iraq, or in "hot pursuit" of Kurdish rebels, are seen as warning shots by Tehran. As Iraq's electricity crisis deepens, Tehran has stopped supplying Iraq's national grid with 250 megawatts, the electricity ministry in Baghdad said in June. It remains unclear how far Iran intends to go on this. But one U.S. commentator believes the fix is in. "Iraq is abandoning the United States in favor of closer ties with Iran," observed Robert Dreyfuss of The Nation. "The clearest sign of the lack of U.S. influence in Iraq is that oil contracts, once seen as a great prize for the U.S. occupiers of Iraq … have gone not to U.S. firms but to rival firms from China, Russia and other Asian and European companies."

Withdrawal Bad – Iran
If we succeed in Iraq under a shia government, the sunni middle-east will rebel against the U.S. democratic influence                                                                                                                                         Col. Franklin, April 26-(Col. Larry Franklin, 4/26/10, Hudson New York “How Arabs View the US Pullout: Why Maintain Friendly Ties With America?” http://www.hudson-ny.org/1171/how-arabs-view-the-us-pullout-why-maintain-friendly-ties-to-america)

The teaching moment began the day we toppled Saddam from power. We did not notice. We were busy congratulating ourselves for liberating Iraq. But the Arab, Sunni Muslim world was not celebrating. Their view was that our invasion of the Sunni heartland unshackled the beast of Shia Islam which had been chained for a “thousand years.” Since then, all of Iraq’s Sunni neighbors have struggled to curtail Shia power in Iraq, and its growing influence throughout the region. Consequently, some Sunni regimes which have been occasionally cooperative with us in the Middle East now see us as unwitting friends of their theological enemies. No longer can we trust these Sunni regimes to work in concert with our efforts in the region. This is one reason why countries such as Saudi Arabia, Syria and others have permitted many of their citizen-jihadists to fight “the good war” against American troops in Iraq: They do not want us to succeed. They cannot digest the image that the former seat of the Sunni Abassid Caliphate and capital of oil-rich Iraq would be ruled by the Shia, as would be the case if we succeeded in establishing a peaceful, united, democratic Iraq. The Shia, who form a large majority of Iraq’s population, would best any coalition of Sunni political factions. Moreover, if the U.S. and its allies succeed in Iraq, Muslims throughout the region would be tempted to see a Shia-controlled Iraq and Shia Iran as the models to emulate instead if the Sunni model. These Sunni states also fear instability among the Shia populations inside their borders. For instance, the al-Saud family in Arabia will worry about the majority Shia population at the center of its oil empire in the Eastern Province of al-Hasa. The minority Sunni al-Khalifa family in Shia Bahrain will be thrust into a state of anxiety, and there is the high likelihood of unrest among Kuwait’s 30% Shia Muslim population. A meeting a few years ago with an old comrade in the Jordanian military intelligence, was not a pleasant one. My Jordanian friend had just returned from duty in Iraq with Jordan’s Special Forces. After the obligatory warm greeting, he launched into an invective-filled denunciation of U.S. policy: “How could your bosses have been so shortsighted?…Saddam was a monster, but he was mortal. He was secular, but he still was sane enough to know his limitations. Now you have opened the door wide to Iran. Now the Shia think the future belongs to them: your stupid actions threaten us all.” Although my friend hails from a rural-based tribe in Jordan, and his father was part of the generation that sustained the Hashemite dynasty of the late King Hussein, the King has been dead a long time and many of his top military aides have now retired. Hussein’s son, King Abdullah, although a tough veteran of Jordan’s Special Forces, does not command the fabled loyalty of his father. As a Jordanian officer remarked during an all night tour of the key battle sites in Amman during the September, 1970, revolt of the Jordan-based Palestinians, “The army proved loyal then; it might not be so quick to defend the monarchy next time.” Palestinians now account for at least 60% of Jordan’s population, and the society is more radicalized including the Jordanian army. What Jordanian moderates like my friend fear most is that they no longer have any legitimate foreign or internal rationale for maintaining friendly ties to America. To survive, regime elites must move closer to the world and regional views of their populations. Many officers in Jordan’s army, like those in Pakistan’s military, are more radicalized than the generation before them. We cannot assume the good will of any Sunni today without a thorough vetting, as our Marines discovered in Iraq’s Al-Anbar Province with the “Awakening Sheiks Movement.” In the “Awakening,” the U.S. had funded Sunni tribal sheikhs in Iraq to fight together against al-Qaeda, only to find them infiltrated, and potentially turning into a separate militia that might fight against the government. Even though the U.S. and the twenty or so top Sunni Muslim Sheikhs had an identical great enemy, it took two years before they decided to shed the shackles of their alliance with al-Qaeda and reach an accommodation with American forces. However, this time these same Sheiks will not tolerate a prolonged political ascendency for the Shia in Iraq. As we continue to draw down our troop levels in Iraq, we shall witness their determination. All of us need to be vigilant about what is around us and diligent in imparting sensitive information to others. Whether it conmcerns an airliner about to land in Detroit, passengers on a bus in Jerusalem, tourists in a hotel in Mumbai, soldiers at a U.S. shopping mall or operatives in a secure facility in Afghanistan, it is the same war. They are affixing a few more black stars on the “wall of the fallen” at Langley this week. It is in this manner that the CIA honors its brothers and sisters who have given the last measure of devotion to our country. Many of those martyred-soldiers of our Republic represented by those black stars on that lobby wall are known only to their professional and personal families.We are not privy to the mix of unlucky circumstance, duplicity, inattention, and possible lapse in tradecraft that leads to the death of Americans in Afghanistan. For most of us the assignment of blame for this disaster and the pain of loss will pass. However, the strategic lessons learned must be long remembered.

Withdrawal Bad – Instability/Conflict
Withdrawal leaves Iraq defenseless and unstable – borders 

Carpenter   6/11  (Ted Galen Carpenter, defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, is the author of more than 400 articles and eight books on international affairs, www.cato.org, “Iraq is defenseless,” CATO Institute)
Apparently taking a page from Ankara's playbook, Iran launched punitive assaults in May and June of this year against another Kurdish group that is waging an insurgency against the Tehran regime. Not only have Iranian forces entered Iraqi territory and killed rebel fighters there, but Iran has now reportedly established a fort on Iraq's side of the border. That step suggests that those troops plan to stay a while. As in the case of Turkey's earlier incursion, Baghdad could do little except issue a mewling diplomatic protest. Iraq has trouble with other neighbors as well. Iraqi and U.S. leaders have complained for years that Syria ignores the passage of al-Qaeda's foreign fighters through its territory on their way to Iraq. There are suspicions that Damascus not only ignores such activity, but assists it. Shiite officials in Iraq have also accused Saudi Arabia of funding and otherwise aiding Sunni factions that are hostile to the Iraqi government. The reality is that Iraq is a weak player surrounded by neighbors who do not especially wish it well. Quantitative measures alone underscore the extent of the power disparity. According to the latest edition of the International Institute of Strategic Studies' Military Balance, there are 578,269 personnel in Iraq's security forces. But more than 366,000 are Ministry of Interior personnel, trained and equipped to deal with internal-security problems, not foreign military threats. Iraq's bona fide military consists of a fledgling army of 187,000, a navy of 2,000 and an air force of 3,000. By contrast, Iran deploys nearly 350,000 active-duty army troops, 125,000 naval personnel, and 18,000 air force personnel. They are backed by 125,000 troops in the elite Revolutionary Guard Corps and 350,000 reservists who could be called up on short notice. Turkey fields some 511,000 active-duty forces, including a 402,000-strong army. Those fighters are backed by nearly 379,000 trained reserves. Syria and even Saudi Arabia are also able to deploy more numerous and substantially stronger military forces than Iraq. 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.

The US’ early dismissal from Iraq would unleash a breeding ground for violence in the Middle East-

Chulov 5/13/2010 (Martin, the guardians Iraq correspondent since 2005, www.gaurdian.co.uk, “Violence delays US troop pullout from Iraq: Deaths of two al-Qaida leaders spark bombings Washington to postpone withdrawal by one month,” pg 29, LexisNexis)
 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. "The presence of foreign forces sent shock waves through Iraqis," said Hoshyar Zebari, the foreign minister. "And at the beginning it was a terrifying message that they didn't dare challenge. But then they got emboldened through terrorism and acts of resistance. And as the Americans are leaving, we are seeing more of it." From his office in central Baghdad, destroyed in a massive explosion last August at the start of a new phase in the insurgency, Zebari said Iraq's neighbours were taking full advantage of the political stalemate. He also hinted that they may be directly backing the violence."They too have been emboldened, because we haven't been able to establish a viable unified government that others can respect," he said. "In one way or another, Iran, Turkey and Syria are interfering in the formation of this government. "There is a lingering fear (among some neighbouring states) that Iraq should not reach a level of stability. The competition over the future of Iraq is being played out mostly between Turkey and Iran. They both believe they have a vested interest here." The withdrawal order is eagerly awaited by the 92,000 US troops still in Iraq - they mostly remain confined to their bases. This month, General Odierno was supposed to have ordered the pullout of 12,500, a figure that was meant to escalate every week between now and 31 August, when only 50,000 US troops are set to remain - all of them non-combat forces. US patrols are now 
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seldom seen on the streets of Baghdad, where the terms of a security agreement between Baghdad and Washington are being followed strictly: this relegates them to secondary partners and means US troops cannot leave their bases without Iraqi permission. US commanders have grown accustomed to being masters of the land no longer, but they have recently grown increasingly concerned about what they will leave behind. Zebari said: "The mother of all mistakes that they made was changing their mission from liberation to occupation and then legalising that through a security council resolution." Earlier this week, Allawi warned that the departing US troops had an obligation enshrined in the security agreement and at the United Nations security council to safeguard Iraq's democratic process. He warned of catastrophic consequences if the occupation ended with Iraq still politically unstable 
US must not bind itself to august drawdown-Remain another 90 days for summer stability 

McGurk, 4-7-(Brett H. McGurk, 4/7/10, Former National Security Council official in the Bush and Obama administrations, Senior Advisor to the U.S. Ambassador (Baghdad), International Affairs Fellow in Residence, Council on Foreign Relations, “Iraq: Struggling Through ‘Highest Risk’ Window”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/21842/iraq.html) 
Until the last six or seven days, violence in Iraq had become cyclical and predictable over the past year, with large bombings taking place every ninety days. The U.S. military assessed that these attacks were conducted by remnants of al-Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) and believed the ninety-day planning cycle showed an overall weakening in AQI's potency. In addition, the attacks had focused on structures of state authority--ministries and government offices in August and October 2009--or of symbolic, high-profile value--hotels housing Western journalists in January 2010. This past week has seen something altogether different in character, and potentially destabilizing. Targets have been Iraqi civilians, and the attacks have come with greater frequency and scope than seen in over a year. On April 5, there were at least five major bombings of civilian apartment buildings, which are difficult to defend in a city of 8 million people. Two days earlier, attacks targeted diplomatic missions in the capital and an Easter service at a Christian church. Last week there were bombings in Anbar and Diyala provinces, and civilians were killed execution-style in Arab Jabour, just south of Baghdad, and in Wasit province, along the Iranian border. So what is happening in Iraq? Should this spike in violence cause the United States to revisit its steep drawdown of fifty thousand troops by August? And how, if at all, is this violence related to political instability in the wake of the March 7 election? It is too soon to draw conclusions, but the pattern is troubling. On the positive side of the ledger, Iraq has suffered far worse violence than anything seen in the past week. Nor are there signs of an unraveling situation. Indeed, the precursors to large-scale sectarian violence--which we saw in 2006--are not present. There are no signs of militias regenerating; Iraq's security forces are responding ably (as opposed to committing their own atrocities); and the government is continuing to serve in a caretaker capacity. We simply do not know whether the spark of sectarian bloodshed might once again be lit--but we now know for certain that AQI will try its hardest to do so. The coming months, therefore, will be extremely delicate, dangerous, and uncertain. Remember that the Samarra Mosque attack, which launched a sectarian war in Iraq, took place on February 22, 2006--nine weeks after national elections. We are today less than four weeks out from the March 7, 2010, elections, and months away from having a new government in place. General Raymond Odierno, the commander of U.S. forces in Iraq, has called the ninety days after an election the "window of highest risk"--and we are smack in the middle of that window now. The August timeline should not be ironclad. The White House is bound by two timelines when it comes to withdrawing U.S. troops. One was negotiated with the Iraqi government and part of a binding international security agreement. Under that timeline, all U.S. forces must be out of Iraq by the end of 2011, a date carefully chosen over the course of an eighteen-month negotiation with the Iraqi government. This date offered maximum flexibility over the course of 2010 (the present year of uncertainty, with national elections and political change). The agreement further allows the next Iraqi government to request an extension of the 2011 date, to allow U.S. forces to continue training and advising Iraqi troops. Other than the Sadrist bloc, nearly every political party in Iraq would support that extension--and we should anticipate the request coming later this year or early in 2011. The other withdrawal timeline--no more than fifty thousand troops in Iraq by the end of August 2010--is not binding. It was a unilateral U.S. policy decision, set in place by President Barack Obama shortly after his inauguration. In his speech announcing it, the president said he would consult carefully with the Iraqis and with his military commanders, with a door open to "tactical adjustments." Now may be the time to consider such tactical adjustments. To begin with, the March 7 election itself took place ninety days later than anticipated. Extending the August deadline by ninety days (to account for the delayed election) would provide military commanders with breathing space to focus intensely over the next three months on helping Iraqis stabilize Iraq. Without such an extension, our commanders must focus intensely on a logistical feat--removing fifty thousand troops and their equipment over the next four months--not seen since the days of World War II. At the very least, the present withdrawal schedule injects additional uncertainty into a period of extremely high risk between now and August. It should not be set in stone. Political instability will last through summer.
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Continued US presence in Iraq necessary to stop military takeover
Pollack and Sargsyan, April - (Kenneth M. Pollack and Irena L. Sargsyan, April 2010, Kenneth M. Pollack is the director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution. Irena L. Sargsyan is a research analyst at the Saban Center and a doctoral candidate in the Department of Government at Georgetown University. “The other side of the COIN: Perils of premature evacuation from Iraq”, Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/10april/docs/10apr_PollackSargsyan.pdf)

One of the least acknowledged problems with the ongoing transition of the U.S. mission in Iraq is the potential for problems to arise between the Iraqi military and the civilian government. The increase in the size, capabilities, and political reliability of the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) were important elements in the turnaround in Iraq in 2007 —2008. Today, the ISF are so large (roughly 650,000 in early 2010) and relatively capable that many Iraqis and Americans believe that the U.S. military presence has become superfluous. In Baghdad and Washington, there is a growing consensus that the Iraqis can handle their internal security and the residual insurgency threat by themselves, and as a result, the United States can pull out its troops quickly. This notion is dangerously mistaken. There are many things that could still tear Iraq apart, and the future of the Iraqi security forces themselves are among those at the top of the list. Today, the ISF sees itself as a strong, modern, progressive institution, fully capable of fulfilling its national mission. More critically, most Iraqi generals see few, if any, other institutions in Iraq that can make the same claim. They view Iraqi politicians as venal and incompetent, squandering all of the gains won at such a high price by their soldiers. In and of itself, this has been the textbook recipe for a military coup throughout modern history, especially in the Middle East. Moreover, Iraq’s civilian leadership is well aware of both the army’s sentiments and the historical pattern they seem to fit, and has been working hard to ensure the political loyalty of the armed forces. To do so, the government has been employing equally typical patterns of what noted RAND analyst James Quinlivan has called ‘‘coup-proofing’’: replacing military professionals with officers personally loyal to the leader; creating multiple chains of command, some of which skirt established lines of authority to report directly to the leader or his trusted aides; establishing multiple intelligence services that can watch each other as well as the military; and creating elite military formations directly under the control of the leader.4 Naturally, the fact that the civilian leadership is showing such growing distrust of the military further antagonizes many generals, which someday may incline some (perhaps all) to act against the civilian leadership. As if that isn’t bad enough, there is yet another problem: it is the nature of counterinsurgency (COIN) operations to politicize the militaries conducting them. The nature of COIN warfare is that the indigenous military fights an internal enemy. The history of militaries of developing countries conducting COIN campaigns is that in the absence of a large, foreign military presence with large numbers of combat troops, indigenous political—military relations often go sour as a result of the counterinsurgency effort, regardless of its effectiveness. Iraq’s current civil—military relations are fragile and fraught with distrust on both sides. This is a major problem that must be addressed before the United States implements the drawdown of U.S. combat forces and shifts the U.S. mission from combat operations to advising and training. Today, the surest guarantee that the Iraqi military will not move against the civilian leadership, and that the civilian leadership will be limited in its ability to emasculate the military either of which could trigger a new civil war is the presence of almost 100,000 U.S. troops. When that presence is removed in December 2011, that guarantee will depart with them. Since history in similar circumstances elsewhere warns of the risk of catastrophically bad civil-military relations, unless large numbers of the departing great power’s combat troops remain behind for years or decades, the United States may be committing de´ ja` vu all over again in Iraq. Of course, Iraq is not the only place where the United States is currently investing its blood and treasure to build an indigenous military capable of conducting COIN operations to enable locals to shoulder the burden of providing security so that U.S. combat troops can leave. In December 2009, Obama announced that the United States would deploy an additional 30,000 — 40,000 troops to Afghanistan, but would seek to remove them in roughly 18 months, with the expectation that the Afghan National Army (ANA) would then be ready to take on the task. The implicit expectation is that the United States will be able to help Afghanistan as it helped Iraq. Even though Afghanistan and Iraq are very different countries facing very different problems, if the United States achieves its goals in Afghanistan (still a major uncertainty), it may nonetheless face some of the same problems of premature withdrawal. As senior U.S. officers in Iraq regularly intone, progress in these kinds of wars ‘‘doesn’t mean no problems, it means new problems.’’
Iraqi security forces will fail once US leaves-corruption

Meyer, July 9--(Sebastian Meyer, 7/9/10, contributer for the Christian Science Monitor, “Iraq Withdrawal: A US unit prepares Mosul police for self-rule”, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Middle-East/2010/0709/Iraq-withdrawal-A-US-unit-prepares-Mosul-police-for-self-rule)

Mosul, Iraq Perched on a couch in a small Mosul police station far from his home in Forest, Miss., Sgt. Wesley Majure sighs with frustration. "That's it? Only three to train?" he asks in his Southern drawl. The Iraqi police chief, dressed in a Juventus tracksuit, shrugs. "You didn't tell us you were coming." "Well let's go train the hell out of those three then," Majure huffs as he lifts himself off the couch and makes for the door. This episode doesn't reflect poor planning; Majure couldn't tell his Iraqi colleague when they were coming – a rule laid down after a US soldier and his interpreter were killed by an Iraqi policeman in a Mosul police station in February 2009. That's just one of the challenges this unit of US military police face on the front lines of preparing for America's exit from Iraq. They are a part of the STT, or Security Transition Team, which has been tasked with training Iraqi police to take on insurgents in Iraq's most dangerous city. Ammunition money used to pave driveways While attacks have fallen here since the peak of sectarian violence, Majure and other American advisers to the unit have other 
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problems on their hands – everything from insurgents threatening the policemen's wives and children to generals using ammunition money to pave their driveways. "Right now, the [Iraqi] security forces are not good enough to take on the insurgents," explains Vic Morrow, ex-Special Forces and now an adviser to the transition team. "Some of them are up to it, but what'll fail it is corruption. And the price of failure is astronomical." Many believe a dysfunctional security force in Iraq would allow insurgents, as well as neighbors such as Iran and Syria, to fill the power vacuum as the US withdraws. This could lead to a return of sectarian fighting. Corruption, lack of funds For those who advise the federal police and Iraqi Army, one of the largest worries is money and corruption. Iraqi commanders claim the problem stems from Baghdad, where politicians still haven't formed a government nearly four months after the March 7 parliamentary election. "We are ready to take full control of our country's security," says a federal police commander from Baghdad. "But the government isn't serious. They're corrupt and are only looking out for themselves. We need a strong government like we had under Saddam." Sunnis in Mosul fear oppression by the country's Shiite majority, especially from the Army and federal police who have come from Baghdad. "Mosul is not safe," says Abu Ali, a Sunni farmer. "The Shia [Shiites] are in control of the security forces and Iran is in control of the Shia. We need to bring back the old officers from Saddam's time and kick out the Shia and Kurdish forces from our city." Violence has decreased, but ... Violence in Mosul has decreased remarkably over the past two years. In the first quarter of 2008 there were 1,167 recorded attacks using improvised explosive devices (IEDs). In the second quarter of 2010, there were only 78. "We're starting to see the fruits of [our] labors," exclaims Col. Dave Sanders, the STT's Texan commander. "Victory! I'm starting to taste it!" But not everyone can. Sgt. Chris Culbert has served four tours of duty in Iraq, including during the 2003 invasion of Mosul. Now he is part of a unit advising the 3rd Brigade of the Iraqi Federal Police. "After we leave, it will be business as usual, but then it will deteriorate," he says. "Funding is a problem. Corruption is a problem. There's even a drug problem among the police." Outside the Mosul courthouse, Mohammad Saleh, a 20-year-old policeman who had been shot in the leg by insurgents, confirmed this. "We like to take Valium," he said. "Pills to make us brave. Pills so we don't feel pain." Majure admits that drugs and alcohol are a problem among the police, who are routinely attacked by insurgents. Once the Iraqi police he was advising were so drunk that they got lost in the dangerous western part of the city and Majure was forced to abandon them. Police intimidated by insurgents But a bigger problem is that insurgents have intimidated police to the point where the transition team can't fully trust them. Unlike the federal police and Iraqi Army, who come from other cities and live on protected bases, Iraqi police live unprotected in the city itself. "It's not collusion. They haven't been infiltrated," Sanders explains. "But when [insurgents] get hold of your family, of your wife and children, and threaten to do stuff to them ... what would you do?" On a recent afternoon, the Iraqi Army and their transition team drove their Humvees back to the American base from a series of house searches in the western part of Mosul. Many of the windows in the Iraqi vehicles were spider-webbed where the bulletproof glass has been tested; the tires on one were completely bald. But neither the glass nor the tires had been replaced, due to a lack of funds. The convoy turned onto Baghdad Road, a place bearing grave re-minders of the violence that once plagued the city. The only houses that weren't scarred by bullets and shrapnel were those that had been destroyed by car bombs. 'The insurgents are not done' As the US packs its bags and starts to ship its men and materiel east to America's other war, transition team leaders are convinced that Baghdad Road is a reminder of the past, and not a glimpse of the future. Backed by the success of the past year, they believe that after their departure, the Iraqi forces will continue to successfully battle the insurgency. "But the insurgents are not done here," warns Morrow, the ex-Special Forces adviser. "Look at Afghanistan. They went on hiatus and then came back."

Iraq police force not ready to take over- plagued by corruption, lack of funds, and intimated by insurgents

CSM 10 (July 9, 2010, Sebastian Meyer, Christian Scinece Monisort staff writer, “Iraq withdrawal: A US unit prepares Mosul police for self-rule” online: http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Middle-East/2010/0709/Iraq-withdrawal-A-US-unit-prepares-Mosul-police-for-self-rule)

Mosul, Iraq. Perched on a couch in a small Mosul police station far from his home in Forest, Miss., Sgt. Wesley Majure sighs with frustration. "That's it? Only three to train?" he asks in his Southern drawl. The Iraqi police chief, dressed in a Juventus tracksuit, shrugs. "You didn't tell us you were coming." "Well let's go train the hell out of those three then," Majure huffs as he lifts himself off the couch and makes for the door. This episode doesn't reflect poor planning; Majure couldn't tell his Iraqi colleague when they were coming – a rule laid down after a US soldier and his interpreter were killed by an Iraqi policeman in a Mosul police station in February 2009. That's just one of the challenges this unit of US military police face on the front lines of preparing for America's exit from Iraq. They are a part of the STT, or Security Transition Team, which has been tasked with training Iraqi police to take on insurgents in Iraq's most dangerous city. Ammunition money used to pave driveways While attacks have fallen here since the peak of sectarian violence, Majure and other American advisers to the unit have other problems on their hands – everything from insurgents threatening the policemen's wives and children to generals using ammunition money to pave their driveways. "Right now, the [Iraqi] security forces are not good enough to take on the insurgents," explains Vic Morrow, ex-Special Forces and now an adviser to the transition team. "Some of them are up to it, but what'll fail it is corruption. And the price of failure is astronomical." Many believe a dysfunctional security force in Iraq would allow insurgents, as well as neighbors such as Iran and Syria, to fill the power vacuum as the US withdraws. This could lead to a return of sectarian fighting. Corruption, lack of funds For those who advise the federal police and Iraqi Army, one of the largest worries is money and corruption. Iraqi commanders claim the problem stems from Baghdad, where politicians still haven't formed a government nearly four months after the March 7 parliamentary election. "We are ready to take full control of our country's security," says a federal police commander from Baghdad. "But the government isn't serious. They're corrupt and are only looking out for themselves. We need a strong government like we had under Saddam." Sunnis in Mosul fear oppression by the country's Shiite majority, especially from the Army and federal police who have come from Baghdad. "Mosul is not safe," says Abu Ali, a Sunni farmer. "The Shia [Shiites] are in control of the security forces and Iran is in control of the Shia. We need to bring back the old officers from Saddam's time and kick out the Shia and Kurdish forces from our city." Violence has decreased, but ... Violence in Mosul has decreased remarkably over the past two years. In the first quarter of 2008 there were 1,167 recorded attacks using improvised explosive devices (IEDs). In the second quarter of 2010, there were only 78. "We're starting to see the fruits of [our] labors," exclaims Col. Dave Sanders, the STT's Texan commander. "Victory! I'm starting to taste it!" But not everyone can. Sgt. Chris Culbert has served four tours 
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of duty in Iraq, including during the 2003 invasion of Mosul. Now he is part of a unit advising the 3rd Brigade of the Iraqi Federal Police. "After we leave, it will be business as usual, but then it will deteriorate," he says. "Funding is a problem. Corruption is a problem. There's even a drug problem among the police." Outside the Mosul courthouse, Mohammad Saleh, a 20-year-old policeman who had been shot in the leg by insurgents, confirmed this. "We like to take Valium," he said. "Pills to make us brave. Pills so we don't feel pain." Majure admits that drugs and alcohol are a problem among the police, who are routinely attacked by insurgents. Once the Iraqi police he was advising were so drunk that they got lost in the dangerous western part of the city and Majure was forced to abandon them. Police intimidated by insurgents But a bigger problem is that insurgents have intimidated police to the point where the transition team can't fully trust them. Unlike the federal police and Iraqi Army, who come from other cities and live on protected bases, Iraqi police live unprotected in the city itself. "It's not collusion. They haven't been infiltrated," Sanders explains. "But when [insurgents] get hold of your family, of your wife and children, and threaten to do stuff to them ... what would you do?" On a recent afternoon, the Iraqi Army and their transition team drove their Humvees back to the American base from a series of house searches in the western part of Mosul. Many of the windows in the Iraqi vehicles were spider-webbed where the bulletproof glass has been tested; the tires on one were completely bald. But neither the glass nor the tires had been replaced, due to a lack of funds.

Iraqi military still relies on US-withdrawal could spark violence
Reuters 7/7/ 10 (-“FACTBOX-Key political risks to watch in Iraq”, http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/LDE65T17Y.htm) 

Political feuds, Sunni discontent or an attack on a holy site or a clerical leader could all spark renewed violence, as could any Israeli strike on Iran's nuclear facilities. Such an attack might prompt mostly dormant Shi'ite militias to retaliate against U.S. forces in Iraq. Any major violence will push up prices on global oil markets <CLc1>, especially if it appears set to persist. What to watch: -- Attacks on oil facilities or staff. Iraq's efforts to secure investment could be derailed by attacks on foreigners. -- Signs that U.S. forces are changing withdrawal plans. -- Iraqi security forces are vulnerable to infiltration and some key ministries are still politicised. Iraq's military still relies on U.S. troops for air support and forensics.

Remaining undercuts Iraqi government and risks spurring new violence          Hanna, 4-4-(Michael Wahid Hanna, 4/4/10, Michael Wahid Hanna is a fellow and program officer at The Century Foundation. In 2008 he was a consultant for Human Rights Watch in Iraq conducting research for a report on the Central Criminal Court of Iraq. Prior to joining The Century Foundation, Hanna was a senior fellow at the International Human Rights Law Institute, where he conducted research on post-conflict justice, victims’ rights under international law, and the Iraqi High Criminal Court. Hanna is a term-member of the Council on Foreign Relations , "Stay the Course of Withdrawal-When Should the United States Leave Iraq", Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66188/michael-wahid-hanna/stay-the-course-of-withdrawal?page=show)
Having held parliamentary elections on March 7 and endured a protracted period of vote counting, Iraqis are now focused on the arduous process of government formation. As this Iraqi drama unfolds, U.S. military forces are preparing to redeploy according to the U.S.-Iraq security agreement of November 2008 and President Barack Obama’s announced timetable for withdrawal. The impending drawdown -- from 96,000 troops today to about 50,000 on September 1, 2010, and zero on January 1, 2012 -- will require the United States to defer increasingly to Iraqis as they dictate their own future.  This, in turn, requires that the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) continue their development. The increased proficiency of the ISF is a main reason why, though Iraqis will continue to endure grievous violence in coming years, there is no longer a broad-based insurgency that poses a strategic threat to the political process or the government. But the ISF’s progress is relatively new: although President George W. Bush said in 2005 that “as the Iraqis stand up, we will stand down,” the ISF has only recently achieved a substantial level of operational independence. Over the past year, the United States has drawn down more than 40,000 troops while turning over control of Iraqi population centers to the ISF. In September 2009, the Department of Defense reported that the Iraqi army had 189 combat battalions, most of which qualified as being “in the lead” for the purposes of conducting operations. Relatively few of those battalions have achieved Operational Readiness Assessment (ORA) Level 1, meaning that they are logistics-capable units with the ability to function wholly independently. The vast majority of “in the lead” battalions have achieved ORA Level 2; they can plan, execute, and sustain counterinsurgency operations -- but only with U.S. assistance.  Taking an overly pessimistic view of the current political environment and appraising the ISF’s progress stringently, some U.S. commentators 
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have recently been urging the Obama administration to reconsider its timeline, suggesting that its implementation would destabilize Iraq at its moment of greatest vulnerability. But this allegedly realist view of Iraq’s current predicament is decidedly unrealistic about the country it purports to describe. Indeed, for Washington to seek to abrogate its withdrawal commitments -- and thereby suggest that an extended occupation is back on the agenda -- would not enhance security but would undercut the Iraqi government and risk spurring renewed violence. There is simply no political space for such an eventuality. Moreover, these commentators misunderstand the role of U.S. troops in Iraq, which focuses on training, advising, and assisting the ISF -- tasks that, given the ISF’s increasing independence, can be carried out by the residual U.S. troops envisioned. 
Withdrawal > Instability

U.S. withdrawal from Iraq would cause instability, war

Layne, 2009 

(Christopher, Ph.D., chair of intelligence and national security at Texas A&M, “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for oﬀshore balancing has arrived,” Review of International Studies 35, 5-25)

The argument that US withdrawal from Iraq would result in wider regional instability cannot be dismissed out of hand. If US troops leave Iraq, bad things indeed could happen: violence in Iraq could worsen and, in addition to the bloodshed, Iraq refugees could flee to neighbouring countries with de-stabilising consequences. Other nations in the region could be tempted to intervene in a re-intensified Iraqi civil war that causes Iraq to fracture along ethnic and sectarian fault lines. Indeed, Saudi Arabia already has indicated that in this case it would come to the aid of the Iraqi Sunnis, and Turkey has conducted attacks on PPK insurgents who are using bases in the Kurdish area of Iran to conduct attacks inside Turkey. In short, the Middle East could become even bloodier and more unstable.

Withdrawal before Iraq is ready will cause the region to become destabilized

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

Counterinsurgency in Iraq, November 5, 2003, The Washington Quarterly, <https://www.ciaonet.org/olj/twq/win2004/twq_win2004b.pdf>)
by withdrawing before the new Iraq is able to stand on its own, the ultimate strategic objective—a unified, stable Iraq that does not threaten its neighbors and does not support international terrorism— will not be met. After three decades of totalitarianism, Iraqis will not be ready for several years to run a stable nation on their own. Stability requires an interim period of oversight, occupation, and tutelage. Yet, Iraqis cannot admit this, and so the occupation generates opposition and violence. A comprehensive and coherent U.S. counterinsurgency strategy is the only feasible solution to confront the strategic dilemma the United States now faces in Iraq. Comprehensive counterinsurgency, focusing on the key nodes for success outlined here, is unlikely to eradicate the violent opposition to the coalition fully but should at least sufficiently weaken the insurgent opposition and ensure that the new Iraqi regime is not born—as the South Vietnamese government was—with a massive internal security threat on its hands.

Withdrawal of US forces from Iraq will cause instability in the region and damage US credibility

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

As the United States draws down its forces in Iraq, it behooves decisionmakers to recognize that this drawdown, which started in June 2009 and continues at the time of this writing, will affect vulnerable and at-risk populations. The ways in which it does so have significant implications for the evolution of Iraq and U.S. policy interests in that country and the Middle East more broadly. Regardless of how the security situation evolves in the years to come, these issues will continue to create humanitarian challenges, and it is in U.S. interests to take steps to address them. A number of groups are at risk because of the U.S. drawdown and withdrawal, because they have depended on U.S. forces and force presence for their security over the last six years. In addition, the drawdown may exacerbate the already precarious circumstances of displaced Iraqis, both within the country and in neighboring states. That said, appropriate policies and actions can mitigate destabilizing regional scenarios and reduce the dangers faced by these populations in the years to come. Vulnerable Groups Groups at particular risk as U.S. forces depart Iraq include tens of thousands of Iraqis and their families who are affiliated w 􀁴􀀁 ith the United States in any of a variety of ways 􀁴􀀁 smaller minorities among Iraq’s permanent citizens who have relied on U.S. forces for protection1 􀁴􀀁 Palestinians who took refuge in Iraq under the Saddam Hussein government 􀁴􀀁 other refugee groups from outside Iraq who have taken shelter in that country over the years2 􀁴􀀁 the Mujeheddin e-Khalq (MEK), a cult-like dissident group from Iran that received sanctuary in Saddam Hussein’s Iraq in 1991 and whose members have since lived in their own enclave, from 2003 to early 2009 under the protection of U.S. forces3 contractors from around the world who work for U.S., other coalition, a 􀁴􀀁 nd Iraqi companies in construction, food services, and myriad other jobs and who may lack documentation. Violence against these populations is a real danger as U.S. forces draw down. It would surely present a humanitarian tragedy to which the global community may not be able to respond in time. The United States would likely be held at least partially accountable, with detrimental results for U.S. image, credibility, and influence. It could also serve as a starting point for renewed violence in Iraq.
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Iraqi security gap caused by US military withdrawal could exacerbate Iraq instability

Gompert et. al 10 (David C. Gompert, former Senior Advisor for National Security and Defense for the Coalition Provisional Authority of Iraq, Terrence K. Kelly, former director of the Joint Strategic Planning and Assessment Office in the U.S. Embassy in Baghdad, Jessica Watkins, BA in Oriental Studies, Security in Iraq A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave, June 20, 2010 (last modified), RAND Corporation, National Defense Research Institute < http://gulf.911investigations.net/IMG/pdf_Security_in_Iraq.pdf>)
a temporary security gap caused by the withdrawal of U.S. troops before ISF can effectively replace them or a pattern of GoI abuse of power could tempt or impel main opposition groups to choose force over peaceful politics. For these groups, the choice of peaceful politics over fighting has been a matter of strategic calculation rather than of outright defeat or transforming enlightenment. Factors that could cause any of them to re-think this choice are political disaffection, electoral failure, economic hardship or inequity, disputes over land and resources, shifts in the balance of armed power, and harsh treatment or provocation by the GoI or the ISF. Although extremist attacks alone are unlikely to trigger fighting among Iraq’s main groups, they could fan and exploit it. In assessing the danger of fighting among Iraq’s main groups, a key consideration is that as U.S. forces withdraw and ISF capabilities grow, the latter will gain advantages over all other armed forces in Iraq—i.e., JAM, SoI, and the Peshmerga. Furthermore, some of the parties have foreign support that may not decrease as U.S. forces withdraw. At the same time, because U.S. military capabilities will decline more rapidly than effective ISF capabilities (as opposed to mere numbers) will grow, a security gap could appear. A critical question is how this potential security gap may affect the strategic calculations of the three groups that possess large forces: Sunnis and SoI; Sadrists and JAM; Kurds and the Peshmerga. To the extent that U.S. military power helped contain or deter these factions, U.S. withdrawal could increase their opportunities to achieve their goals through force, especially if the ISF is not yet up to the task of defeating them. For groups to which U.S. forces have provided reassurance, such as the Kurds and, lately, SoI, U.S. withdrawal could cause edginess and even recklessness. Because extremists will use force in any case, a security gap will have less relevance to and effect on their violence—though, again, this is unlikely to destabilize Iraq. In sum, the danger of fighting among core opposition groups and the GoI could grow as U.S. forces are replaced by the less capable and less reliable ISF. Though unlikely, this danger could be compounded by the dynamics of how these actors relate to one another in capabilities, perceptions, and conduct. Even as they share the political order, enough distrust persists among Sunnis, Shi’as, and Kurds that miscalculation could produce a new cycle of violence.
US withdrawal leads to further displacements- this spurs violence and damages Iraqi stability

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

U.S. drawdown in Iraq is marked by increased conflict, it is likely to spur additional displacement, particularly from the few urban areas that remain somewhat confessionally or ethnically mixed. Violence would therefore accelerate the continuing sectarian segregation of Iraq. While more violence will likely mean more IDPs, it may not mean more refugees. First, most of those with the resources and inclination to leave Iraq have already done so. Second, Jordan and Syria will not welcome additional refugees and have already imposed significant limits, Jordan having all but closed its doors.8 Efforts to return can also spark violence. At present, U.S. forces and oversight help ensure that Iraqi Security Forces protect and assist returnees who attempt return to their homes, even in ethnically mixed areas. With less U.S. oversight, Iraqi Security Forces may not be able or willing to respond to problems, for instance if Shia police are called upon to evict Shia families in favor of Sunni families in predominantly Shia neighborhoods. This will be worse if drawdown and withdrawal spur more returns (which we deem possible, although not in high numbers). Either way, clashes over property could escalate into interethnic violence. Meanwhile, refugees who return to Iraq but cannot sustainably reclaim their homes may become displaced again within Iraq.9  

Iraqi security force not sufficient enough in keeping stability between Kurds and Arabs

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

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

After the withdrawal of all American forces in 2011. There will be some elements of the Iraqi security force that won't be selfsustaining at that point. They won't have a combat air force; they won't be able to control their airspace. The logistical capabilities of some of their forces will be somewhat limited. There will be areas in which they simply haven't become fully self-sustaining, and there will be risk of conflict, particularly between Arabs and Kurds where you have conventional military forces on both sides. While the Iraqi security forces will probably be adequate to handle threats from Jaish al-Mahdi and the special groups, al-Qaeda and those kinds of groups, they are still going to be pretty evenly matched with the Kurdish security forces.
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Violence against vulnerable population likely to spark after US military withdrawal

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

While security in Iraq has now been improving steadily for some time, the concern that the situation could reverse itself remains substantial. The possibility that it will do so during, and indeed because of, the drawdown of U.S. forces can neither be ignored nor dismissed. If this happens, there is no question that a broad range of Iraq’s residents, including those in femaleheaded households, women, minorities in ethnically mixed areas, and the internally displaced (discussed in the next section), will be at increased risk relative to the population as a whole.1 However, there also exist a number of groups who may become more susceptible to violent attack as and after U.S. forces draw down and withdraw from Iraq, whether or not violence as a whole increases substantially: Tens of thousands of Iraqis and their families may face 􀁴􀀁 danger because of their affiliation with the United States (both with governmental or nongovernmental groups), which makes them targets for a variety of extremist and militia groups. Well over 100,000 Iraqis work and have worked for the U.S. government in Iraq, providing critical services in the areas of translation, construction, engineering, and office work, to name a few. Many have become displaced within and outside Iraq (Human Rights First, undated). 􀁴􀀁 Smaller minorities among Iraq’s permanent citizens have faced violence and been able to successfully turn, to varying extents, to U.S. forces for protection, which includes patrols and oversight of Iraqi forces.2 􀁴􀀁 Palestinian refugees received housing and other benefits from the Saddam Hussein government. They became targets of attacks after he was overthrown. Many fled. Today, hundreds remain trapped in camps near the Syrian border, and about 9,000 remain in predominantly Shia areas of Baghdad, where they have been particularly under threat from the Mahdi Army. Efforts to resettle Palestinians have found very little success. U.S. forces have protected Palestinians in Baghdad through patrols and oversight. 􀁴􀀁 Other refugee groups from outside Iraq who have taken shelter in that country over the years are seen as suspect by Iraq’s native populations and may face reprisals and even more difficult conditions after U.S. forces leave.3 Some, such as the Iranian ethnic Kurds, are being integrated into Iraq. Most continue to live in refugee camps. The Mujeheddin e-Khalq (MEK) is a cult-like dissident g 􀁴􀀁 roup from Iran. Because of its violent opposition to the Iranian regime, its members received sanctuary in Saddam Hussein’s Iraq in 1991. They are not integrated into Iraqi society, having lived in their own enclave for decades. Because of their use of terrorist methods, the MEK is designated a Foreign Terrorist Organization by the United States. About 3,400 MEK members are now living at Camp Ashraf (now “Camp New Iraq”) in Iraq. Until February 2009, the MEK was under U.S. military protection, which was granted at the start of Operation Iraqi Freedom when MEK members willingly laid down their weapons. Protection of the MEK at the camp became a GOI responsibility in accordance with implementation of the U.S.-GOI Security Agreement. The MEK and its advocates have expressed fears that camp residents will be deported to Iran and/or otherwise endangered. At the time this report went to press, statements and actions by the Iraqi government indicated that these fears are not without foundation. 􀁴􀀁 U.S., other coalition, and Iraqi companies have brought in workers from around the world to carry out construction, food services, and myriad other tasks. Camps of contractor personnel have sprung up around Iraqi airports and elsewhere. While many workers, particularly those directly employed by the U.S. government, are unlikely to be at particular risk, there is less information about other groups. Some workers are reported to have been smuggled or trafficked in to work in Iraq. They may not have appropriate documentation or means to leave Iraq. Some may face resentment from Iraqis for having jobs when many Iraqis are unemployed. It is not clear that the Iraqi government has taken particular care to police this situation, and it is easy to imagine the potential problems, including tremendous personal and economic insecurity, that these people could face if they come to be stranded in Iraq. All of these groups have little reason to believe that Iraqi Security Forces will protect them should they be targeted by hostile actors. Many have directly depended on U.S. forces for security, and others count on the influence U.S. forces exercise over Iraqi Security Forces. In principle, the government of Iraq is responsible for providing security for all of these people. In practice, however, history does not give much reason to assume that the Iraqi government will have the capacity and will to protect them. 
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US military drawdown dangerous- seen as appeasement by extremists

Perry et. al. 9 (Walter L. Perry, Ph.D in information technology and developed an algorithm for the Defense intelligence Agency designed to indicate when a terrorist group is on the verge of acquiring weapons of mass destruction Stuart E. Johnson, director of international studies at the RAND Corporation ,Keith Crane, director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development program at the RAND Corporation and Ph.D in economics, David C. Gompert, John Gordon IV, Robert E. Hunter, Dalia Dassa Kaye, Terrence K. Kelly, Eric Peltz, Howard J. Shatz, Withdrawing from Iraq Alternative Schedules, Associated Risks, and Mitigating Strategies, August 18, 2009, RAND corporation, < http://www.dtic.mil/cgibin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA50 4075&Location=U2&doc =GetTR Doc.pdf>)
violent extremists, such as al-Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) and Special Groups, have been too weakened to derail Iraq’s political process, they can be expected to threaten departing and remaining U.S. military and civilian personnel during the drawdown. Both groups would like to be able to claim that they caused the United States to retreat. The AQI threat is likely to be concentrated in Mosul and southward through Baghdad and to take the form of suicide bombings. The Special Group threat is likely to be concentrated in Baghdad and southward through Basra and to take the form of attacks involving improvised explosive devices, rockets, mortars, or small arms
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US military withdrawal from Iraq bad- multiple dangers

Perry et. al. 9 (Walter L. Perry, Ph.D in information technology and developed an algorithm for the Defense intelligence Agency designed to indicate when a terrorist group is on the verge of acquiring weapons of mass destruction Stuart E. Johnson, director of international studies at the RAND Corporation ,Keith Crane, director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development program at the RAND Corporation and Ph.D in economics, David C. Gompert, John Gordon IV, Robert E. Hunter, Dalia Dassa Kaye, Terrence K. Kelly, Eric Peltz, Howard J. Shatz, Withdrawing from Iraq Alternative Schedules, Associated Risks, and Mitigating Strategies, August 18, 2009, RAND corporation, < http://www.dtic.mil/cgibin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA50 4075&Location=U2&doc =GetTR Doc.pdf>)
Three principal categories of dangers may threaten Iraq’s internal security and stability during and after the drawdown of U.S. forces: extremists, who reject the emerging political order and • would use violence to drive Iraq back into chaos • mainstream armed opposition groups, who now participate in the political order but have the capability and may be tempted to turn to force to gain political advantage and control of resources • politicized ISF, characterized by the GoI’s growing heavy-handedness and potential use of the ISF to crush political rivals or a coup. 
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War and US withdrawal lead to displacement of Iraqis

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

The last four decades have led to tremendous displacement of Iraqis in the face of war and tyranny. Numbers have grown exponentially, however, since the 2003 Iraq war began. Today, about 4 million Iraqis are displaced, about 2 million of them within Iraq and the rest outside that country, primarily in Syria and Jordan. Displacement has redrawn Iraq’s sectarian map, turning the multiethnic, multisectarian parts of the country into a collection of monosectarian enclaves. It has also had what will be lasting effects on social and economic structures in Iraq and in the countries to which Iraqis have fled. The deepening poverty and lack of access to resources that displaced Iraqis face will not be quickly reversed. The fact that a disproportionate number of the displaced and impoverished are women and members of female-headed households bodes poorly for Iraq’s future, as this marks a historical reversal for Iraq, and effective development is consistently correlated with the economic and educational empowerment of women. The millions of Iraqis who have been displaced as a result of the war face increasing dangers as U.S. forces draw down. If violence in Iraq worsens as and after U.S. forces draw down, as it may well do in at least some disputed and multiethnic areas, displacement will increase yet again. 

Iraqi Displacement > Middle East Instability

Increased displacement of Iraqis leads to Middle East instability

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

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

Attacks against vulnerable population exacerbates Middle East instability

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

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

Iraqi refugees will lead to a rise in insurgency violence and disrupts oil revenues

IRIN, 08 [Integrated Regional Information Networks, Humanitarian news and analysis, a project of the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, “IRAQ: Refugees could fuel regional instability, experts say”, 6-20, http://www.irinnews.org/PrintReport.aspx?ReportId=78841, dgeorge] 

“Day after day Iraqi refugees in neighbouring countries are getting more frustrated by the harsh conditions in which they live. Sooner or later they are going to have a negative impact on the stability of the whole region,” said member of parliament (MP) Abdul-Khaliq Zankana, head of parliament’s Migration and Displacement Committee.  “Most of them are unemployed and deprived of health care and education, even though their country is oil-rich. This situation will lead them to lose faith in their country; they could become eas 
y prey to organised criminal gangs in their host countries or terrorist groups,” Zankana told IRIN.  Zankana predicted the Iraqi refugee and displacement problem could take 8-10 years to resolve, given the security situation and the conflict in Iraq. He urged the government and the international community to adopt a comprehensive strategy to help the refugees return to their homes.  Call for oil money to help refugees  Zankana called on the government to earmark 5 percent of the country’s increasing oil revenues to help internally displaced persons (IDPs) and refugees with food, medical care and education, “otherwise they will be lost and this will have a negative impact on their host communities”.  Iraqi oil revenues are higher than at any time since the overthrow of Saddam Hussein in 2003, with exports hitting a peak of 2.11 million barrels of oil per day (Financial Times, 17 June 2008). Daily production hit 2.5 million barrels a day last month, according to Oil Ministry figures.  At the same time over four million Iraqis are living in difficult conditions as IDPs (2.4 million) or refugees in foreign countries (2.2 million).  “We are talking about people who are growing up in wealthy environments but are stripped of the minimum benefits of life, and this, of course, will affect them psychologically,” Saad Naji Awni, a Baghdad-based psychologist, told IRIN.  He called for counselling programmes to be set up to help them overcome their frustrations and sense of insecurity which, he said, could reach “dangerous levels”.   UNHCR report  Over the past year the number of refugees worldwide rose by 2.5 million to stand at 11.4 million, with Iraq and Afghanistan contributing most to these figures, according a 17 June 2008 report by the UN Refugee Agency (UNHCR).  "In Iraq, with the sectarian divide and the lack of a comprehensive political solution, the number of internally displaced rose from 1.8 million at the start of the year to close to 2.4 million by the end of 2007," the report said. 

Withdrawal > US Cred Loss

Withdrawal now from Iraq will cause regional instability and the US to lose credibility

Carroll 8 (Conn Carroll, assistant director of the Heritage Foundation’s Strategic Communication, editor of the Foundry, Morning Bell: Iraqi Stability Is in the U.S. Interest, March 31, 2008, The Heritage Foundation, <http://blog.heritage.org/?p=380>)
While the long-term presence of American combat troops is not in the interests of the United States or the Iraqi government, helping the Iraqis get on the road to peace and stability is clearly in the U.S. interest. The eruption of a full-blown civil war in Iraq and a wide-spread humanitarian crisis could further destabilize the region. Abandoning the people of Iraq would enable Iran’s regional expansion and al Qaeda’s effort to establish a sanctuary in the heart of the Middle East. Turning its back on Iraq would lead America’s other friends and allies, including those trying to finish off al-Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan, to question America’s commitment and resolve. There is no way to achieve these important goals without patiently maintaining a strong American military presence on the ground for at least several years to come.
Withdrawal > Nuke War

Iraq pullout causes Middle-Eastern nuclear war

Gerecht, resident fellow at American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 2007

(Reuel, “The Consequences of Failure in Iraq”, Jan 15, http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.25407,filter.all/pub_detail.asp)

If we leave Iraq any time soon, the battle for Baghdad will probably lead to a conflagration that consumes all of Arab Iraq, and quite possibly Kurdistan, too. Once the Shia become both badly bloodied and victorious, raw nationalist and religious passions will grow. A horrific fight with the Sunni Arabs will inevitably draw in support from the ferociously anti-Shiite Sunni religious establishments in Jordan and Saudi Arabia, and on the Shiite side from Iran. It will probably destroy most of central Iraq and whet the appetite of Shiite Arab warlords, who will by then dominate their community, for a conflict with the Kurds. If the Americans stabilize Arab Iraq, which means occupying the Sunni triangle, this won't happen. A strong, aggressive American military presence in Iraq can probably halt the radicalization of the Shiite community. Imagine an Iraq modeled on the Lebanese Hezbollah and Iran's Revolutionary Guard Corps. The worst elements in the Iranian regime are heavily concentrated in the Iranian Revolutionary Guards Corps and the Ministry of Intelligence, the two organizations most active inside Iraq. The Lebanese Hezbollah is also present giving tutorials. These forces need increasing strife to prosper. Imagine Iraqi Shiites, battle-hardened in a vicious war with Iraq's Arab Sunnis, spiritually and operationally linking up with a revitalized and aggressive clerical dictatorship in Iran. Imagine the Iraqi Sunni Islamic militants, driven from Iraq, joining up with groups like al Qaeda, living to die killing Americans. Imagine the Hashemite monarchy of Jordan overwhelmed with hundreds of thousands of Iraqi Sunni Arab refugees. The Hashemites have been lucky and clever since World War II. They've escaped extinction several times. Does anyone want to take bets that the monarchy can survive the implantation of an army of militant, angry Iraqi Sunni Arabs? For those who believe that the Israeli-Palestinian peace process is the epicenter of the Middle East, the mass migration of Iraq's Sunni Arabs into Jordan will bury what small chances remain that the Israelis and Palestinians will find an accommodation. With Jordan in trouble, overflowing with viciously anti-American and anti-Israeli Iraqis, peaceful Palestinian evolution on the West Bank of the Jordan river is about as likely as the discovery of the Holy Grail. The repercussions throughout the Middle East of the Sunni-Shiite clash in Iraq are potentially so large it's difficult to digest. Sunni Arabs in Egypt, Jordan, and Saudi Arabia will certainly view a hard-won and bloody Shiite triumph in Iraq as an enormous Iranian victory. The Egyptians or the Saudis or both will go for their own nukes. What little chance remains for the Americans and the Europeans to corral peacefully the clerical regime's nuclear-weapons aspirations will end with a Shiite-Sunni death struggle in Mesopotamia, which the Shia will inevitably win. The Israelis, who are increasingly likely to strike preemptively the major Iranian nuclear sites before the end of George Bush's presidency, will feel even more threatened, especially when the Iranian regime underscores its struggle against the Zionist enemy as a means of compensating for its support to the bloody Shiite conquest in Iraq. With America in full retreat from Iraq, the clerical regime, which has often viewed terrorism as a tool of statecraft, could well revert to the mentality and tactics that produced the bombing of Khobar Towers in 1996. If the Americans are retreating, hit them. That would not be just a radical Shiite view; it was the learned estimation of Osama bin Laden and his kind before 9/11. It's questionable to argue that the war in Iraq has advanced the radical Sunni holy war against the United States. There should be no question, however, that an American defeat in Mesopotamia would be the greatest psychological triumph ever for anti-American jihadists. Al Qaeda and its militant Iraqi allies could dominate western Iraq for years--it could take awhile for the Shiites to drive them out. 

Iraqi Instability

Iraq losing stability – need more troops

Kagan and Hanlon 7’ (resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, specializing in defense transformation, the defense

budget, and defense strategy and warfare, and senior fellow and Sydney Stein Jr. Chair in foreign policy studies at the Brookings Institution, where he specializes in U S defense strategy; “The Case for Larger Ground Forces”; April 2007; The Stanley Foundation)

And as bad as things are in Iraq today, they could get worse. What would happen if the key Shiite figure, Ali al Sistani, were to die? If another major attack on the scale of the Golden Mosque bombing hit either side (or, perhaps, both sides at the same time)? Such deterioration might convince many Americans that the war there truly was lost—but the costs of reaching such a conclusion would be enormous. Afghanistan is somewhat more stable for the moment, although a major Taliban offensive appears to be in the offing. Sound US grand strategy must proceed from the recognition that, over the next few years and decades, the world is going to be a very unsettled and quite dangerous place, with Al Qaeda and its associated groups as a subset of a much larger set of worries. The only serious response to this international environment is to develop armed forces capable of protecting America’s vital interests throughout this dangerous time. Doing so requires a military capable of a wide range of missions—including not only deterrence of great power conflict in dealing with potential hotspots in Korea, the Taiwan Strait, and the Persian Gulf but also associated with a variety of Special Forces activities and stabilization operations. For today’s US military, which already excels at high technology and is increasingly focused on re-learning the lost art of counterinsurgency, this is first and foremost a question of finding the resources to field a large-enough standing Army and Marine Corps to handle personnel intensive missions such as the ones now under way in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
Iraqi Withdrawal Kills Hard Power

Withdrawing would break down the US Forces

Kagan and Hanlon 7’ (resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, specializing in defense transformation, the defense

budget, and defense strategy and warfare, and senior fellow and Sydney Stein Jr. Chair in foreign policy studies at the Brookings Institution, where he specializes in U S defense strategy; “The Case for Larger Ground Forces”; April 2007; The Stanley Foundation)

The prospect of defeat in Iraq and/or Afghanistan is daunting, and is exacerbated by the possibility of “breaking” the Army and the Marine Corps in the process (driving out so many people that those who remain lose heart, given the unreasonable demands on their time and their lives, producing an accelerating recruiting and retention crisis that, in turn, leaves the nation with no choice but the draft). These concerns should be at the forefront of any policy discussion about national security strategy today. But the mismatch between our military and our strategic situation is bigger than these immediate problems. The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan could end tomorrow, and all our soldiers come home, and the US military would still be too small and wrongly organized for the challenges it can expect to face in the years to come. Since today’s wars can only end quickly if they end in our defeat and ignominious withdrawal, the prospect is even more terrifying. 

Terrorism Won’t Destabilize Iraq

No impact- Terrorism will not destabilize Iraq

Perry et. al. 9 (Walter L. Perry, Ph.D in information technology and developed an algorithm for the Defense intelligence Agency designed to indicate when a terrorist group is on the verge of acquiring weapons of mass destruction Stuart E. Johnson, director of international studies at the RAND Corporation ,Keith Crane, director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development program at the RAND Corporation and Ph.D in economics, David C. Gompert, John Gordon IV, Robert E. Hunter, Dalia Dassa Kaye, Terrence K. Kelly, Eric Peltz, Howard J. Shatz, Withdrawing from Iraq Alternative Schedules, Associated Risks, and Mitigating Strategies, August 18, 2009, RAND corporation, < http://www.dtic.mil/cgibin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA50 4075&Location=U2&doc =GetTR Doc.pdf>)
The danger of rejectionist violence is not limited to Sunni jihadis. At least two Shi’a fringe elements could be tempted to resort to force: JAM and the Iranian sponsored Special Groups. At present, the Sadrist movement appears to be more inclined to pursue politics rather than to use force; therefore, we treat JAM and its political leader, Muqtada al-Sadr, as mainstream political actors while recognizing that they sit somewhat on the fence. How much the Special Groups threaten Iraq’s security depends on their capabilities relative to the ISF, Baghdad and Tehran’s calculations and political will, and the relationship between the Iraqi and Iranian governments. At present, the GoI appears determined to defeat the Special Groups, and Iran appears unwilling to harm the GoI.7 Further, since the Special Groups rely on Iran, their actions and capabilities are subject to the diplomatic actions of the GoI, the United States, and other countries and actors. In our judgment, Sunni and Shi’a extremists outside Iraq’s political order will remain violent and will pose some threat to departing and remaining U.S. personnel.8 Terrorism in Iraq will persist, but it is unlikely to grow, destroy the new political order, induce any main factions to turn to violence, or spill beyond Iraq’s border. 
Al Qaeda Disrupts Economy No

Al Qaeda won’t destroy Iraqi economy- investment will continue, ineffectiveness of attacks

Al-Shorfa.com, 10 [web site sponsored by USCENTCOM to highlight movement toward greater regional stability both through bilateral and multilateral cooperative arrangements. Al-Shorfa.com also focuses on developments that hinder both terrorist activity and support for terrorism in the region., “Al-Qaeda attacks fail to disrupt Iraqi economy”, 6-28, http://www.al-shorfa.com/cocoon/meii/xhtml/en_GB/features/meii/features/main/2010/06/28/feature-03, dgeorge] 
A series of attacks targeting Iraq's financial institutions and private jewellery stores points to the financial desperation of terrorist groups and their desire to undermine the state's infrastructure and economy, Iraqi business leaders and officials said.  "When al-Qaeda targets public institutions, whether factories, banks, or service stations, this indicates the state of desperation and disappointment that it has reached with the fall of its leaders in the hands of security forces and after all of its hideouts have been destroyed," said Sami al-Araji, head of the Iraqi National Investment Commission.  An armed robbery of three jewellery stores in Fallujah on Saturday (June 26th) left five jewellers dead and two people wounded.  On June 20th, twin suicide attacks in central Baghdad targeted the Trade Bank of Iraq, the second largest bank in the country, killing 26 and wounding 60.  A few days earlier, the Central Bank of Iraq was attacked and suicide bombers tried to storm the bank building. However, Iraqi forces stopped them before they could enter the main bank building. At least 18 people were killed and more than 50 were wounded in that attack.  Al-Qaeda-affiliated groups have claimed responsibility for carrying out both bank attacks.  "The terrorist groups will not succeed in disrupting the economy regardless of their cowardly terrorist attacks and operations that target infrastructures affecting Iraq's financial, service, and oil lifeblood," al-Araji said.  "I am saying clearly and with great confidence that the march of Iraqis in building and investment is ongoing and that the economic wheel will not stop under any circumstances," he said.  Head of the Sunni Religious Endowment Ahmed Abdul Ghafour al-Samaraei said terrorist groups in Iraq are suffering a setback as Iraqi security forces killed or arrested some of the most prominent leaders of those groups.  "Bankruptcy forces al-Qaeda to choose to hit civilian and service targets in an attempt to prove its presence and to impact morale and in a bid to sabotage and curtail the progress taking place, especially in the economy and investment," al-Samaraei said. 

  "Al-Qaeda's bloody ideology must be faced with an opposite ideology, calling for life, mercy, joining hearts together and unifying ranks," he said. "This task is the responsibility of everyone without exception, especially leaders of public opinion, and particularly clerics."  Al-Samaraei said he plans to launch an awareness campaign "against the terrorist ideology of al-Qaeda, reminding people that Islam is a religion of tolerance and fraternity, it is based on good morals and values, and its essence is humanitarian, which is not restricted to Muslims alone."  Baghdad Governor Salah Abdul Razzaq said al-Qaeda's recent operations involve two important aspects, one financial and the other related to sabotage.  "The terrorist organization has for a long period of time been suffering from a major shortage in the funds necessary to finance their operations," Abdul Razzaq said. "This shortage forced al-Qaeda to look for internal or local sources of financing. Therefore, it resorted to attacks against banks, exchange offices, and jewellery stores, as well as kidnappings for the purpose of bargaining and obtaining large sums of money in ransom."  According to the governor, al-Qaeda's attacks also aim to sabotage the pillars of the economy and disrupt the process of reconstruction and investment in the country.  "However, they have failed in realizing this goal, and the proof is that all the banks that were attacked resumed their operations and services just one day later," Abdul Razzaq said.

Instability Has No Effect on Investor Confidence

Instability has no effect on investor confidence

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

This is a natural reaction but not a particularly useful one. I’ll put my cards on the table by stating that I have only seen one major bombing cause strategic effects in over seven years of consecutive monitoring of daily security trends in Iraq (that occasion being in February 2006, see next paragraph).  The sad truth is that there will continue to be a sprinkling of bombings in Iraq’s main cities for years to come, in part because such attacks are the easiest way for collapsing militant groups to maintain their profile and appear relevant. Yet the vast majority of bombings have no tangible effect on the international investor or the business traveler visiting Iraq.  The chances of being present at a targeted location during such an attack are infinitesimally small and the presence of a professional security company can greatly reduce the impact of an event if you are near the affected area. Iraqis continue to go about their business in spite of a handful of bombings spread across a city of seven million people each month; so can you.
Setting aside the high-visibility bombings, most mass casualty attacks take place at markets, public gatherings and security checkpoints in residential areas where no foreign enterprise or business traveler will ever visit. Yet the fear is that such bombings could re-spark sectarian tensions that might result in a general breakdown of security, including sectarian cleansing, disruption of government, and unworkable security restrictions on travel and business operations. The 22 February 2006 bombings of the al-Askariya shrine in Samarra sparked just such a civil war at a moment when government formation was stalled after the January 2005 elections. Couldn’t it happen again?

Links - PMC

Withdrawal from Iraq hires more contractors

Robert Brodsky 7/13/10 (reporter at Government Executive -  “State will turn to contractors for support in Iraq”, http://www.govexec.com/dailyfed/0710/071310rb1.htm) 

The State Department will have to hire thousands of contractors to provide security and logistical support as the U.S. military begins to withdraw from Iraq in 2011, according to new findings by a congressional commission. Within 18 months, U.S. troops are scheduled to depart Iraq. But, the difficult work of rebuilding the war-torn nation will continue, with most of the responsibility falling on State. "In most cases, State has no organic capability to perform the functions now provided by DoD, and support from the Iraqi government is generally not yet a practicable option," said Michael Thibault, co-chairman of the Commission on Wartime Contracting, during a hearing on Monday. "Assuming no change in State's Iraq mission, the department's only realistic option for dealing with the U.S. military's exit is to make much heavier use of contractors." But, turning to the private sector for greater assistance is far from a panacea, panel members said. Recently, State has had trouble ensuring proper oversight, management and accountability of its war zone contractors. Meanwhile, Congress has to yet to give State the resources to carry out its new mission in Iraq, the commission wrote in a new report.
NEG - Full Withdrawal Best
The US must withdraw all combat troops

Edelstein, 06 - (David M. Edelstein, 2006, Assistant Professor, Georgetown University 

 Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service, Security Studies Program, and Department of 

 Government “The Desirability and Downsides of Withdrawal:  The Effect of U.S. Withdrawal on the Insurgency in Iraq,” The Henry L. Stimson center, www.stimson.org/swa/pdf/Chapter05-DavidEdelstein-IraqBook.pdf)

If the prospects for a violence-free Iraq after US withdrawal are relatively slim, then does it follow that the policy trajectory toward withdrawal should be rethought?  In the face of a possible civil war or even lesser violence, should the US reconsider withdrawal and continue to make the 

necessary commitment to provide security (as much as it can) for Iraq?  Sustaining a longer US presence in Iraq only makes sense under two conditions.  First, abandoning plans for withdrawal is sensible if one believes that the continued US presence will eventually lead to an abatement in the level of violence in Iraq over both the short- and long-term.  Second, withdrawal is 

nonsensical if the presence of the United States in Iraq is welcomed, rather than rejected, by the population.  On neither issue does the evidence suggest that the United States should plan on a lengthier stay in Iraq.  On the first issue, the presence of the United States in Iraq may be keeping a lid on to some extent, but it is unclear that the United States can effectively eliminate the desire for violence among the insurgents.  Instead, a continued US presence would probably see a continuation of the current level of violence, directed against both Iraqi and American targets.  On the second issue, there are certainly significant elements of the Iraqi population that hope that the United States will remain until the country is secure, but other significant segments of the population continue to resent an American presence that they view as an impediment to self- determination.  A continued US presence is unlikely to win this population over to more cooperative strategies for the future.  In the end, withdrawal ultimately promises the best hope of resolving at least part of the nationalism problem that has plagued the US mission in Iraq from the outset, and it promises to do so at a lesser cost in life, money, and reputation to the United 

States. If withdrawal remains the best possible option, what should the United States do to prepare itself for the eventuality of withdrawal in order to ensure the most stable possible Iraq after American troops leave?  First, the United States should attempt to enroll Iraq’s neighbors in the difficult project of rebuilding stability and peace.  An unstable or failed Iraq, plagued by a civil war, is in the interest of no country in the region.  Such a war could eventually spread across international borders and wind up costing an enormous amount in lives and productive capacity across a wide area.  The nations of the Gulf region and the Middle East, more generally, should be encouraged to commit to policies that will contain any violence in Iraq after the United States leaves.

Withdrawal Unpopular
Obama’s withdrawal plan unpopular - government formation and terror 

 Foxnews.com 7/4/10 (“Rockets Fired at U.S. Embassy as Biden Visits Iraq”, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/07/04/biden-urging-iraqi-leaders-end-political-rivalry/ )
Several hours later, al-Maliki spokesman Ali al-Dabbagh said Biden warned the prime minister in their 90-minute meeting that delays in forming the government "will bring crisis in Iraq, and the political alliances should make an effort to avoid this crisis." Al-Dabbagh, who attended part of the meeting between the two, said Biden also expressed fears by the Obama administration over "the regional interference in Iraq." That generally refers to Iranian meddling, but al-Dabbagh said Biden did not single out any nation. A statement on the prime minister's official website said al-Maliki and Biden also discussed the U.S. troop withdrawal that is scheduled to bring the number of American soldiers in Iraq to 50,000 by the end of August. After a peak of about 170,000 just a few years ago, all troops are set to leave Iraq by December 2011. The military drawdown also has alarmed some Iraqis who believe their own security forces are not ready to protect them from a dwindling insurgency still strong enough to attack.
War in Iraq seen as failure-voters and all parties

The FINANCIAL 7/7/10 (“Just 33% Believe U.S. Combat Role In Iraq Likely To End Next Month”, http://finchannel.com/news_flash/World/66770_Just_33%25_Believe_U.S._Combat_Role_In_Iraq_Likely_To_End_Next_Month/ )
Vice President Joe Biden told Iraqi officials in Baghdad on July 4 that the U.S. combat mission in Iraq will end on August 31, but only 33% of U.S. voters think that is even somewhat likely to happen as planned. Fifty-nine percent (59%) say an end to the U.S. combat role there is unlikely by then, according to a new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey. These findings include 10% who say it is Very Likely the combat mission in Iraq will be over by the end of August and 20% who say it is Not At All Likely. Voters are closely divided over whether the seven-year-old war in Iraq will be regarded in the long term as a success or a failure. Thirty-three percent (33%) say America’s mission in Iraq will be judged a success, but 36% believe it will be viewed as a failure. Thirty-one percent (31%) are not sure. In March, 41% said the mission in Iraq will ultimately be judged a success in the long run, while 31% believed it will be seen as a failure. In regular tracking on this question from November 2006 through May 2009, belief that the U.S. mission in Iraq will be judged a success in the long-term ranged from a low of 27% to a high of 43%. In that same period, the view that the mission will be seen as a failure ranged from 30% to 57%. The survey of 1,000 Likely Voters was conducted on July 5, 2010 by Rasmussen Reports. The margin of sampling error is +/- 3 percentage points with a 95% level of confidence. Field work for all Rasmussen Reports surveys is conducted by Pulse Opinion Research, LLC. See methodology. According to news reports, the combat mission in Iraq is scheduled to end on August 31, but 50,000 U.S. troops will remain in the country to ensure political stability. During the surge in the closing years of the Bush administration, there were more than 165,000 American troops there. The Obama administration plans to withdraw all troops from Iraq by the end of next year. However, in the March survey, only 40% of voters were even somewhat confident that all U.S. troops will be withdrawn from Iraq by the end of 2011 as planned. Fifty-six percent (56%) didn’t share that confidence. Just 15% believe the war in Iraq is now over. Sixty-two percent (62%) say it is not over, and 23% are not sure. Male voters are slightly more skeptical than women that the combat mission in Iraq is likely to end as planned next month. But men are also more likely to view the U.S. mission as a success rather than a failure. Most voters ages 18 to 29 believe the combat mission will end as planned, much greater optimism than is expressed by their elders. Fifty-two percent (52%) of Democrats think it is likely that the August 31 deadline will be met for ending the U.S. combat mission in Iraq. Seventy-five percent (75%) of Republicans and 69% of voters not affiliated with either major party say it’s unlikely. Democrats feel slightly more strongly than GOP voters and unaffiliateds that the overall U.S. mission in Iraq will be regarded as a failure in the long term.

Obama’s withdrawal unpopular  - public support 
CNN Wire Staff, 2010. (May 29, 2010, CNN poll: Instability in Iraq could hurt support for U.S. withdrawal. http://ntesx01-lic.nths.net:2053/us/lnlib/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9736940059&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9736940062&cisb=22_T9736940061&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=266325&docNo=12) Support for President Obama's planned removal of U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of the August could drop significantly if Iraq cannot solve its current problems in time, according to a new national poll. A CNN/Opinion Research Corp. survey released Saturday indicates that 64 percent of Americans favor the president's plan to keep just 50,000 U.S. troops in Iraq by the end of the summer, with 35 percent opposed. But public approval of the plan falls to 51 percent if Iraq does not have a stable government by August and there is widespread violence at that time, with opposition rising to 48 percent."Support drops more than 20 points among Americans with a college education and among suburbanites," said CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. "But among people who never attended college, opinion barely changes. The same is true for people who live in rural areas." The survey also indicates that the conflict in Iraq remains very unpopular, with more than 6 in 10 saying they oppose the war. Defense Secretary Robert Gates  said that despite the recent spike in violence and political impasse, the planned withdrawal continues. While the pace of the withdrawal is being determined by the top commander in Iraq, Gen. Ray Odierno, the deadline, which was set in an agreement with the Iraqi government, remains on schedule. "We plan for everything. But right now, every expectation is that we will meet the 50,000 as of the first of September," said Secretary Robert Gates 
Withdrawal Unpopular
Instability in Iraq drains public support for withdrawing on time

CNN Wire Staff, 2010. (May 29, 2010, CNN poll: Instability in Iraq could hurt support for U.S. withdrawal. http://ntesx01-lic.nths.net:2053/us/lnlib/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9736940059&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9736940062&cisb=22_T9736940061&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=266325&docNo=12)

Support for President Obama's planned removal of U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of the August could drop significantly if Iraq cannot solve its current problems in time, according to a new national poll. A CNN/Opinion Research Corp. survey released Saturday indicates that 64 percent of Americans favor the president's plan to keep just 50,000 U.S. troops in Iraq by the end of the summer, with 35 percent opposed. But public approval of the plan falls to 51 percent if Iraq does not have a stable government by August and there is widespread violence at that time, with opposition rising to 48 percent."Support drops more than 20 points among Americans with a college education and among suburbanites," said CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. "But among people who never attended college, opinion barely changes. The same is true for people who live in rural areas." The survey also indicates that the conflict in Iraq remains very unpopular, with more than 6 in 10 saying they oppose the war. Defense Secretary Robert Gates  said that despite the recent spike in violence and political impasse, the planned withdrawal continues. While the pace of the withdrawal is being determined by the top commander in Iraq, Gen. Ray Odierno, the deadline, which was set in an agreement with the Iraqi government, remains on schedule. "We plan for everything. But right now, every expectation is that we will meet the 50,000 as of the first of September," said Secretary Robert Gates 
U.S public support for troop presence in Afghanistan decrease over past few months although troop total on the increase

CNN Wire Staff, 2010. (May 29, 2010, CNN poll: Instability in Iraq could hurt support for U.S. withdrawal. http://ntesx01-lic.nths.net:2053/us/lnlib/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9736940059&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9736940062&cisb=22_T9736940061&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=266325&docNo=12)
With the reduction of troops, the U.S. now has more troops in Afghanistan than Iraq for the first time since 2003.According to the poll, the war in Afghanistan fares only a little better, with 56 percent now saying they oppose the war in Afghanistan, up from 49 percent in March. Support for the conflict in Afghanistan stands at 42 percent, down six points from March.

"The war in Afghanistan remains popular among Republicans, with about two-thirds of them saying they favor the war," adds Holland. "But support among Democrats is only at 27 percent, and among Independents it has fallen 10 points, to just 40 percent. That is the lowest support for the war among Democrats and Independents that we have seen this year."The CNN/Opinion Research Corp. 
poll was conducted May 21-23, with 1,023 adult Americans questioned by telephone. The survey's overall sampling error is plus or minus three percentage points.

Withdrawal Unpopular – Iraqis
Iraqis disagree over what withdrawal actions should be taken by the US

Farrell, 08 (Stephen, 9/8/08 , a New York Times reporter on the middle east, “Should U.S. Forces Withdraw from Iraq”, The New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/09/world/middleeast/09baghdad.html)

BAGHDAD — As Iraqi and American diplomats negotiate how long and under what circumstances American troops will remain in Iraq, Iraqis are also debating the issue. For Iraqis, as for Americans, the answer is far more complex than a simple “stay” or “go.” For both it is about blood, treasure, pride, dignity and a nation’s sense of itself and its place in the world. But a lot more Iraqi blood than American has already been spilled, and stands to be spilled again, if the politicians get it wrong. On the streets of Iraq, the questions being asked about the continuing American presence are about sovereignty, stability and America’s intentions in Iraq’s past, present and future: How many American troops will stay? How quickly will they go? If they stay, where will they be based? To do what? With what powers? And under what restrictions? For the most part, Iraqis’ views fall into three categories. One group, which includes many followers of the Shiite cleric Moktada al-Sadr, and some intensely nationalist Sunni Arabs in parts of the country that have suffered the worst since the invasion, simply want the Americans to leave, period. They say no amount of American effort now can make up for the horrors of the occupation, including the destruction of society and the killing of innocent civilians. A second group takes a similarly dim view of the occupation, but worries that the brief period this year of improving security in Iraq will be vulnerable if the Americans abruptly withdraws. They say that the United States has a moral obligation to remain, and that continued presence of the occupiers is preferable to a return to rule by gangs and militias. A third group worries that without a referee, Iraq’s dominant powers — Kurds in the far north and Shiites in the center and south — will brutally dominate other groups. The Americans are not the first to face such quandaries in Iraq. In August 1920, only two years after his declining colonial power had emerged from the devastation of World War I, the British secretary of war, Winston Churchill, wrote (but did not send) a letter to his prime 

minister that contained this assessment of Mesopotamia: “It seems to me so gratuitous that after all the struggles of war, just when we want to get together our slender military resources and re-establish our finances and have a little in hand in case of danger here or there, we should be compelled to go on pouring armies and treasure into these thankless deserts.” A millennium and a half earlier, in A.D. 694, the Umayyad provincial governor Al-Hajjaj also faced a fractious Baghdad. His response to one angry crowd was a speech learned by all Iraqi schoolchildren: “I see heads before me that are ripe and ready for the plucking, and I am the one to pluck them, and I see blood glistening between the turbans and the beards.” The turbans melted away. Five years later, Al-Hajjaj faced a rebellion in a troublesome region to his east, which forced him to move troops from Iraq. That rebellion was in Kabulistan, now part of Afghanistan, a historical parallel that drew a wry smile from Gen. David H. Petraeus, the commander of American forces in Iraq, when it was pointed out to him last month. General Petraeus will soon move up the chain of command to take over the Central Command region, making him responsible for an area that covers both Iraq and what was Kabulistan. Names and governments change, but there is nothing new under the Mesopotamian sun.The debate goes on. Following are some Iraqi perspectives on whether and how American troops should stay in their country. 

Iraqi officials feel overlooked by Obama’s withdrawal plan

Los Angeles Times, June 27-(The Los Angeles Times, 6/27/10, “Iraqi Officials say U.S. Policy Appears Adrift”, http://www.tampabay.com/incoming/iraqi-officials-say-us-policy-appears-adrift/1105351)
BAGHDAD — President Barack Obama's decision to shift the U.S. military chief for the Middle East, Gen. David Petraeus, to focus exclusively on Afghanistan highlights what politicians, analysts and some U.S. military officers say is a serious drift in policy toward Iraq. Iraqi officials said they detected a lack of direction even before Obama tapped Petraeus to replace his commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, who stepped down last week after he and his team made disparaging comments about U.S. civilian leaders. The Iraqi officials describe U.S. Embassy officials in Baghdad as obsessed with bringing an end to the large-scale U.S. troop presence in Iraq. U.S. military officers and Western analysts have also criticized what they see as a failure to think beyond the planned drawdown to 50,000 troops by the end of August. Iraq policy is under the domain of Vice President Joe Biden. White House officials say Biden chairs monthly meetings on Iraq in the White House situation room, and that both he and Obama receive regular reports. But Obama has not chaired a meeting on Iraq since last year, and according to one Iraqi political figure, many Iraqis are worried that Biden does not have the clout to coordinate U.S. policy. "We don't have a feeling for Mr. Obama, honestly. We don't know him," said Mithal Alusi, a lawmaker in the outgoing parliament who has advocated close ties with America. Some analysts see risks in a reduced U.S. role. "The pressure to shift resources to Afghanistan is so great that Washington's Iraq strategy seems to be based on a song and a prayer," said Joost Hiltermann, an Iraq expert with the International Crisis Group think tank. U.S. Embassy and military officials in Baghdad dispute the perception that the United States is not engaged in a long-term relationship with Iraq. In a joint statement, they said they are "focused on achieving the vision of an enduring strategic partnership between the United States and a sovereign, stable, self-reliant Iraq."

Late Withdrawal Unpopular – Iraqis 
Iraqi leaders-Sunni and Shiite alike- strongly against extension of withdrawal date                                                                Jarrar and Leaver 2010 (March 2, 2010. Raed, Erik. Feffer is co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies. He has been a Writing Fellow at Provisions Library in Washington, DC and a PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University. He is a former associate editor of World Policy Journal. He has worked as an international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia for the American Friends Service Committee. Jarrar is currently the Iraq consultant for the American Friends Service Committee, and a Senior Fellow at Peace Action. “Sliding Backwards on Iraq?” http://www.fpif.org/articles/sliding_backwards_on_iraq)
Flying in the face of these consistent messages of assurance by the White House and Congress, Odierno's statement has harmed the president's credibility in Iraq and caused the first major storm of criticism inside the country since Obama's election in 2008. The Iraqi media has been overwhelmed with political statements, analysis, and press releases condemning the possible prolongation of the U.S. occupation. In one statement, MP Omar Al-Jubouri, a Sunni from the National Iraqi Coalition, rejected the attempts to change the withdrawal plans, telling the Nina News Agency that while he "acknowledges the troubled administrative and security situation," he still "holds the U.S. forces responsible" for the deterioration. In another statement, covered by Al-Sabaah newspaper, MP Jamal Jaafar, a Shiite from the United Iraqi Alliance, argued that prolonging the U.S. presence "will cause more tension" among Iraqis. Jaafar also stated that the United States must "get an approval from the Iraqi government" if it was planning to leave even "one single soldier in Iraq beyond the withdrawal deadline included in the bilateral security agreement." MP Abdul-Karim As-Sameraie, chairman of the Parliamentary Defense Committee, criticized the attempt to change the withdrawal plans and asked again for a public referendum on the bilateral security agreement. Such a measure could result in the cancellation of the agreement, potentially leading to an earlier U.S. withdrawal or having troops operate in Iraq without international legal safeguards. 
Resistive northern provinces defy the planned drawdown of US forces

Robinson, July 5-(Matt Robinson, 7/5/10, “Resistive Iraq Provinces defy U.S. Withdrawal Timeline”, Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE6640YP20100705)

Iraq (Reuters) - It was a tip-off about a weapons cache that drew the U.S. soldiers of Charlie Troop away from their Stryker armored vehicles in the densely populated Iraqi town of Jalawla one Friday morning last month. That was when the suicide bomber struck, detonating a car bomb so "catastrophic" that details of the attack that killed Sergeant Israel O'Bryan and Specialist William Yauch are still hazy, their commanding officer said. One thing was clear: the insurgency in Jalawla won't lie down. Like other towns across Iraq's restive northern provinces of Diyala, Kirkuk and Nineveh, Jalawla defies the U.S. narrative of an end to combat operations next month under a plan to pull out of Iraq completely by the end of 2011. "I would say we're pretty far from rolling up the insurgency in Jalawla," said Charlie Troop commander Captain Mark Adams of the 1st Squadron, 14th U.S. Cavalry. "I don't feel we've made a whole lot of progress there." For the ethnically and religiously-mixed arc running from Jalawla near Iraq's eastern border with Iran to the western frontier with Syria, the transition on August 31 is less a milestone than a matter of semantics. Operations that to outsiders will look pretty much like combat will continue in areas where a stubborn Sunni Islamist insurgency remains entrenched, despite a sharp fall in overall violence since the height of the sectarian slaughter in 2006/07. They will, however, be called "stability operations," loosely defined as advising, assisting, training and equipping Iraqi forces -- a role U.S. forces have had for some time. U.S. troops will "continue to conduct partnered counter terrorism operations to maintain pressure on extremist terrorist networks," said chief spokesman Major General Stephen Lanza. U.S. troop numbers will fall to 50,000 on September 1 from around 77,000 now. Bases are closing, hardware going to Afghanistan and units flying home without replacement. In disputed territories adjacent to Iraq's semi-autonomous Kurdistan region, where Arabs and Kurds wrestle over land and power, insurgent cells have regrouped after being driven out of much of Iraq's Sunni heartland. Here, U.S. soldiers will still occasionally shoot, and be shot at after September 1. Al Qaeda "is down but not out," said U.S. forces Division North commander Major General Tony Cucolo. "We take down a cell, but on a smaller, less capable level it re-forms." The threat "can't be handled" by Iraqi Security Forces "as they are," he said on a Blackhawk helicopter flight over Diyala. Playing second fiddle. The response to the Jalawla attack on June 11 provides a snapshot of the challenges and frustrations that confront U.S. forces often playing second fiddle to their Iraqi counterparts. While U.S. special forces successfully hunted down at least one suspected insurgent, Iraqi police failed to turn up for a 6 a.m. (0300 GMT) roadside rendezvous on the last day of a two-week search operation across Jalawla. They began without U.S. support and found nothing. "We're supposed to clear the whole town, but they never find anything," said Lieutenant Jan Dudzinski, 26, seeking shade in the desert as his platoon provided a "cordon" for the operation named Jalawla Peacemaker. Trust between the two forces is low. "The planning, the way they do it, doesn't work," said Sergeant Jeremy Hare, a 32-year-old veteran of four Iraq tours. "They get bored of it and don't clear as well." As other bases close, Forward Operating Base Cobra in Diyala will remain at the same strength beyond Sept 1. U.S. soldiers will continue to man checkpoints with Iraqi army and Kurdish Peshmerga forces, an exercise in cooperation which some observers say might not survive a U.S. departure. A recent spike in violence, with mortar rounds lobbed at FOB Cobra and nearby Checkpoint Three, had reinforced the need for a robust U.S. presence, said Major Robert Halvorson, who drafted the military's report into the Jalawla attack. The insurgents were perhaps trying to exploit a political paralysis in the capital, where Sunni, Shi'ite and Kurdish political factions have yet to form a government almost four months after an election, officers said. "By all their activity here they're actually drawing us here," said Halvorson, "and this is where we're going to fight them so people don't have to fight them in Baghdad."

Withdrawal Popular
Withdrawal key to Obama’s popularity - Iraq deeply unpopular with Americans 
Myers and Shanker 3/24/2010 (Steven Lee and Thom, writer for the New York Times on the Middle East crisis, New York Times correspondent covering the pentagon, www.nytimes.com, 
“Shepherding 'how this turns out'; U.S. commander in Iraq seeks to salvage legacy of a deeply unpopular war,” Lexis- Nexis)
From the invasion to the capture of Saddam Hussein, from the bloodiest days of sectarian carnage to the counteroffensive known as the ''surge,'' he has served both the administration that started the war and now the one that campaigned to end it. As the senior American officer in Iraq since the autumn of 2008, he has struggled against popular anger and apathy at home and fought for Iraq's share of materiel increasingly flowing to Afghanistan. Ultimately, he is laboring to salvage the legacy of a deeply unpopular war. ''People have to get past why we came here,'' he said in an interview after his briefings at Loyalty, referring to the bitterly disputed reasons for invading Iraq seven years ago. ''You have to stay away from that argument and understand we're here,'' he went on. ''We have an opportunity. It could be better not only for the United States, but for overall stability in the Middle East. And we should take advantage of that.'' Results from the election suggest a potentially explosive split in power, but General Odierno said he would meet President Barack Obama's deadline to reduce American troops in Iraq to 50,000 by the end of August, from 98,000 today. Among those expected to leave then is the general himself. In the months ahead, the general no longer anticipates combat missions as much as attempts to build Iraq's still-feeble security, political and economic institutions. That, he said, will require a sustained effort extending beyond the withdrawal of troops. During a visit to Washington before the election, the general said he was advocating the establishment of an Office of Military Cooperation within the American Embassy in Baghdad to sustain the relationship after the Dec. 31, 2011, deadline for withdrawing all American troops. He expressed doubts that the Iraqi government would request the presence of American ground forces after the deadline, although the bilateral treaty leaves open the possibility. ''We have to stay committed to this past 2011,'' he said. ''It's important to recognize that just because U.S. soldiers leave, Iraq is not finished.''
links – midterms
Obama’s withdrawal key issue for midterms 
Global Newswire 3/31/2010 (China Daily, chinadaily.com, international newsier on international policy, Asia Africa intelligence wire, “Obama to Revise Troop Pullout Date”)

The Obama administration should reconsider its troop withdrawal schedule if the United States wants to ensure a successful transition to stability in Iraq, US experts said. This comes in the backdrop of the recent disputed election results and the likely delayed formation of a new government there. On the other hand, if Washington was to tinker with its drawdown schedule and maintain troops in Iraq, the president and his party may see some reversals in the mid-term elections in November at home, they said. Last week's completed count in Iraq's elections gave former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi's Iraqiya coalition a two-seat win (91-89) over current Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki's State of Law coalition. With 163 seats needed for a parliamentary majority, both blocs will soon begin coalition building and it will take months before it is clear who will head the new government. In 2005's elections, when the US was the occupying power and Iraqis were wholly dependent on Washington, it took five months to form a government. And this time, it may take even longer as the influence of the United States in Iraq is far less than before with declining troop strength and economic aid. It is estimated that the government-formation process will likely extend to August, and President Obama has committed to halve the American forces in Iraq to just 50,000 troops by that time. According to the terms of the Status of Forces Agreement negotiated in 2008, all American troops will be out of Iraq by the end of 2011.  
NEG -  Quick Withdrawal - CP

Quicker withdrawal is better, multiple warrants – the alternative is a universal draft 

Charles Rengel 7/17/10  (Congressman-“Congressman Rangel Reintroduces Bill To Reinstate Military Draft”, http://bignews.biz/?id=893825&pg=2&keys=Congressman-Charles-Rangel-MilitaryDraft )

"I support the President's intentions to withdraw our troops, but I'd like to see it happen sooner. In my view, no additional tax dollars should be appropriated for any reason except to bring home our brave and exhausted young men and women. The loss of 5,500 lives and 38,000 wounded is enough." A combined total of 160,000 Americans are currently deployed. More than 2 million men and women have served in the two conflicts, nearly half of them for more than one tour of duty. And because of a shortage of manpower, some of them have been deployed as many as six times. "The 3.3 million military households, representing only one percent of American families, have become a virtual military class who are unfairly carrying the burden of war," Congressman Rangel said. "If there were a draft, there would be no shortage of troops to fill the ranks without repeatedly deploying the same exhausted troops over and over." So far, the numbers of casualties may not be as high, or as shocking, as those suffered in previous wars. But the physical and mental damage to individual soldiers is not only heartbreaking but is taking place at rates never before seen in modern warfare. The reason is that advances in medical technology have allowed more wounded soldiers to survive the loss of limbs, and serious head and brain injuries. "The result is a practical epidemic of cases of post traumatic stress disorder, suicides, and family disruptions," Congressman Rangel said. Again in this war, troops recruited from large urban centers with high unemployment and from economically depressed small towns, are carrying the heaviest burden of service. Enlistment bonuses are as high as $40,000. Incentives for reenlistment range from $1,000 for the lowest-skilled privates to $27,000 for staff sergeants with special skills. Combined with the economic recession these incentives have produced record-breaking recruiting results this year. "The question of whether we need a universal compulsory military draft will be important as long as this country is placing thousands of its young men and women in harm's way," Congressman Rangel said.
Misc – Turkey Relations 
Relocating US troops to Kurdistan destroys Turkish relations, also poses massive logistical challenge for military
Biddle, 07 – (Dr. Stephen Biddle, 7/25/07, Senior fellow for defense council on foreign relations, “Evaluating options for partial withdrawals of US forces from Iraq”)
A final proposal would withdraw most US combat forces in Iraq but retain enough to defend our Kurdish allies. Kurdistan has been the most peaceful part of Iraq, and is the closest to functioning as a stable democracy. Even if we could not stabilize the rest of the country, perhaps it would make sense to retain enough military power in Iraq to defend this island of relative calm from the turmoil around it. Here, too, however, there are important problems. As with other options that call for retaining US forces in Iraq but withdrawing them from Iraqi cities, a redeployment to quiet Kurdistan would pose major political challenges as those cities erupt in violence behind us. Other difficulties are unique to the Kurdistan option. Among the more pressing of these concern US-Turkish relations, which have been deteriorating since prior to the 2003 invasion. A US withdrawal from the rest of Iraq to defend only Kurdistan would take a troubled relationship with Turkey and make it far worse. The Turks are deeply concerned with the threat of Kurdish separatism in southern Turkey. For years, Turkey has also been the target of Kurdish PKK terrorist attacks launched from Iraqi Kurdistan. While we might see a US withdrawal to defend only Kurdistan as a deterrent to Kurdish independ- ence and PKK terrorism, Turkey is much more likely to see this as US defense for an in- dependent Kurdistan against Turkish invasion; as a means of preventing Turkey from tak- ing action to protect itself against the PKK; and as a major rallying point for Kurdish separatism in southern Turkey. The Turks already suspect that the United States hopes to replace them with an independent Kurdistan as the central American ally in the region; a US policy of abandoning Iraqi Arabs to their fate while establishing a US protectorate for Iraqi Kurds in the north would go a long way toward confirming this fear. Some may argue that Turkish attitudes should take second place to defending a loyal US ally in Iraqi Kurdistan. Yet Turkey is a nation of 71 million, a NATO ally, and a critical political, economic, and cultural bridge to Islam for the West. The damage to such an important relationship to be done by withdrawing US forces into Kurdistan must be weighed very carefully before turning to this as a means of justifying a middle-ground troop posture for Iraq. Perhaps most important, however, it is far from clear that such a redeployment could be sustained logistically without Turkish support. Kurdistan is more than 400 miles from the US logistical support base in Kuwait. If US combat forces withdraw from Iraq south of Kirkuk, supplies for forces in Kurdistan would have to be moved over literally hundreds of miles of undefended roads engulfed in bitter internecine civil warfare. This resupply effort would be extremely dangerous and very costly if it could be sustained at all. Without active Turkish support, the only alternative would be to supply the US garri- son entirely from the air. But the cost of an open-ended commitment to support tens of thousands of combat troops for years through an airhead hundreds of miles from the nearest US logistical hub would be enormous – and especially so if that garrison came under attack from Iraqi factions reluctant to accept a US protectorate atop one of Iraq’s most productive oil regions. Whether we value the US relationship with Turkey or not, the Turks could dramatically increase the cost of a US deployment in Kurdistan simply by refusing to permit us to resupply it across their border. Our ability to ignore their interests could thus have important limits. 

***Walter Reed DA***
Uniqueness: VA at Tipping Point

VA at Tipping Point but still functioning


Jones and Grotto ‘10 (Chicago Tribune; “VA to Automate Payment System for Agent Orange Claims”) http://www.stripes.com/news/va-to-automate-payment-system-for-agent-orange-claims-1.99923
The announcement from the VA is a tacit admission that the 80-year-old department is close to being overwhelmed by the volume of claims not only from Vietnam veterans but from those of more recent wars in the Persian Gulf, Afghanistan and Iraq. The backlog of unresolved disability claims has exceeded 1 million, and the department last year cleared the way for at least 200,000 more when it said it would consider claims of Vietnam veterans suffering from Parkinson’s disease, hairy cell leukemia and ischemic heart disease, all of which the have been linked to Agent Orange.   The VA has reached a breaking point in terms of its ability to handle the claims of more than 3 million veterans and this plan would be, at best, an initial step aimed at the most time-consuming claims, according to the department. As the Chicago Tribune reported in December, service-related disability payments to Vietnam veterans soared more than 60 percent from 2003 to 2009, reaching $15.4 billion, or 45 percent of the $34 billion the VA paid in veterans’ disability claims last year. With other diseases being linked to exposure to Agent Orange, the numbers of veterans and the cost to treat them will continue to increase and the VA will be increasingly hard-pressed to handle the demand.   “Veterans whose health was harmed during their military service are entitled to the best this nation has to offer,” said VA Secretary Eric Shinseki, a disabled Vietnam veteran who is also a retired Army general. “We are undertaking an unprecedented modernization of our claims process to ensure timely and accurate delivery of that commitment.”
Uniqueness: Troops Returning Gradually

Troops are returning home gradually

Rieckhoff ‘9 (Executive Director of Iraq and Afghanistan Veterans of America (IAVA); “Obama Bringing Troops Home: Are We Ready to Welcome Them?”; 2/27/09; The Huffington Post; http://www.huffingtonpost.com/paul-rieckhoff/obama-says-troops-are-com_b_170526.html)

President Obama traveled to Camp Lejeune today to announce the eventual drawdown of combat troops in Iraq. There's sure to be a lot of discussion about the details of the timeline, and a lot of politics getting in the way of any coherent military analysis.But whether it is 16 months or 19 months or 23 months, whether the residual force is 10,000 or 50,000 troops, the president's new plan will create a surge of new veterans coming home in 2009 and 2010. We need to be ready. Our duty to these brave men and women doesn't end when they leave the battlefield. Military families have borne a tremendous strain through more than eight years of conflict, and our troops are returning to the worst economy we've seen in decades. No veteran's 'welcome home' should come in the form of an unemployment check.
Uniqueness: Troops Gradually Withdrawing

Troops are withdrawing gradually – preparations prove

Allam ‘10 (Hannah Allam; Staff Member; “http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Middle-East/2010/0701/From-JC-Penney-suits-to-007-attire-Baghdad-tailor-obliges-US-troops”; 7/1/10; McClatchy Newspapers;  http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Middle-East/2010/0701/From-JC-Penney-suits-to-007-attire-Baghdad-tailor-obliges-US-troops)

With a reputation for the best fabric and stitching this side of the Tigris River, Ozkan might have been able to recoup his losses had this been 2003 or 2004. But he and other non-American vendors on bases already are braced for an uncertain future as the US military completes its gradual withdrawal from Iraq by the end of 2011.  The Turkish tailor – along with the Lebanese contractors, Filipino hairdressers, and Ukrainian masseuses – has perhaps a year left before he must decide whether to exit alongside the troops or risk staying in business among Iraqis who largely view them as war profiteers.  The disdain is even greater for people such as Ozkan, a Muslim who speaks fluent Arabic and has Arab ancestry. "I'm a businessman, and I go wherever there is business," he says, shrugging off the criticism. "Now I'm just hoping to go to Afghanistan. If the Army says, 'Come, we'll give you a contract in Afghanistan,' I'll get on the plane tomorrow."  

Link: Discharged PTSD Troops Flood VA

PTSD Troops flood VA after withdrawal

Welch ’05 (William M..; Staff Writer; “Trauma of Iraq War Haunting Thousands Returning Home”; USA Today; 2/28/10) http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/iraq/2005-02-28-cover-iraq-injuries_x.htm
As the United States nears the two-year mark in its military presence in Iraq still fighting a violent insurgency, it is also coming to grips with one of the products of war at home: a new generation of veterans, some of them scarred in ways seen and unseen. While military hospitals mend the physical wounds, the VA is attempting to focus its massive health and benefits bureaucracy on the long-term needs of combat veterans after they leave military service. Some suffer from wounds of flesh and bone, others of emotions and psyche.  These injured and disabled men and women represent the most grievously wounded group of returning combat veterans since the Vietnam War, which officially ended in 1975. Of more than 5 million veterans treated at VA facilities last year, from counseling centers like this one to big hospitals, 48,733 were from the fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan.  Many of the most common wounds aren't seen until soldiers return home. Post-traumatic stress disorder, or PTSD, is an often-debilitating mental condition that can produce a range of unwanted emotional responses to the trauma of combat. It can emerge weeks, months or years later. If left untreated, it can severely affect the lives not only of veterans, but their families as well.  Of the 244,054 veterans of Iraq and Afghanistan already discharged from service, 12,422 have been in VA counseling centers for readjustment problems and symptoms associated with PTSD. Comparisons to past wars are difficult because emotional problems were often ignored or written off as "combat fatigue" or "shell shock." PTSD wasn't even an official diagnosis, accepted by the medical profession, until after Vietnam. 

Link: Troops are Sent Home

Troops sent home during withdrawal

Youssef ’10 (Nancy A.; Staff Writer; “Iraq Withdrawal Payoff: More Time at Home for Marines”; McClatchy  Newspapers; 3/22/10) http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2010/03/22/90847/as-us-winds-down-in-iraq-troops.html
They're also debating what training should be reinstated and what's no longer needed. They acknowledge that the need to prepare troops constantly for service in Iraq and Afghanistan has left little time for training in skills that aren't needed immediately. For example, the Marine Corps estimates that of its roughly 202,000 troops, only about 15,400 in the last decade have trained regularly in amphibious warfare, the kind of beach-landing assault for which the Marines are famous. For a force that the Pentagon says must be prepared for the "the broadest range of operations — from homeland defense and defense support to civil authorities, to deterrence and preparedness missions," the limits on training have been risky. "Not only do we have to fix equipment but modernize" the force, said Brig. Gen. David H. Berger, the Marine Corps' director of operations. "We haven't had the time to do that." The Marines will institute the increase in home time this fall when a major rotation of troops comes out of Afghanistan, where 19,000 Marines will be serving. The Army's plan, which will go into effect sometime next year, would increase time at home from the current 15 to 18 months to two years for every combat tour. That might stretch to three years if the U.S. is able to cut the number of troops it has in Afghanistan, said Gen. George Casey, the chief of staff of the Army. Berger said the only developments that could derail the planned increase in time at home would be a need to increase the number of Marines deployed to Afghanistan or the outbreak of another major conflict. "Once the war in Afghanistan is over," he said, the Marines would be able to consider 21 months at home for every seven months in a war zone. 
I GIVE THIS CARD ZERO OUT OF ONE HUNDRED

I/L: PTSD Contributes Tipping Point

PTSD contributes to VA breaking point

House Committee on Veteran Affaris ‘7 (US House of Rep.; “Clear Need for Procurement Reform at VA”) http://veterans.house.gov/news/PRArticle.aspx?NewsID=111
Joshua Kors, a journalist that been reporting on Personality Disorder for the last ten months, stated that a Personality Disorder discharge is a “contradiction in terms.  Recruits who have a severe, pre-existing condition like a Personality Disorder do not pass the rigorous screening process and are not accepted into the Army.”  Kors interviewed soldiers that passed the first screening and were accepted into the Army.  “They were deemed physically and psychologically fit in a second screening as well, before being deployed to Iraq, and served honorably there in combat,” said Kors.  “In each case, it was only when they came back physically or psychologically wounded and sought benefits that their pre-existing condition was discovered.”   The committee also reviewed the recent report by the Institute of Medicine on VA Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) claims and discussed the VA’s plan for implementation of recommendations in the report.  Current estimates show that approximately one-third of Iraq and Afghanistan veterans may show signs of PTSD.   “The nation’s veterans’ health care system is strained to the breaking point,” said Chairman Filner.  “The Institute of Medicine reports that the VA needs to replace its narrowly defined and unevenly applied criteria for PTSD screening with broader standards based on the latest knowledge about psychiatry.  I intend to work with the VA to address these recommendations and provide the appropriate care for our veterans.” 

I/L: VA can Only Process so Much

VA at breaking point

House Committee on Veteran Affaris ‘9 (US House of Rep.; Clear Need for Procurement Reform at VA) http://veterans.house.gov/news/PRArticle.aspx?NewsID=518
Financial management oversight and lack of reliable financial information have plagued the VA for some time.  As recently as a Fiscal Year 2008 financial statement audit report, the independent auditor reported serious weaknesses in internal control over financial reporting.   Common causes for the weak financial management oversight include recording financial data without sufficient review and monitoring, lack of human resources with the appropriate skills, and lack of capacity to effectively process a significant volume of transactions.   Another area of great concern to the Subcommittee, and a casualty of the fragmented acquisition structure of the VA, is the lack of VA oversight of companies claiming Service Disabled Veteran Owned Business status (SDVOB).  Fraud and abuse in the SDVOB program allowed ineligible firms to improperly receive millions of dollars in set-aside and sole-source SDVOB contracts, potentially denying legitimate service-disabled veterans and their firms the benefits of this program.  Currently, there is little oversight to suppress and deter fraudulent pass-through or rent-a-vet businesses from benefiting from SDVOB status.   In case studies that GAO conducted, it found that even when firms were found ineligible to receive a contract, they can still retain it because current regulations do not require that the contracting agency terminate the contract.  Currently, neither Small Business Administration, except when responding to a protest, nor contracting officials are currently verifying the eligibility of firms claiming to be SDVOBs. Chairman Mitchell concluded, “It is no secret that there are major deficiencies within VA’s procurement process, and to blame are a number of things, including a lack of a centralized acquisition structure, self policing policies in place that allow fraud and abuse, and continuous material weaknesses. Although I remain fairly optimistic that reform of this system can be accomplished, legislation to fix these problems may be necessary, along with change in policy and procedures.”  
Impact: Human Rights Cred (1/2)

Failure to offer assistance to veterans violates human rights.

McCormick ‘5, Michael D. I Professor of Law, Indiana University School of Law- Indianapolis, The Indiana Law Review, 38 Ind. L. Rev. 103, “National Ingratitude: The Egregious Deficiencies of the United States' Housing Programs for Veterans and the "Public Scandal" of Veterans' Homelessness,” lexis nexis

This failure to provide for veterans has occurred despite intervening proclamations that decent housing is the right of all human beings, internationally and in the United States. In 1941, President Franklin Roosevelt asserted that all Americans should live in "Freedom from Want," n14 and the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights-inspired in part by Roosevelt's 1941 address n15- proclaimed that "[e]veryone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and well-being of himself and his family, including food, clothing, [and] housing." n16 In the 1949 National Housing Act, the Congress of  [*110]  the United States declared the national housing goal to be "the realization as soon as feasible of the goal of a decent home and a suitable living environment for every American family," n17 and Congress re-affirmed that goal in 1968. n18 There also have been rhetorical commitments to adequate provision for veterans in particular. President Lincoln concluded his Second Inaugural Address with the exhortation that now is engraved over the entrance to the building that houses the Department of Veterans Affairs: "to care for him who shall have borne the battle and for his widow and his orphan." n19 President Franklin Roosevelt, when signing the G.I. Bill of Rights into law on June 22, 1944, said that members of the armed forces "have been compelled to make greater economic sacrifice and every other kind of sacrifice than the rest of us, and are entitled to definite action to help take care of their special problems." n20 In accordance with President Roosevelt's reference to entitlement, popular opinion has considered that the G.I. Bill embodies "a soldier's right to fair treatment from a grateful nation." n21
NEE D CARD THAT SAYS THAT THIS HR VIOLATION IS CRUCIAL TO HR LEADERSHIP--- ALSO NEED A U CARD ON HR LEADERSHIP
Human rights leadership is critical to prevent war in Central Asia

Hill ’1 (Fiona, Fellow @ Brookings Institution, The Caucasus and Central Asia: How The United States and its Allies Can Stave 

In the next two years, the Caucasus and Central Asian states could become zones of interstate competition similar to the Middle East and Northeast Asia. Economic and political crises, or the intensification of war in Chechnya or Afghanistan, might lead to the "Balkanization" of the regions. This, in turn, could result in military intervention by any of the major powers. Given the fact that both Turkey and Iran threatened intervention in the Caucasus at the peak of the Nagorno-Karabakh war in 1992-1993, this risk should be taken seriously. Unfortunately, the Caucasus and Central Asian states lack the capacity to tackle crises without outside help. Economic collapse has produced social dislocation and extreme poverty. Widespread corruption and the entrenchment of aging leaders and their families have eroded support for central governments and constrained the development of a new generation of leaders. The internal weakness of the Caucasus and Central Asian states, combined with brutal regional wars, makes them extremely vulnerable to outside pressure—especially from Russia. Although Russia itself is weak, it is far stronger than all the states combined, and while its direct influence over their affairs has declined since the collapse of the Soviet Union, it remains the dominant economic, political, and military force. The West will have to assist the states in bolstering their institutional capacity and in promoting cooperation among them. American engagement remains crucial given its weight on the international stage, the potential threats to its own security, and the fact that it has leverage in the regions. In spite of a few glitches, the Caucasus and Central Asian states have been receptive to the United States and are among its few potential allies in a zone where other states are not so amenable to U.S. activity. Regional countries need American moral and material support to maintain independence in the face of increasing pressures, and its guidance in dealing with presidential transition crises and addressing human rights abuses. Even with limited political and financial resources, U.S. leadership can do a great deal to defuse regional tensions and mitigate problems. However, this will only be possible if a policy is defined early and communicated clearly, if there is a particular focus on partnership with European allies in addressing regional challenges, and if Russia is encouraged to become a force for stability rather than a factor for instability in the regions. Continues…

As a general rule, the administration should engage Central Asia without reinforcing authoritarian regimes. In Uzbekistan, while militant groups are real threats to the state, human rights abuses are an equal threat and increase sympathy for the militants. The United States has considerable leverage with Uzbekistan through its military engagement activities. In 2000, Uzbekistan came close to losing congressional certification for these programs, and the Pentagon placed greater emphasis on human rights in its special forces training curriculum. Taking this as a cue, the Bush administration should emphasize mutually-reinforcing security and human rights objectives throughout Central Asia and should encourage cooperation among the Pentagon, State Department, and international human rights groups on security-human rights linkages. The administration should also emphasize U.S. support for regional non-governmental organizations (NGOs) that seek to increase both citizen participation in government and access to objective sources of information.

Impact: Human Rights Cred (2/2)
Central Asia instability goes nuclear

Tsepkalo ‘98 (Valery V., Belarus' Ambassador to the United States, Foreign Affairs, The Remaking of Eurasia, March/April, lexis)

But abetting the continuing destabilization of Eurasia is not in the West's interests. NATO enlargement has not consolidated anti-Western forces in the region, as some Western experts had feared, but it has encouraged the division of Eurasia and the shattering of the Russian Federation. There will likely be further attempts at secession, although not necessarily according to the bloody model of Chechnya. Central Asia and the Caucasus are rife with flash points that could ignite several nations and draw in outside powers. And with regional destabilization and the slackening of central control, the nuclear threat is perhaps greater now than during the Cold War. If current trends continue, Russia's clout in Eurasia will further dwindle and that of Western powers and Western-dominated international organizations will grow. The United States, however, will be unable to maintain control of the process. Western allies like Germany, Japan, and Turkey will adopt independent policies in the region. The jockeying of Western interests will exacerbate tensions between and within countries. And the West will confront the increasing power of China and, to a lesser extent, Iran, which will make extending Western influence beyond the Urals impossible. Eurasia will rapidly become a less predictable and more dangerous place.
Russia Oil DA (1/3)

Russian economy is stable – 4.2% growth mostly because of oil 

Industry Week 7/19 (Russian Economy Grew 4.2% in First Half, Industry Week, 
http://www.industryweek.com/articles/russian_economy_grew_4-2_in_first_half_22302.aspx?SectionID=3)

Compared with the same period of 2009, the Russian economy grew 4.2% in the first half of the year, the economic development minister said July 19. "In principle, there has been good momentum in the emergence of the economy from crisis," Minister Elvira Nabioullina told a cabinet meeting, according to Russian news agencies.  "In June, the positive trend continued," she said, adding that the economy expanded 4.9% when compared with June 2009.  Russia suffered a 7.9% economic contraction in 2009, weighed down by the global financial crisis, after growth of 5.6% in 2008.  The recovery has been helped a steady rise in oil and gas prices this year. Oil and gas account for 60% of Russia's export earnings.  Authorities now foresee growth of 4% for all of 2010. 

Plan increases Iraqi oil production - US troop withdrawal is key to gain credibility and negotiate the partition of oil fields 

Diamond et al. 06 (Larry, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and founding co-editor of the Journal of Democracy. What to do in Iraq: A Roundtable. Foreign Affairs, 85(4) July/August, 150–169 URL: http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&AN=21326451i)
A combined diplomatic effort by the United States, the un, and the eu, working in close coordination and speaking with one voice, might well engage all the relevant actors and gain the leverage to extract concessions from them on key issues. One crucial actor with whom un or other mediators could talk -- but who will not talk with the U.S. occupiers -- is Grand Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani, still the most widely revered Shiite religious leader in Iraq and still a vastly underestimated force for moderation and compromise. But there are many others who might respond better to coordinated international appeals and to the financial and political incentives that the United States and Europe could together provide. A critical element of this approach would be for the U.S.-un-eu team to bring into the negotiations, at the right moment, the Arab League, which has developed ties with a number of political actors in the Sunni resistance and thus could offer them credible assurances and induce them to compromise. U.S. and international mediation must begin by facilitating the work of the Constitutional Review Commission. This commission, which was conceived just before last year's October 15 constitutional referendum but has yet to be formed, is to be appointed by the Iraqi Parliament and given four months to recommend amendments to the constitution; those amendments will then have to be adopted by a simple parliamentary majority and approved by another referendum. This process was established because the current constitution has not been able to garner a consensus and is thus not viable. The document leaves Iraq with an extremely weak central authority. And it implicitly splits control over future oil and gas fields between a new Shiite superregion containing 80 percent of the country's oil and gas resources and a Kurdish region that, once it incorporates Kirkuk, will contain the other 20 percent. If a constitutional compromise can be brokered, joint mediation might then address the other imperative concern, security, and with the various militias produce a plan, backed by extensive international financing, for the demobilization and disarmament of the various nonstate militias and the reintegration of their members into
Russia Oil DA (2/3)
Russia is directly competing with the market – if Iraq pumps oil it would mean that Russia’s oil economy would collapse 

Gawdat Bahgat (Centre for Middle Eastern Studies, Dept Political Science, Indiana U of Penn.) 2004 OPEC Review “Russia's oil potential: prospects and implications” v28 i2 p. 133 
And thirdly, naturally Russia, as a major oil producer and exporter, competes with other producers. Without playing down or minimizing the rivalry between major oil producers, it is noteworthy to highlight their mutual interests. The Russian Government and oil companies share vital interests with other major oil producers in preventing oil prices from collapsing and keeping prices at a “reasonable level”. Some analysts believe that Moscow has no leverage over the country’s private oil companies and, as a result, these companies will resent and resist any unwarranted state intervention into their plans. Others argue that Moscow already has an automatic supply restriction mechanism — state-owned monopoly Transneft.42 The fact that the Russian Government has refrained from sanctioning significant capacity expansions on the Transneft system in recent years signals a desire not to glut the global market. In addition, the Russian Government exercises some leverage over production levels by its control over issuing licences to oil companies. Thus, it can be argued, Russia is already cooperating with OPEC, in an indirect but nonetheless effective fashion. Obviously, the two sides are more likely to cooperate when prices are low and to compete when prices are high. 
Oil accounts for a significant portion of Russia’s economy – failing oil means failing economy

Gawdat Bahgat (Centre for Middle Eastern Studies, Dept Political Science, Indiana U of Penn.) 2004 OPEC Review “Russia's oil potential: prospects and implications” v28 i2 p. 133 
Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Russian economy has been in a state of transition, from a state-run economy to a free-market one. A delicate process of restructuring and diversification is underway. Still, the Russian economy is heavily dependent on oil revenue. This revenue represents a substantial proportion of the country’s gross domestic product export earnings; in 2002, energy accounted for almost 20 per cent of Russia’s GDP and 55 per cent of export revenue. These figures indicate that Russia’s economy is extremely sensitive to global energy price fluctuations. This sensitivity implies that a one dollar rise (drop) in the price of a barrel of Russia’s Urals Blend benchmark leads to an increase (decline) in real GDP growth of about 0.5 percentage points and contributes to an estimated US $1 billion in extra earnings (losses).4 The relatively high and stable oil prices since 1999 brought a windfall in oil export revenue to the Russian economy, spurred strong growth in GDP and contributed to the overall economic recovery. Put differently, Russia’s real GDP growth since 1999 has averaged an impressive 6.6 per cent per year. This strong recovery after the 1998 crisis can be explained by favourable external conditions, in the form of high oil prices, as well as the effects of the sharp 1998–99 rouble devaluation. Not surprisingly, in May 2003, the Russian Government released its energy strategy to 2020, which designates the energy sector as the engine of economic growth.


Russia Oil DA (3/3)

Russian economic collapse causes global nuclear war.

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

US – Middle East Relations

Withdrawal hurts US-Iraq relations – Iraq feels that the US is losing interest 

Laipsen 10

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

President Obama has advanced this process. The new administration is using the SFA to promote cooperation in fields including diplomacy, security, economics, energy, health, and environment. In addition, the new administration’s policy continues to shift the balance to civilian activities in Iraq, and to an agenda that addresses US interests after the withdrawal of forces, such as the reintegration of Iraq in the region, the needs of returning veterans, and long-term settlement options for Iraqi refugees. In other ways, the new administration has signaled that Iraq is not the centerpiece of US foreign policy, but that its stability and prospects for success remain important for a wide range of American interests in the region and beyond. This transition has created some friction in the relationship, and among foreign policy experts in both countries. Iraqi officials express concern that the United States is losing interest in their fate and, despite political rhetoric that celebrates Iraqi sovereignty and the end of US occupation, many Iraqi leaders believe that the American presence, counsel, and technical assistance are vital as Iraq continues the reconstruction of the state and the creation of a new and more open political culture. In the United States, some express similar concerns about a loss of attention to Iraq, reductions in aid for some reconstruction and political reform projects, and other signs that the Obama Administration has other priorities and considers Iraq to be a preoccupation of the previous administration. These critics of current policy are concerned that some of the notable achievements in institution building and security sector capabilities could be squandered if US presence and engagement are scaled back too quickly.

Withdrawal from Iraq will hurt Iraq-US relations and fail to successfully implement democracy in Iraq. And, withdrawal will lead to war between Kurds and Iraqis

LA Times 10

[“Maliki’s actions, and Obama’s inaction, threaten Iraq democracy.” May 9, 2010. http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-boot-20100509,0,1522395.story]

The presumption was that the drawdown would occur after Iraq had installed a new government. American officials expected that postelection jockeying would end by Ju
ne at the latest. But Iraqi politicians now expect that no government will emerge before the fall. Thus the Iraqi and American timelines are dangerously out of sync. Large troop reductions at a time of such political uncertainty will send a dangerous signal of disengagement and lessen America's ability to preserve the integrity of the elections. The delay in seating a government also endangers the possible negotiation of a fresh accord to govern Iraqi-American relations after 2011. It is vital to have a continuing American military presence to train and advise Iraqi security forces, which have grown in size and competence but still aren't capable of defending their airspace or performing other vital functions. U.S. troops also play a vital peacekeeping role, patrolling with Iraqi troops and the Kurdishpeshmerga along the disputed Green Line separating Iraq proper from the Kurdish regional government. Kurdish politicians I met in Irbil warned that if Iraqi-Kurdish land disputes aren't resolved by the end of 2011 (and odds are they won't be), there is a serious danger of war breaking out once American troops leave. The possibility of miscalculation will grow once the Iraqi armed forces acquire the M-1 tanks and F-16 fighters that we have agreed to sell them. It is all the more important that an American buffer — say 10,000 to 15,000 troops — remain to ensure that those weapons are never used against our Kurdish allies. Yet U.S. officers in Iraq are right now implementing plans to draw down our troops to zero by the end of 2011. They hope that some forces will be permitted to remain, but that will only be possible after what is sure to be a protracted and tortuous negotiation with the new Iraqi government. The last American-Iraqi security accord took a year to negotiate. If the new government isn't seated until the end of this year, it will be extremely difficult to conclude a treaty by the end of next year.

Democracy Answers

Democracy in Iraq is already failing – Maliki is refusing to accept the election votes and Obama administration is failing to act

LA Times 10

[“Maliki’s actions, and Obama’s inaction, threaten Iraq democracy.” May 9, 2010. http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-boot-20100509,0,1522395.story]

Since the success of the 2007 surge in Iraq, violent attacks have fallen more than 90% and Iraqis have been making steady progress toward stability and democracy. That momentum is now threatened by the actions of Iraq's prime minister, Nouri Maliki, and by the inaction of the Obama administration. Maliki, whom I met a week ago as part of a delegation from the Council on Foreign Relations, is refusing to accept the results of the March 7 elections. They are not to his liking. His aides had told him that his State of Law slate could expect to win 110 seats in the Council of Representatives. Instead, he won only 89 seats, finishing behind Iyad Allawi's Iraqiya coalition, which emerged in first place with 91 seats. Independent observers agreed that there had been little fraud in the contest — certainly nothing like the massive vote stealing that marred Afghanistan's 2009 presidential election. But Maliki, a sectarian Shiite, won't accept the possibility that Allawi, a secular Shiite who enjoys overwhelming support among Sunnis, could displace him as prime minister. To prevent this from happening, Maliki is making common cause with the Iraqi National Alliance, a group of religious Shiites close to Iran that includes his archenemies, the followers of Muqtada Sadr. Maliki has also counterattacked in the courts. First he pressured a three-judge election court into ordering a recount in Baghdad that could take weeks to finish but that isn't expected to alter the outcome. Second, and more serious, he has endorsed what are, according to Army Gen. Ray T. Odierno, Iranian-orchestrated attempts by Iraq's Accountability and Justice Commission to disqualify winning Sunni candidates for alleged ties to Sadam Hussein's Baath Party. With Maliki's support, the commission has already disqualified 52 parliamentary candidates, including one who won a seat as part of the Iraqiya list. At least eight more winning Iraqiya candidates could be disqualified. That would give Maliki more seats than Allawi and fundamentally undermine the legitimacy of the vote.

A victory for Maliki (or a Shiite ally) that is achieved through postelection manipulations would make it extremely difficult for the new government to reach out to Sunnis either in Iraq or in the broader region. It might even reignite civil war if Sunnis feel that they are being disenfranchised. Senior officials in the Obama administration are reportedly becoming more involved behind the scenes to avert such a disaster, but so far they have made limited progress despite a visit to Baghdad earlier this year by Vice President Joe Biden, the administration's point man on Iraq. Diplomats at the U.S. Embassy in Baghdad put the emphasis on "transition" and "drawdown" rather than on ensuring the long-term success of Iraqi "democracy" (a word avoided by the administration). That should be no surprise considering that President Obama's overriding objective is to pull U.S. troops out of Iraq. The Iraqi-American security accord negotiated by the George W. Bush administration called for the departure of all our soldiers by the end of 2011. Obama added a new twist by ordering that troop strength be cut from the current 95,000 to 50,000 by September. The presumption was that the drawdown would occur after Iraq had installed a new government. American officials expected that postelection jockeying would end by June at the latest. But Iraqi politicians now expect that no government will emerge before the fall. Thus the Iraqi and American timelines are dangerously out of sync. Large troop reductions at a time of such political uncertainty will send a dangerous signal of disengagement and lessen America's ability to preserve the integrity of the elections.

Democracy in Iraq bad – fails and causes anti-Americanism 

Byman and Pollack 93

[Daniel Byman - assistant professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University and senior fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy. Kenneth M. Pollack -  director of research at the Saban Center and author of The Threatening Storm: The Case for Invading Iraq. “Democracy in Iraq?” Summer 2003. http://mitpress.mit.edu/journals/pdf/wash_26_3_119_0.pdf]

Yet, skeptics abound. Adam Garfinkle, for example, argues that even trying to build democracy in the Arab world would not only fail but also further stoke anti-Americanism in the process.3 Overall, critics raise at least five related objections to creating a democratic Iraq that seem damning at first blush. First, they contend that acceptable alternatives to democracy exist for Iraq that, if hardly ideal, are more feasible and more likely to ensure the stability and cohesiveness of the country. Second, they argue that Iraq is not ready for democracy. Third, they state that Iraqi society is too fragmented for dem
ocracy to take hold. Even if Iraq held elections or had other outward institutions of democracy, in practice such a system would yield an illiberal result such as a tyranny of the Shi‘a majority. Fourth, they insist that the transition to democracy in Iraq would be too perilous and the resulting government too weak; thus, the institutionalization of democracy, particularly a federal form of it, would fail. Critics often conjure a vision of an Iraq beset by civil strife with rival communities seeking revenge on one another while neighboring armies trample the country. Finally, they assert that the United States is too fickle, and the Iraqis too hostile, to give democracy the time it would need to grow and bear fruit. Overall, primarily for these five reasons, the doubters do not so much question the desirability of democracy in Iraq as they do its feasibility. 

Democracy Answers

US efforts have not brought democracy to the Middle East

Lockard 05

[Joe Lockard – writer for Tikkun Magazine. “Hegemonic Democracy in the Middle East.” May/June 2005. http://www.tikkun.org/article.php/Lockard-hegemonic-democracy]

Violence, theocratic rule, gender supremacy, labor exploitation, and political alliances with arch-reactionary governments have acted to undermine and destroy democracy in the Middle East. Democratization involves political and cultural processes—sometimes prolonged, sometimes radically brief—within societies seeking productive syntheses of their contradictions. Nothing that the United States has done in the Middle East so far has helped bring about such syntheses or the realization of democracy.

Democracy in Iraq failing – assumes elections

Dreyfuss 7/6/10

[Robert Dreyfuss - Nation contributing editor, is an investigative journalist in Alexandria, Virginia, specializing in politics and national security. He is the author of Devil's Game: How the United States Helped Unleash Fundamentalist Islam and is a frequent contributor to Rolling Stone, The American Prospect, and Mother Jones. “Biden in Iraq: US Influence shrinks, Iran gains.” http://www.thenation.com/blog/37089/biden-iraq-us-influence-shrinks-iran-gains]

It's been four months since the March 7 elections in Iraq, and it appears that the political parties are no closer to forming a government than they were on March 8. That's partly illusory: according to one Iraqi sources, Allawi has acceded to the inevitability of an alliance between Maliki and the overtly pro-Iranian Iraqi National Alliance, the Shiite bloc that includes Sadr and the old Supreme Council for the Islamic Revolution in Iraq (SCIRI), now called ISCI. (In exchange for his agreement, Allawi wants the mostly symbolic post of Iraqi president.) That's an alignment that Iran would probably support, because it puts the government into the hands of the Shiites, and the Obama administration would have little choice but to go along.

Withdrawal Kills Credibility

Withdrawal now hurts U.S. credibility and creates regional conflict

Carroll 8 (Conn Carroll, assistant director of the Heritage Foundation’s Strategic Communication, editor of the Foundry, Morning Bell: Iraqi Stability Is in the U.S. Interest, March 31, 2008, The Heritage Foundation, <http://blog.heritage.org/?p=380>)
While the long-term presence of American combat troops is not in the interests of the United States or the Iraqi government, helping the Iraqis get on the road to peace and stability is clearly in the U.S. interest. The eruption of a full-blown civil war in Iraq and a wide-spread humanitarian crisis could further destabilize the region. Abandoning the people of Iraq would enable Iran’s regional expansion and al Qaeda’s effort to establish a sanctuary in the heart of the Middle East. Turning its back on Iraq would lead America’s other friends and allies, including those trying to finish off al-Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan, to question America’s commitment and resolve. There is no way to achieve these important goals without patiently maintaining a strong American military presence on the ground for at least several years to come.

Military withdrawal destroys U.S. foreign policy credibility---that undermines the foundation of hegemony 

Tunç 8 
Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669
Reputation can be defined as a judgment about an actor’s past behavior and character that is used to predict future behavior. In international politics, a major component of building or maintaining a country’s reputation involves resolve.5 Policy makers may believe that a lack of resolve in one military confrontation will be seen as an indication of general weakness.6 According to Shiping Tang, this concern frequently amounts to ‘‘a cult of reputation’’ among foreign policy makers, which he defines as ‘‘a belief system holding as its central premise a conviction (or fear) that backing down in a crisis will lead one’s adversaries or allies to underestimate one’s resolve in the next crisis.’’7 Of particular importance to the cult of reputation is concern about the consequences of withdrawal from a theater of war. The major dictate of the cult of reputation is that a country should stand firm and refuse to withdraw from a theater of war. The underlying belief is that a withdrawal would inflict a severe blow to a country’s reputation and thus ‘‘embolden’’ the adversaries by boosting commitment and recruitment to their cause.8 Since the end of World War II, a cult of reputation has evolved among certain American policy makers who maintain that being a global power means being able to convey the image of strength and resolve.9 According to this perspective, a reputation for firmness and resoluteness deters adversaries and reassures allies about U.S. commitments. Conversely, being perceived as weak and irresolute encourages adversaries to be more aggressive and results in allies being less supportive. This logic has had two general consequences for America’s use of force abroad: First, exhibiting resolve has been deemed necessary even in small and distant countries. This is because the mere perception of power generates tangible power, thereby reducing the need to use actual physical force against every adversary.10 In the 1950s and 1960s, this logic translated into military interventions in several places, notably in Korea and Vietnam, countries whose strategic value to the United States appeared questionable to some.11 Second, reputational concerns made it difficult for the United States to withdraw from a theater of war. The Vietnam War is the most prominent case, although the logic was also evident during the Korean conflict in the early 1950s.12 As is well-documented by historians, both the Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon administrations took reputation seriously and argued that leaving Vietnam without an ‘‘honorable’’ exit would seriously hurt U.S. credibility in the eyes of allies and adversaries alike. For both Johnson and Nixon, an ‘‘honorable’’ exit meant creating an autonomous South Vietnam (much like independent, anti-communist South Korea after the Korean war) that was recognized by all parties involved in the conflict, particularly by the North Vietnamese government. Such an outcome would vindicate U.S. sacrifices.13
Withdrawal leads to a power vacuum in the Middle East – US is losing its hegemonic status 

The Press Network 6/10

[June 6th, 2010. “The End of American Hegemony in the Middle East.” http://www.thepressnet.org/354/the-end-of-american-hegemony-in-the-middle-east]

While the Bush era saw the assertion of American hegemony in the region and the attempt to crush the many challenges posed by countries like Syria and Iraq of Saddam Hussein, the Middle East today is characterized by a power vacuum caused from the partial American withdrawal, which is filled by medium regional powers that have the ability to assert himself. This new situation is exemplified by the recent nuclear deal reached by Turkey with Iran and Brazil. Stephen Walt (Professor of International Relations at Harvard University (NDT)) stressed that this change in the balance of power is happening globally, as, for example, gross domestic product of Asia already exceeds that of the U.S. or Europe. As in previous years, it seems that the Middle East could become the microcosm of these international changes. If, on the one hand, the era of American is coming to an end – a process that was hastened by unnecessary wars and poor economic prudence – the other is much more likely that international relations in the Middle East reflect the emerging multipolar world rather than return to a situation of cold war bipolar. In this situation, not only Russia and Turkey will increase their sphere of influence in the region, but also China, India and Brazil will try to carve out a role, most likely turning its satellite states less claims in respect of democratic reforms and their reconciliation with Israel than does Washington. The intensification of the relationship between Saudi Arabia and China could anticipate this future development. 

Withdrawal Kills Credibility

The plan would give credence to Al Qaeda’s claims of US weakness – leads to terrorism

Tunç 8 

Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669
Based on statements of Al Qaeda leaders and other jihadists, the opponents of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq today can forcefully argue that there is a need to maintain a substantial level of troops in Iraq to deny radical Islam militants confirmatory evidence about American irresolution. This does not mean that the reputational argument is necessarily correct. Ultimately, the extent to which perceptions about U.S. irresolution motivate jihadists cannot be verified. Then again, the jihadist rhetoric about the ‘‘paperness’’ of U.S. power and Iraq’s centrality makes it extremely difficult to discredit the argument. Given the unprecedented nature of evidential support for the argument as well as American policy makers’ preoccupation with reputation, any future administration will find it difficult to extricate the United States from Iraq without some semblance of victory that would minimize reputational costs. Two policy implications follow from this conclusion: First, the United States is likely to maintain significant troop levels in Iraq until the jihadists are clearly defeated and their organization is fully dismantled. The surge has succeeded in putting Al Qaeda in Iraq in disarray and resulted in the organization’s ‘‘near strategic defeat,’’ according to The Washington Post. That being said, AQI is still capable of conducting attacks against Iraqi and American forces. As a result, while the number of U.S. combat troops will inevitably decline either due to pressure from the Iraqi government and/or to the inclination of the next U.S. administration, the role of the U.S. military fighting Al Qaeda will not cease in the coming years. Second, reputational concerns are likely to affect the way in which U.S. forces will be drawn down from Iraq.48 Certainly, the pace and scope of drawdown will depend on developments in the military and political fronts in Iraq. In case it becomes clear in the short term that Al Qaeda affiliates in Iraq are defeated resolutely and the insurgency is debilitated, one should expect a somewhat accelerated drawdown of U.S. forces.49 In the meantime, one should also expect that that such a drawdown will be incremental and spread over a long period, at least partly to avoid the appearance of a quick retreat.
Extinction

Sid-Ahmed 4 

[Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, political analyst, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm]

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
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US-Turkey Relations Frontline [1/2]

1. Alt causes to low US-Turkey relations

a. Ankara’s vote on sanctions against Iran sanctions

Eurasia Net 6/28/10

[“US-Turkish Relations Headed for a Rough Patch.” http://www.eurasianet.org/node/61426]

Analysts are warning that relations between Turkey and the United States may be heading for a period of volatility, particularly in the wake of the botched May 31 Israeli commando raid on a Gaza aid flotilla, along with Ankara’s recent decision to vote “no” in the United Nations Security Council on sanctions against Iran. “There is a ceiling above which Turkish-American relations cannot improve, and there’s a floor which it can’t go below. But we are getting pretty close to the floor and the ability of the two countries to improve their relations really has a huge question mark over it. We are now talking about an undeclared crisis in the relations,” said Bulent Aliriza, director of the Turkey Project at Washington’s Center for Strategic and International Studies. Indeed, in a recent interview with The Associated Press, Philip Gordon, the State Department’s top official for European and Eurasian affairs seemed to echo that assessment. Gordon suggested that Turkey needed to take demonstrable action to affirm its commitment to both the United States and the Atlantic Alliance. Ankara, in recent years, has been plotting an increasingly independent and ambitious foreign policy course, one that sees an increased role for itself in regional and even global affairs. But observers say Turkey’s role in the Gaza flotilla incident and its subsequent harsh rhetoric against Israel, as well as its decision regarding the Iran sanctions vote, have brought into sharper relief some of the differences between Ankara’s and Washington’s approach on some key issues. [For background see EurasiaNet’s archive]. “I think the administration realizes it has a problem with Turkey, but it’s not a major rift. It’s subtler than that. I think what they will do is start looking at Turkey at a more transactional level for a while, meaning ‘What are you doing for me?’ and ‘This is what I can do for you,’” said Henri Barkey, a visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington. “In the past we would have jumped through hoops for the Turks, but the Turks need to start being more sensitive to our concerns,” Barkey added. On the other hand, things may be less subtle in Congress, Barkey warned. “The fact that the Hamas and Iran issues coincided within a week of each other have created a combustible situation on the Hill,” he said. “The Turks have a problem on the Hill.” 
 b. Gaza flotilla incident and Iran’s nuclear program 

Krieger 7/16/10

[Hilary Krieger – writer for the Jerusalem post. “US Turkey relations at new heights.” http://www.jpost.com/International/Article.aspx?id=181602]
WASHINGTON – Turkish media reports have exposed increased tensions between the US and Turkey in recent days, with disagreements flaring over the Gaza flotilla incident and efforts to stop Iran’s nuclear program.  Earlier this week, Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan bashed the US for not taking more action following the death of a Turkish-American dual citizen in Israel’s raid on a Turkish-flagged ship attempting to break the blockade of the Hamas-controlled Gaza Strip.   “It is significant that the US administration has not taken action regarding Furkan Dogan. We expect them to follow this case,” Erdogan was quoted as saying. “Are you not defending Furkan’s rights because he was Turkish?” In response, US Ambassador to Turkey James Jeffrey told the Turkish newspaper Zaman that the US was concerned about Dogan’s case but took umbrage at Erdogan’s remarks. If the press report is true, we – the United States and I – personally find it deeply disappointing and worrying,” he was quoted as saying.  He went on to chide Turkey for not being more helpful with the investigation, and providing the autopsy results on the deaths to the Turkish group IHH, which participated in the flotilla, but not to the United States, according to media accounts.  “We requested it from the Turkish authorities many times, most recently on July 7,” he reportedly said. “We find it difficult to understand why we can’t have the autopsy report despite our requests while IHH already has been given it.”  A State Department official said Thursday that Turkey had subsequently provided the autopsy reports.  The tensions come shortly after US President Barack Obama warmly received Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu at the White House last week, a meeting that was originally scheduled for the day after the flotilla incident occurred. Netanyahu cancelled to return to Israel in the wake of the raid.  Israeli analysts have assessed the tense exchange between Erdogan and American officials stems at least in part from ire on the part of the former at Netanyahu’s friendly reception while the flotilla incident has yet to be resolved. 

US-Turkey Relations Frontline [2/2]

c. Genocide ruling

The Guardian 3/5/10

[“Genocide vote harms US-Turkey Ties.” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/mar/05/turkey-armenia-genocide-us-vote]

Two questions face Congress as it considers whether to call the 1915 killings genocide. The first is the simple historical question: was it or wasn't it? Then, however, comes an equally vexing second question: is it the responsibility of the US Congress to make sensitive judgments about events that unfolded long ago? The first question is debatable, the second is not. Congress has neither the capacity nor the moral authority to make sweeping historical judgments. It will not have that authority until it sincerely investigates other modern slaughters – what about the one perpetrated by the British in Kenya during the 1950s, documented in a devastating study that won the 2006 Pulitzer prize? – and also confronts aspects of genocide in the history of the United States itself. Doing this would require an enormous amount of largely pointless effort. Congress would be wiser to recognise that it does not exist to penetrate the vicissitudes of history or dictate fatwas to the world. This vote has already harmed US-Turkish relations because it has angered many Turks. If the resolution proceeds through Congress, it will cause more harm. This is lamentable, because declining US-Turkish relations will be bad for both countries and for the cause of regional stability. Just as bad, the vote threatens to upset the fragile reconciliation that has been underway between Turkey and Armenia in recent months. In this episode is encapsulated one of the timeless truths of diplomacy. Emotion is the enemy of sound foreign policy; cool consideration of long-term self-interest is always wiser. Congress seems far from realising this. 

2. US withdrawal hurts Turkey relations – Turkey wants US support for war against Kurds

Abramowitz and Barkey 7/15/10

[Morton Abramowitz, a senior fellow at the Century Foundation, was American Ambassador to Turkey 1989-1991. Henri Barkey is a visiting fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and a professor of international relations at Lehigh University. “Turkey’s Other War.” 7/15/10. http://www.realclearworld.com/articles/2010/07/15/turkey_other_war_99065.html]

With impending elections and increased violence, the temptation to treat the problem as a military one is again becoming stronger. Erdogan has ended up antagonizing both Turkey's nationalists and Kurds who feel let down. One day he is a wartime leader intent on eradicating the PKK in Iraq and Turkey; the next day he is promising to carry out his Kurdish initiative. The current wave of violence may be a taste of things to come. Mr. Erdogan wants more American help against the PKK in northern Iraq. American-Turkish dealings on this issue have been frequently stormy. The Bush administration fell asleep over Turkey's concerns, and only an urgent visit by Erdogan to Washington in 2007 produced an American promise to provide Turkey "actionable intelligence" on PKK activities in Iraq. That quieted things until the recent outburst. Ankara's current battle with the PKK and its domestic Kurds poses two dangers for the United States. With the PKK's rear bases situated in northern Iraq (territory controlled by the U.S.-allied Kurdistan Regional Government or KRG) Ankara's relations with the KRG could become the first casualty. Turkish anger at the KRG's lackadaisical efforts to contain the PKK could grow. A deepening rift between the KRG and Ankara would undo four years of painstaking work by unheralded Turkish officials to complete a 180-degree turnabout in Turkey's Iraq policy. Whereas previously Ankara tried to undermine the KRG and resist U.S. efforts in Northern Iraq, in tandem with its Kurdish opening Ankara embraced the KRG and provided critical support to the U.S. in Iraq. Perhaps more important to the rapprochement, Turkish economic interests in Iraqi Kurdistan have matured significantly. Bottom of Form An escalation in tensions with Iraqi Kurds, including a Turkish military intervention in the KRG in pursuit of PKK fighters on a larger, wider and more regular basis, could unintentionally set the stage for clashes with KRG and Iraqi forces. This happened in 1995 with American support when Iraqi Kurds informally controlled the area, but the very large Turkish incursion accomplished little. Any significant incursion now would augment KRG insecurities and demands for an American commitment to their defense, potentially undermining the withdrawal efforts. 
US-Israel Relations Frontline

1. Alt causes to low US-Israel relations – tension over Egyptian Sinai

Daily News 3/15/10

[“Israel-U.S. relations are at 35-year-low over Obama White House's anger over settlements: ambassador.” http://www.nydailynews.com/news/politics/2010/03/15/2010-03-15_israelus_relations_are_at_35yearlow_over_obama_white_houses_anger_over_settlemen.html]

Michael Oren told Israeli media that the decision to build 1,600 more homes for Jews on West Bank land annexed to Jerusalem and then announce it right before a visit by Vice President Joe Biden was a serious blow to the negotiations. "Israel's ties with the United States are in their worst crisis since 1975," he said over the weekend, apparently referring to tensions over the Egyptian Sinai, which was occupied by Israel since the 1967 war and the site of renewed fighting in 1973. "A crisis of historic proportions," Oren said. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton called Israel's behavior "insulting" but told CNN that ties between the United States and Israel were "not at risk." "Our relationship is durable and strong," she said. Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu called the announcement of the settlements a bureaucratic mistake. "We know how to deal with these situations - with equanimity, responsibly and seriously," he said. Palestinian officials said indirect peace talks, which they agreed last week to hold with Israel under U.S. mediation, would not take place unless the settlement project was canceled. Netanyahu said he would not cancel the settlements. George Mitchell, President Obama's envoy to the Middle East, is scheduled to visit Israel this week. 

2. Withdrawal of US forces from Iraq hurts Israel’s security 
Aswat al-Iraq 7/9/10
[“Israel worried about US withdrawal from Iraq.” http://en.aswataliraq.info/?p=134270]
BAGHDAD / Aswat al-Iraq: Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu expressed worry on Thursday over Israel’s security after the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq, according to the Investor’s Business Daily (IBD).

Netanyahu told US Defense Secretary Robert Gates that Israel is concerned about the consequences of the US’ planned drawdown of troops from Iraq next year.

Netanyahu, who met with Gates during his visit to Washington, said he is concerned about the creation of an “eastern front” in the wake of the Iraq pullout. The two officials met at Blair House, the official presidential guest house.

“Gates and Netanyahu discussed Israel’s security measures in the frame of a permanent agreement with the Palestinians, and addressed ways to prevent the infiltration of rockets, missiles and other weapons into the territory of the future Palestinian state.”

3. Withdrawal hurts US-Israel relations – puts Israel at risk of attack from neighboring countries

Uruk Net 7/8/10

[“Netanyahu: US pullout from Iraq could leave Israel vulnerable.” http://www.uruknet.info/?hd=&l=e&p=m67742&size=1]

WASHINGTON - Any future peace deal with the Palestinians must provide for the security must allow Israel to maintain defenses against an attack from the east, Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu said in Washington on Wednesday.  Speaking after a meeting with U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates, Netanyahu said that a final status agreement must provide for the possibly of renewed hostilities on Israel's eastern border following an American withdrawal from Iraq.  The prime minister's comments appear to indicate that even after a withdrawal from Palestinian territory, he would insist on maintaining an Israeli military presence along the Jordan Valley, which forms the border between Jordan and the West Bank.  

Ext 1 – Alt Causes


Alt causes to Israel-US relations

The Guardian 6/27/10

[“Israel-US relations rocked by ‘tectonic rift’.” http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jun/27/israel-us-relations-tectonic-rift]

Relations between Israel and its staunchest ally, the US, have suffered a "tectonic rift", according to Israel's ambassador to Washington. Michael Oren briefed Israeli diplomats on the sharp deterioration between the countries ahead of Israeli prime minister Binyamin Netanyahu's visit to the White House early next month. According to those present, Oren said the situation had moved beyond a crisis that eventually passes. "There is no crisis in Israel-US relations because in a crisis there are ups and downs," he told the diplomats in Jerusalem. "Relations are in the state of a tectonic rift in which continents are drifting apart." His analysis will alarm Israel's political establishment, which is feeling isolated internationally and under intense pressure to take concrete steps over the blockade of Gaza and settlement building in the West Bank. Oren said President Barack Obama made judgments about Israel on the basis of cold calculation in contrast to predecessors George W Bush and Bill Clinton, who were motivated by historical and ideological factors. He suggested that Obama was less likely to be influenced by pro-Israel supporters inside or outside the White House. "This is a one-man show," he was quoted as saying. Netanyahu and Obama are due to meet in Washington on 6 July after earlier talks were postponed following Israel's lethal assault on the flotilla of ships attempting to break the blockade of Gaza. 

Ext 2 – Israel Security at Risk

Pulling out of Iraq leaves Israel vulnerable to terrorists

Canadian Content 05

[“Bush aide says Iraq withdrawal bad for Israel.” http://forums.canadiancontent.net/international-politics/41588-bush-aide-says-iraq-withdrawal.html]

US President George W. Bush's national security adviser warned that a hasty US withdrawal from Iraq would embolden extremists who seek "the eventual destruction of Israel."  In remarks prepared for delivery to the annual American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) summit, Stephen Hadley said building democracy where Saddam Hussein's regime once stood would help that staunch US ally.  "If freedom prevails in Iraq, others in the region -- including Syria and Iran -- will be under greater pressure to open up their repressive political systems. And that is good news for Israel," said Hadley.  "For Israel should not be condemned, in the name of stability, to live in a region where despots threaten to 'wipe them off the map,'" he said, quoting comments by hardline Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad.  "The spread of democracy will make the Middle East a safer neighborhood for Israel. An American retreat from Iraq, on the other hand, would only strengthen the terrorists who seek the enslavement of Iraq and the eventual destruction of Israel," said Hadley.  The White House released Hadley's remarks as prepared for delivery via satellite to AIPAC's national summit in Los Angeles.
US-Iran DA

Iran influence in Iraq is growing at the cost of the United States

Dreyfuss 7/6/10

[Robert Dreyfuss - Nation contributing editor, is an investigative journalist in Alexandria, Virginia, specializing in politics and national security. He is the author of Devil's Game: How the United States Helped Unleash Fundamentalist Islam and is a frequent contributor to Rolling Stone, The American Prospect, and Mother Jones. “Biden in Iraq: US Influence shrinks, Iran gains.” http://www.thenation.com/blog/37089/biden-iraq-us-influence-shrinks-iran-gains]

That's despite pressure from hawks and neoconservatives to slow the drawdown. Of course, there is still talk about renegotiating the terms of the US withdrawal in 2011 by establishing some kind of long-term US-Iraq military agreement. Such an agreement, however, is not up to the US alone. It will also depend on what the Iraqis think, and if Iranian influence in Iraq continues to gain strength as the US departs -- as seems likely -- and if the US and Iran continue to engage in a confrontation over Tehran's nuclear program and Iran's regional role, then the likelihood of a lasting US-Iraq aliance vanishes. In fact, Iraq has become a battleground for competing US and Iranian influence, and Iran has the upper hand. In his visit to Iraq -- his 17th -- Biden seemed not to care who forms a government in Iraq. "He made it very clear that we have no candidates, we have no preferred outcomes, we have no plan," said an aide to Biden, on background, briefing reporters in Baghdad. Pressed repeatedly by reporters, the administration officials conducting the briefing refused to say anything about the kind of government they'd like to see take shape. All things being equal, however, it's clear that the United States would prefer that Iyad Allawi's secular, nationalist, and anti-Iran bloc, Iraqiya, have a major role, either leading the next government or in some sort of grand coalition with Prime Minister Maliki's State of Law/Dawa Party bloc. But the United States has few cards to play, and as the level of US troops declines, it will have fewer still. One administration official, in the briefing, tried to make a Goldilocks-like case that the Iraqi porridge is just about right: "Can I just -- I just want to add one thing, which I meant to say before, which is, it’s been very interesting to read some of the stories about the United States and Iraq, because one group of stories seem to suggest that we’re abandoning Iraq and that we’re disengaged.  Another group of stories suggests that we’re interfering too much in Iraq’s business, which suggests to me that sometimes the porridge is just right." That's a false dichotomy, however. The United States isn't abandoning Iraq. Quite the reverse: Iraq is abandoning the United States, in favor of closer ties with Iran. The problem is that even if the United States wanted to "intefere too much" in Iraq's affairs, it would fail. Such interference would backfire, stir Iraqi anti-Americanism, fuel the support for rebels such as Muqtada al-Sadr, and push Iraq even closer to Iran. The clearest sign of the lack of US influence in Iraq is that oil contracts, once seen as a great prize for the US occupiers of Iraq -- remember Ahmed Chalabi promising to make sure that US oil companies get the lion's share of Iraqi oil -- have gone not to US firms but to rival firms from China, Russia, and other Asian and European companies. 

Iranian influence in Iraq increases terror threat 
CBS News 7/13/10

[“Iran threat to US in Iraq Rising, General says.” http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/07/13/world/main6673935.shtml]

The U.S. military is beefing up security around its bases in Iraq in anticipation of Iranian-backed militants looking to score propaganda points by attacking American soldiers leaving the country, the U.S. commander said Tuesday.   Gen. Ray Odierno said the Iranian threat to U.S. forces has increased as Tehran looks to boost its political and economic influence in Iraq in the face of a decreasing U.S. military presence.  "There's a very consistent threat from Iranian surrogates operating in Iraq," and security has been stepped up at some U.S. bases, Odierno told reporters in Baghdad. He added that joint operations with Iraqi forces against suspected Iranian-sponsored insurgents have also been increased, while the scheduled withdrawal proceeds apace.   Though no attacks have yet occurred, said Odierno, there was credible intelligence some Iranian-backed groups were planning strikes on U.S. forces.   Odierno said militants were hoping to make propaganda out of attacks on withdrawing U.S. troops to make it seem as though they were being driven out.   "For years, these groups have been talking about attacking U.S. forces to force them to leave," Odierno said.   The U.S. has been wary of Iran's growing influence in Iraq and the two countries remain at odds over Tehran's nuclear program.  

