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The moral obligation card on reparations is bad.  Anyone with good impacts is welcome to contribute them.

http://academic.udayton.edu/race/02rights/repara28.htm
Racial Binaries Frontline

We must engage realism—extinction is a disad to the aff.
Ken BOOTH E H Carr Professor of the Department of International Politics at Aberystywth University ‘5 Critical Security Studies and World Politics p. 272-276

Although constructivism offers important insights into the dynamics of world politics,36 it does not in itself constitute a theory of international rela​tions, comparable with realism, for example, with its distinctive set of ideas about the centrality of states, the causal significance of the distribution of power, and the logic of balance-of-power policies. Constructivism is a metatheoretical orientation, seeking to offer richer explanations of how the world works37; it does not in itself give us a politically relevant ontology or praxiological orientation. It offers little or no guidance as to whether glob​alization is desirable or whether the U.S.-UK invasion of Iraq in 2003 was sensible. Constructivism is not a theory of security; what it does is act as a counter to those theories claiming that life, including politics among nations, is determined (by biology, for example). It reinforces the idea, to paraphrase Alexander Wendt, that security is what we make it.38 Real People in Real Places While criticizing various contending theories, and outlining the case for a specific critical theory of security. I want to emphasize the desirability of pluralism. Any project aimed at rethinking security from the bottom up must not be closed to the ideas and questions raised by different theoretical perspectives. That being said, the drawing of theoretical lines is essential for an effective research strategy, not to mention any political orientation. At the same time, whatever one's theoretical preference, regular engage​ment with other theoretical perspectives, including political realism, will help keep everybody honest. There should be no synthesis of critical approaches around the lowest common denominator or any misinformed ignoring of the tradition of political realism.  Students of security these days seem to be condemned to a lifetime of theoretical dialectic, but the typical student will not be interested in theory for its own sake but rather for what it can do in helping us to understand what is happening around us ("theory explains the world"), then in engag​ing with world politics more effectively ("there is nothing more practical than a good theory"). In other words, most of us are interested in theory because we are interested in real people in real places. So, for example. the concept of emancipation should not be allowed to be characterized, as it sometimes is by critics, as abstract or unrelated to real conflicts. In Chapter 10, Joseph Ruane and Jennifer Todd showed in the all too concrete conflict in Northern Ireland that emancipatory notions played a significant part in  helping to shift the three decades of Troubles there to a situation in which peace could finally be envisaged. Being directly relevant to real situations—being a set of guidelines for action—has supposed to have been the particular strength of political real​ism (as was discussed in Chapter 1). Unlike most political realists, one of its founding figures, E. H. Carr, questioned what he called "pure realism" or "consistent realism.- He argued that sound political thought and sound political life were synonymous with finding a place for both utopianism and realism. Although he struggled to bring together the planes of utopi​anism and realism, he was sure that it was an "unreal kind of realism" that ignored the element of morality in any world order. He therefore concluded that the "essential ingredients of all effective political thinking" were "a finite goal, an emotional appeal, a right of moral judgement and a ground for action."39 I believe the framework for a critical theory of security mapped out earlier—albeit in a preliminary way—contains those essential ingredients and in doing so helps to point in the direction of a utopian real​ist theory of security. Carr would have rejected such a possibility (he thought it impossible to bring together the planes of realism and utopi​anism), but he would have been sympathetic with the attempt. Utopian real​ism attempts to bring together the theoretical and the empirical, as well as the where we are (globally and locally) and the where we want to go (a har​monious human community with enhanced world security).40 It attempts to do so in a nondualistic manner, fusing ends and means in a manner where​by one's ideals are evident in how one acts, not only in what one hopes to achieve. Old thinking about world politics guarantees old practices; the means recommended by traditional theories will ensure that the end will be the same old world with the same old dangers—and perhaps worse, given the predictable tinderbox of the decades ahead. By this I mean that states with weapons of mass destruction (WMD) will not persuade others to give them up (except by coercion) if those very WMD states themselves continue to develop the weapons and implicitly if not explicitly declare their posses​sion to have political and strategic utility. Likewise, when powerful states use violence, even if it is claimed to be a last resort for humanitarian pur​poses, they are not acting in a manner calculated to make violence less like​ly; if they achieve success in their own terms, they do so only by proving to others that strategic violence can have political utility. Consistency requires that those who propose that world politics is run by laws behave lawfully themselves and that those powerful states that proclaim democracy should be willing themselves to live with being outvoted. The strategic challenge for emancipatory politics is to develop ideas for dealing with today's secu​rity threats (to whatever referents we are studying) in ways sensitive to the view expressed by Albert Camus that the means one uses today shapes the ends one might perhaps reach tomorrow:41 If a critical theory of security is to reverse the "escape from the real" that has characterized so much academic writing about international rela​tions,42 then it is essential to ask what it means for real people in real places. What, for example, does one's theorizing mean for the people(s) of the Balkans, women in east Africa, the prospects for the poorest classes in some region, the war on terror, the future of the Middle East, the likelihood of resource wars, or the possibility of nuclear weapons being used some​where? It has only been constraints on space that have prevented more case studies being offered in this volume, to illustrate what critically informed empirical studies might look like. Such an engagement with the real should be the heart of the next stage in the growth of critically informed security studies.43 Another central task is that of trying to learn lessons, in the hope of contributing to the prevention of oppressive structures and situations devel​oping in the first place. In this respect, the U.S.-led war on Iraq in 2003 will provide fertile ground for lessons. While President George W. Bush and his allies, notably Prime Minister Tony Blair, argued that the war made the world a safer place, critics argue that U.S. and UK leaders and policies over the years contributed significantly to creating the dangerous regional situa​tion in the first place, while their policies in 2002-2004 made the situation less rather than more secure. In light of this record, critics maintain that nobody could have confidence that U.S.-UK policies in Iraq would create postconflict harmony in the region. Critics point out that different attitudes to building up local strongmen, supplying arms to human rights abusers, pursuing nuclear disarmament, strengthening the UN, and the more vigor​ous (and less partisan) search for a just and lasting peace between Palestine and Israel—to mention only headline items—would have helped create a different relationship between Iraq and the West. The war against Iraq in 2003, according to this argument, has made the world a more dangerous place, not only by exacerbating the situation in the Middle East but also by replicating policies that legitimize violence and that reject multilateral international bodies. Meanwhile, as leaders of many states focus on the war on terror, more important long-term threats to human security and regional order—poverty, disease, environmental decay—remain marginal or ignored. Remembering Camus, we should understand that human society will never achieve tomorrow what its most powerful do not choose to begin to practice today. There are, however, resources for benevolent change. Immanent cri​tique points to the growing voice of global civil society, for example, though the obstacles to benign change should not be underestimated.44 Where one stands on these matters is a scholarly responsibility to be considered with utmost seriousness because somewhere, some people, as these very words are being read, are being starved, oppressed, threatened, or killed in the name of some theory of international politics or economics— or security. The framework of critical security theory outlined above is policy-rele​vant, concerned with improving the conditions of political possibility in the issue area of security. One familiar difficulty from any critical perspective in this respect is the fact that current crises are the symptoms of particular structural wrongs and so are deeply embedded in the workings of society. In order to deal with such difficulties, as the old saying goes, one would not want to start from here. When one is already embroiled in a crisis, realistic options are massively reduced. The main contribution of critical approach​es must therefore be precrisis, to help us think more constructively about ethical commitments, policies, agents, and sites of change. to help humankind, in whole and in part, to move away from the structural wrongs that ensure that crises, like earthquakes, will periodically rent the political landscape. The critical theory project in security studies—committed to the devel​opment of scholarship relating to the in/security of real people in real places—can be translated into the two tasks of critique and reconstruction. Critique entails critical explorations of what is real (ontology), what is reli​able knowledge (epistemology), and what can be done (praxis). Reconstruction requires engagement with concrete issues in world politics, with the aim of maximizing the opportunities for enhancing security, commu​nity, and emancipation in the human interest. Hayward Alker in Chapter 8 showed why, despite everything, there is reason for rational hope. Not only is there Kenneth Boulding's argument about the possibilities revealed by histor​ical actualities, but also Alker's suggestion about the scope for pragmatic concrete projects that are possible across cultures and political theories (what he calls "existential redemptions from the violence of the past"). The one world in which we all live is getting smaller, more overheated, and increasingly overcrowded. Meanwhile, the realities of security are becoming more complex as politico-economic and technocultural global​ization interacts with traditional conflicts arising out of international com​petition and mistrust. Runaway science, irrationalities and extremisms of one sort or another, and growing pressures on resources threaten to add more combustible fuel to the already dangerous global situation. Human society in the decades to come is threatened by a future of complex insecu​rity. The outcome for world society is as uncertain as it has ever been—per​haps even more so, given current and future destructive capabilities. Confronted by the threat of complex insecurity, human society needs a the​ory of world security that is ontologically inclusive, epistemologically sophisticated, and praxeologically varied. Old thinking is guaranteed to replicate: Can a critical theory move beyond this and help to emancipate? Security studies will contribute-however remotely or indirectly-to replicating or changing peoples' conditions of existence. As students of security, whether one is new to the subject or has been studying it for decades, we have a choice: we can decide to study in ways that replicate a world politics that does not work for countless millions of our fellow human beings; or we can decide to study in ways that seek to help to lift the strains of life- determining insecurity from the bodies and minds of people in real villages and cities, regions and states. The stakes could not be higher.   

Rejecting securitization destabilizes identity unleashing genocidal wars which end in extinction.

Kenneth Reinhard, Professor of Jewish Studies, UCLA, 2004, UCLA Center for Jewish Studies, “Towards a Political Theology of the Neighbor,” http://www.cjs.ucla.edu/Mellon/Towards_Political_Theology.pdf 

If the concept of the political is defined, as Carl Schmitt does, in terms of the Enemy/Friend opposition, the world we find ourselves in today is one from which the political may have already disappeared, or at least has mutated into some strange new shape. A world not anchored by the “us” and “them” binarisms that flourished as recently as the Cold War is one subject to radical instability, both subjectively and politically, as Jacques Derrida points out in The Politics of Friendship: The effects of this destruction would be countless: the ‘subject’ in question would be looking for new reconstitutive enmities; it would multiply ‘little wars’ between nation states; it would sustain at any price so-called ethnic or genocidal struggles; it would seek to pose itself, to find repose, through opposing still identifiable adversaries – China, Islam? Enemies without which … it would lose its political being … without an enemy, and therefore without friends, where does one then find oneself, qua a self? (PF 77) If one accepts Schmitt’s account of the political, the disappearance of the enemy results in something like global psychosis: since the mirroring relationship between Us and Them provides a form of stability, albeit one based on projective identifications and repudiations, the loss of the enemy threatens to destroy what Lacan calls the “imaginary tripod” that props up the psychotic with a sort of pseudo-subjectivity, until something causes it to collapse, resulting in full-blown delusions, hallucinations, and paranoia. Hence, for Schmitt, a world without enemies is much more dangerous than one where one is surrounded by enemies; as Derrida writes, the disappearance of the enemy opens the door for “an unheard-of violence, the evil of a malice knowing neither measure nor ground, an unleashing incommensurable in its unprecedented – therefore monstrous –forms; a violence in the face of which what is called hostility, war, conflict, enmity, cruelty, even hatred, would regain reassuring and ultimately appeasing contours, because they would be identifiable” (PF 83).

Our discourse of threats demands that governments and corporations change harmful practices—this actively combats bad elements of realism and neoliberalism.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

In recent years, the rise of a dystopian imaginary has accompanied damning assessments and widespread recognition of the international community’s repeated failures to adequately intervene in a number of largely preventable disasters (from the genocides in the ex-Yugoslavia, Rwanda, and East Timor to climate change and the spiraling AIDS pandemics in parts of sub-Saharan Africa and Asia). Social movements, NGOs, diasporic groups, and concerned citizens are not mincing words in their criticisms of the United Nations system and its member-states, and thus beginning to shift the discursive and moral terrain in world affairs. As a result, the callousness implicit in disregarding the future has been exposed as a threat to the survival of humanity and its natural surroundings. The Realpolitik of national self-interest and the neoliberal logic of the market will undoubtedly continue to assert themselves, yet demands for farsightedness are increasingly reining them in. Though governments, multilateral institutions, and transnational corporations will probably never completely modify the presentist assumptions underlying their modes of operation, they are, at the very least, finding themselves compelled to account for egregious instances of short-sightedness and rhetorically commit themselves to taking corrective steps. What may seem like a modest development at first glance would have been unimaginable even a few decades ago, indicating the extent to which we have moved toward a culture of prevention. A new imperative has come into being, that of preventive foresight.

Refusing to evaluate the consequences of actions is arrogant and condemns future generations and the marginalized to death.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

In the previous section, I described how the capacity to produce, disseminate, and receive warning signals regarding disasters on the world stage has developed in global civil society. Yet the fact remains that audiences may let a recklessness or insouciance toward the future prevail, instead of listening to and acting upon such warnings. There is no doubt that the short-sightedness and presentism are strong dynamics in contemporary society, which is enveloped by a “temporal myopia” that encourages most individuals to live in a state of chronological self-referentiality whereby they screen out anything that is not of the moment.22 The commercial media, advertising, and entertainment industries are major contributors to this “tyranny of real time”23 that feeds a societal addiction to the ‘live’ and the immediate while eroding the principle of farsightedness.

The infamous quip attributed to Madame de Pompadour, ‘après nous, le déluge,’ perfectly captures a sense of utter callousness about the future that represents one of presentism’s most acute manifestations. Two closely related notions underlie it: the belief that we should only concern ourselves with whether our actions, or lack thereof, have deleterious consequences visible to us in the shortto medium-term (temporally limited responsibility); and sheer indifference toward the plight of those who will come after us (generational self-centeredness). Substantively, the two are not much different because they shift the costs and risks of present-day decisions onto our descendants. “The crisis of the future is a measure of the deficiency of our societies, incapable as they are of assessing what is involved in relationships with others,” Bindé writes. “This temporal myopia brings into play the same processes of denial of others as social shortsightedness. The absence of solidarity in time between generations merely reproduces selfishness in space within the same generation.”24 Thus, to the NIMBY (‘not-in-my-backyard’) politics of the last few decades can be added the ‘not-in-my-lifetime’ or ‘not-to-my-children’ lines of reasoning. For members of dominant groups in the North Atlantic region, disasters are something for others to worry about – that is, those who are socio-economically marginal, or geographically and temporally distant.

The failures of colonialism prove we must evaluate the effects of our actions, not just intentions.

Nermeen Shaikh, 1AC Author, at Asia Source07,  [Development 50, “Interrogating Charity and the Benevolence of Empire,” palgrave-journals Strong]

It would probably be incorrect to assume that the principal impulse behind the imperial conquests of the 18th and 19th centuries was charity. Having conquered large parts of Africa and Asia for reasons other than goodwill, however, countries like England and France eventually did evince more benevolent aspirations; the civilizing mission itself was an act of goodwill. As Anatol Lieven (2007) points out, even 'the most ghastly European colonial project of all, King Leopold of Belgium's conquest of the Congo, professed benevolent goals: Belgian propaganda was all about bringing progress, railways and peace, and of course, ending slavery'. Whether or not there was a general agreement about what exactly it meant to be civilized, it is likely that there was a unanimous belief that being civilized was better than being uncivilized – morally, of course, but also in terms of what would enable the most in human life and potential. But what did the teaching of this civility entail, and what were some of the consequences of changes brought about by this benevolent intervention? In the realm of education, the spread of reason and the hierarchies created between different ways of knowing had at least one (no doubt unintended) effect. As Thomas Macaulay (1935) wrote in his famous Minute on Indian Education, We must at present do our best to form a class who may be interpreters between us and the millions whom we govern; a class of persons, Indian in blood and colour, but English in taste, in opinions, in morals, and in intellect. To that class we may leave it to refine the vernacular dialects of the country, to enrich those dialects with terms of science borrowed from the Western nomenclature, and to render them by degrees fit vehicles for conveying knowledge to the great mass of the population. This meant, minimally, that English (and other colonial languages elsewhere) became the language of instruction, explicitly creating a hierarchy between the vernacular languages and the colonial one. More than that, it meant instructing an elite class to learn and internalize the culture – in the most expansive sense of the term – of the colonizing country, the methodical acculturation of the local population through education. As Macaulay makes it clear, not only did the hierarchy exist at the level of language, it also affected 'taste, opinions, morals and intellect' – all essential ingredients of the civilizing process. Although, as Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak points out, colonialism can always be interpreted as an 'enabling violation', it remains a violation: the systematic eradication of ways of thinking, speaking, and being. Pursuing this line of thought, Spivak has elsewhere drawn a parallel to a healthy child born of rape. The child is born, the English language disseminated (the enablement), and yet the rape, colonialism (the violation), remains reprehensible. And, like the child, its effects linger. The enablement cannot be advanced, therefore, as a justification of the violation. Even as vernacular languages, and all habits of mind and being associated with them, were denigrated or eradicated, some of the native population was taught a hegemonic – and foreign – language (English) (Spivak, 1999). Is it important to consider whether we will ever be able to hear – whether we should not hear – from the peoples whose languages and cultures were lost? The colonial legacy At the political and administrative levels, the governing structures colonial imperialists established in the colonies,  many of which survive more or less intact, continue, in numerous cases, to have devastating consequences – even if largely unintended (though by no means always, given the venerable place of divide et impera in the arcana imperii). Mahmood Mamdani cites the banalization of political violence (between native and settler) in colonial Rwanda, together with the consolidation of ethnic identities in the wake of decolonization with the institution and maintenance of colonial forms of law and government. Belgian colonial administrators created extensive political and juridical distinctions between the Hutu and the Tutsi, whom they divided and named as two separate ethnic groups. These distinctions had concrete economic and legal implications: at the most basic level, ethnicity was marked on the identity cards the colonial authorities introduced and was used to distribute state resources. The violence of colonialism, Mamdani suggests, thus operated on two levels: on the one hand, there was the violence (determined by race) between the colonizer and the colonized; then, with the introduction of ethnic distinctions among the colonized population, with one group being designated indigenous (Hutu) and the other alien (Tutsi), the violence between native and settler was institutionalized within the colonized population itself. The Rwandan genocide of 1994, which Mamdani suggests was a 'metaphor for postcolonial political violence' (2001: 11; 2007), needs therefore to be understood as a natives' genocide – akin to and enabled by colonial violence against the native, and by the new institutionalized forms of ethnic differentiation among the colonized population introduced by the colonial state. It is not necessary to elaborate this point; for present purposes, it is sufficient to mark the significance (and persistence) of the colonial antecedents to contemporary political violence. The genocide in Rwanda need not exclusively have been the consequence of colonial identity formation, but does appear less opaque when presented in the historical context of colonial violence and administrative practices. Given the scale of the colonial intervention, good intentions should not become an excuse to overlook the unintended consequences. In this particular instance, rather than indulging fatuous theories about 'primordial' loyalties, the 'backwardness' of 'premodern' peoples, the African state as an aberration standing outside modernity, and so forth, it makes more sense to situate the Rwandan genocide within the logic of colonialism, which is of course not to advance reductive explanations but simply to historicize and contextualize contemporary events in the wake of such massive intervention. Comparable arguments have been made about the consolidation of Hindu and Muslim identities in colonial India, where the corresponding terms were 'native' Hindu and 'alien' Muslim (with particular focus on the nature and extent of the violence during the Partition) (Pandey, 1998), or the consolidation of Jewish and Arab identities in Palestine and the Mediterranean generally (Anidjar, 2003, 2007).  .
The risk of extinction outweighs their advantages.

Nick Bostrom, Department of Philosophy, Yale University, 2002, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html cp

Our approach to existential risks cannot be one of trial-and-error. There is no opportunity to learn from errors. The reactive approach – see what happens, limit damages, and learn from experience – is unworkable. Rather, we must take a proactive approach. This requires foresight to anticipate new types of threats and a willingness to take decisive preventive action and to bear the costs (moral and economic) of such actions.

We cannot necessarily rely on the institutions, moral norms, social attitudes or national security policies that developed from our experience with managing other sorts of risks. Existential risks are a different kind of beast. We might find it hard to take them as seriously as we should simply because we have never yet witnessed such disasters.[5] Our collective fear-response is likely ill calibrated to the magnitude of threat.

Reductions in existential risks are global public goods [13] and may therefore be undersupplied by the market [14]. Existential risks are a menace for everybody and may require acting on the international plane. Respect for national sovereignty is not a legitimate excuse for failing to take countermeasures against a major existential risk.

If we take into account the welfare of future generations, the harm done by existential risks is multiplied by another factor, the size of which depends on whether and how much we discount future benefits [15,16].

***Reparations Disad***
Reparations 1NC
The US is providing reparations to Iraqis now—pullout will be used as an excuse to end payments.
AP, 8/12/2010, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hR-PGrW5sei2pfl1S0Jp7MiuluzAD9HHSBPO0 cp
RAMADI, Iraq — Off a dusty street flanked by piles of rubble and bombed-out car skeletons, the Saleh family is rebuilding their home with American aid money they got because three family members were accidentally killed in crossfire between U.S. forces and insurgents.

In another neighborhood of the battleground city of Ramadi, a new boat motor and fishing nets are tucked into a corner of the Zeyadan family's courtyard, bought with money from the same U.S. aid fund.

The aid for these families and hundreds of others like them came from a special fund earmarked by Congress for innocent civilians killed in U.S. military operations in Iraq. But recently, members of Congress asked the U.S. Agency for International Development in Baghdad, which manages the fund, to explore having Iraq take over financing and management of the project.

Though no timeframe was given for the transition, the request is one small example of how the U.S. is looking to cut more than just military ties with Iraq as it withdraws its remaining troops over the next 17 months. Already some victims are worried they will never see the compensation if Iraqi authorities — seen as corrupt and inefficient — run the process.

Christopher Crowley, USAID director in Iraq, said the push for Iraqis to take over the U.S. victims aid program is part of a general trend for all American assistance programs here. The U.S. is "seeking a larger contribution from the (Iraqi) government to these programs so they will become more sustainable as time goes on," he said.

But the move is rankling some Iraqis. Foreign Minister Hoshyar Zebari has criticized the U.S. for rushing to cut ties to Iraq, saying: "Their message to us is: 'Solve your problems quickly so that we can withdraw quickly.'"
Reparation based on social and economic justice prevent resentment and victimization.
Human right watch, 2001 (An Approach to Reparations, http://hrw.org/english/docs/2001/07/19/global285.htm) 

Ø Sixth, a focus on economic and social rights highlights the need for reparations schemes to supplement affirmative action with broader social investments aimed at benefiting entire disadvantaged groups, not just their most successful members. Affirmative action is certainly one useful remedial tool. But in practice affirmative action tends to favor those members of a disadvantaged group who are relatively advantaged and in the best position to benefit from the extra opportunities provided. An approach based on economic and social rights would insist on broader social investment to lift from extreme poverty even the least advantaged members of a disadvantaged group.  Ø Seventh, this approach would help avoid a problem of intergenerational justice. If reparations are made in the form of payments to individuals rather than investment in the economic and social dynamics behind continuing marginalization, that would raise questions about why today's generation should be seen as more deserving of these payments than tomorrow's generation or the next. Such payments would unjustifiably privilege today's descendants while leaving later generations suffering from the same racism-induced deprivation. By contrast, reparations aimed at redressing the economic and social dynamics behind systemic impoverishment would improve the lot of both today's and subsequent generations and, if successful, end continuing victimization.  

<insert impact>
Uniqueness
Pullout causes aid cuts.

Aljazeera.net 8/12 (8/12/10, " Iraq army 'not ready' until 2020 ", http://english.aljazeera.net/news/middleeast/2010/08/201081222714832769.html) cp
The United States is also looking to begin drawing down its financial assistanceto the families of Iraqis killed in US combat operations.

A programme administered by the US Agency for International Development (USaid) in Baghdad has dispersed tens of millions of dollars to thousands of Iraqi families in the years since the US invasion, but funding is decreasing and some members of Congress have called for USaid to find a way for Iraq to take over the project.

"Their message to us is: 'Solve your problems quickly so that we can withdraw quickly'," Hoshyar Zebari, the Iraqi foreign minister, told The Associated Press news agency.

Brink
Iraq reparations on review now.

Los Angeles Times 8/12 (8/12/10, " Marla Ruzicka ", http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/nation/wire/sns-iraqusvictims,0,7447584.story) cp

FILE - In this April 7, 2002 file photo, Marla Ruzicka leads a demonstration calling for U.S. compensation to victims of the recent U.S. led military campaign in Afghanistan, outside of the U.S. Embassy in Kabul. The Marla Ruzicka Iraqi War Victims Fund, a special fund earmarked by Congress for innocent civilians killed in U.S. military operations in Iraq, was named for the young American aid worker who was the first to persuade the U.S. Congress to assist civilian war victims in both Iraq and Afghanistan. Recently, members of Congress asked the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) in Baghdad, which administers the fund, to explore the possibility of Iraq taking over financing and management of the project. (AP Photo/Suzanne Plunkett, File)

Impact – Turns Case
Cutting reparations defers responsibility to violence to the Iraqi government, washing the US of blame.

eTaiwan News 8/12 (Marjorie Olster, Sinan Salaheddin, 8/12/10, " US wants Iraq to pay bill for war victims ", http://www.etaiwannews.com/etn/news_content.php?id=1345195〈=eng_news) cp

Crowley said many in the U.S. believe Iraq has the means to pay its own way to rebuild after the war, with the world's third largest proven reserves of crude oil _ though so far infrastructure woes mean Iraq is far from producing as much as it could.

"Presumably, when Iraq is reaching its full potential with regard to its oil resources, it's not going to need this kind of assistance," he said.

Asked why the Iraqi government should pay compensation for deaths during American operations, he said the victims "are Iraqi citizens. We would like to see an expansion of the definition of victims beyond those injured and wounded in U.S. military action" to include all the innocent war victims.
Impact – Key to Iraq Reconstruction
US reparations are key to help families hurt by America violence.
eTaiwan News 8/12 (Marjorie Olster, Sinan Salaheddin, 8/12/10, " US wants Iraq to pay bill for war victims ", http://www.etaiwannews.com/etn/news_content.php?id=1345195〈=eng_news) cp
Ali, who worked in a glass factory, left behind a wife and three kids with no means to support themselves. Last month, with $8,000 in U.S. aid, they opened a small stationery and gift shop in Ramadi and stocked the shelves with mobile phone accessories, photo albums, batteries, clocks and toys.

Hesham, like other victims, said he sought help from the Iraqi government for his sister and her children, but never got it. And he does not have faith in Iraqi authorities to manage aid for victims.

"No one is going to reach the victims, and if they do they will give them something very small," he said.
The money for the Hesham family and others like them came from the Marla Ruzicka Iraqi War Victims Fund. The fund was named for a young American aid worker who was the first to persuade Congress to assist civilian war victims in both Iraq and Afghanistan before she was killed herself in a 2005 suicide bombing in Baghdad.
The Marla fund aims to help the poorest families who have lost their main breadwinner and to give them a home or an income-generating project such as a small store. The families must document the deaths extensively to get aid, including providing police reports. In some cases, the money comes with an apology from the U.S. military.

The fund has helped more than 5,360 people across Iraq so far, according to USAID.

Iraqis want aid—it’s their only lifeline after family members are killed in violence.

eTaiwan News 8/12 (Marjorie Olster, Sinan Salaheddin, 8/12/10, " US wants Iraq to pay bill for war victims ", http://www.etaiwannews.com/etn/news_content.php?id=1345195〈=eng_news) cp
For families like Hakima Zeyadan's, the U.S. aid has been the only glimmer of hope in years of misery.

Her husband, a fisherman, was killed inadvertently in crossfire four years ago on his way home from Baghdad to Ramadi when a U.S. convoy nearby opened fire after being attacked by insurgents. Now she lives in a house with more than 20 family members and can't afford the $300 a month rent.

With $12,000 from the Marla fund, the family bought a fishing boat, nets and a tent to pitch along the banks of the Euphrates where her son Khaled, 34, will fish and hopefully take over his father's role as the breadwinner.

Selema Saleh is rebuilding her home, damaged in fighting, and adding two rooms with $28,000 in U.S. funds. Her two sons and her husband's brother were killed in 2007 in a crossfire between American forces and insurgents. The 54-year-old was forced to move her family of six _ including her 7-year-old grandson and the widow of one of her sons _ to one room in her brother's house.

"I lost everything," she recalled. Only the U.S. came to her aid, Saleh said, pouring out her gratitude as she stood amid the construction work on her newly expanded home.

Impact – Moral Obligation
Our actions are akin to those of Nazi Germany—we must provide reparations.
MARGOT E. EDELMAN, Contributing Writer, 03/22/06 , Information Clearing House, “Chomsky Calls for Iraqi Reparations,” http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article12442.htm cp
03/22/06 "Harvard Crimson" -- -- Famed linguist and provocative public intellectual Noam Chomsky criticized the Iraq War at an Institute of Politics (IOP) policy group yesterday, calling the occupation a bungled version of Nazi Germany in Vichy France.

“America had endless resources to rebuild the place,” he said. “But instead they have created a catastrophe. Take the Nazis. They had no problem running occupied territories.”

Speaking extemporaneously to a group of 15 students, the MIT professor said that America should immediately withdraw from Iraq and pay the nation reparations.

“We owe them for the invasion and for 10 years of sanctions that devastated a society and strengthened a tyrant,” he said.

He argued that the impetus behind the Iraq invasion was not to promote democracy, as the Bush administration claimed. Chomsky instead said that the American government ordered an invasion of Iraq in order to maintain its hegemony against China and to establish a U.S.-friendly puppet government.

“The U.S. wants a clan state like El Salvador,” Chomsky said. “You can call it democracy if you want. People are brainwashed enough to agree.”

A soft-spoken Chomsky drew comparisons between Second World War Germany and Japan and the American forces.

AT: Iraqi Aid Solves
1.  This is definitely not consistent with your aff.  <Explain>

2.  Iraqi aid can’t solve.

eTaiwan News 8/12 (Marjorie Olster, Sinan Salaheddin, 8/12/10, " US wants Iraq to pay bill for war victims ", http://www.etaiwannews.com/etn/news_content.php?id=1345195〈=eng_news) cp
The Iraqi government already has its own program to give money to families of the approximately 100,000 civilians killed since the 2003 U.S. invasion. But the program is patchy and underfunded, run by each province. In Baghdad province, for example, some payments were made in 2007 and 2008 but none since 2009 since no budget was appropriated, according to a spokeswoman, Shatha al-Obeidi.

No payments have been made by the Iraqi government since 2004 in Anbar province, once the bloodiest front in the fight against the insurgency, where the government estimates up to 50,000 Iraqis have been killed.

In Ramadi, the Sunni Muslim province's capital located about 70 miles (115 kilometers) west of Baghdad, the idea of putting Iraqis in charge of aid to victims worries both victims and the aid workers trying to help them.

"They are not going to reach the right people, the most needy people," said Eman Kadhum, the Anbar program manager for CHF International, the organization that distributes the USAID money in the province. "Poor people are going to remain, as always, the victims. No one will help them."

If Iraqi authorities and aid groups take over the aid process, "most of them will just take the money," she warned, noting that Iraq was ranked as the fifth-most corrupt country in the world by the watchdog group Transparency International.
AT: Kritiks of Disads
A discourse of reparations is necessary to breakdown the colonial relationship with American Indians, responses should not be to fear spending, rather realize voting aff is to reject all colonialism.
Salih Booker, executive director of Africa Action.  June 19, 2003 (Who owes whom? AIDS and reparations  Christian Science Monitor, http://www.africaaction.org/desk/csm0306.htm).

The movement for reparations in the US has gained legal ground and political and social momentum in recent years. Several legal cases have been filed against private corporations that benefited from the institution of slavery. Suits soon to be filed will target the culpability of the government for sanctioning this crime against humanity. The discourse about reparations in this country isn't just about putting a price tag on past injustices and securing payments for individuals. It's about a much broader commitment to inesting in social changes that will address the lingering damages of these injustices.
Aff – Aid Decreasing Now
eTaiwan News 8/12 (Marjorie Olster, Sinan Salaheddin, 8/12/10, " US wants Iraq to pay bill for war victims ", http://www.etaiwannews.com/etn/news_content.php?id=1345195〈=eng_news) cp
The program, funded through USAID, has received about $50 million since 2005. But the money is decreasing: USAID has asked Congress for $5 million a year for the coming two years for the fund, half what it got annually from 2006-2008. It's part of a general downward trend in American humanitarian aid for Iraq, which peaked at about $1 billion in 2006 and is expected to run about $250-300 million annually from 2010-2012.
Separately from the Marla fund, the U.S. military says it has also distributed about $115 million directly to victims. That funding will dry up completely after the U.S. forces withdraw at the end of 2011.
***Defense Budget Politics***
Defense Budget Politics 1NC
Momentum to cut the defense budget now, but, cutting the budget too fast could spark backlash.
Foreign Policy (blog) 7/22 (Josh Rogin, 7/22/10, " Momentum builds for defense-spending cuts ", http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/22/momentum_builds_for_defense_spending_cuts) cp

For the first time since 2001, there is real and building momentum to include caps or even reductions in defense spending as part of the bipartisan drive to address the United States' runaway deficits.

Defense spending, which has more than doubled since the Sept. 11, 2001 attacks, has always been the third rail of congressional funding debates. After Defense Secretary Robert Gates said last year that "the spigot of defense funding opened by 9/11 is closing," there was widespread skepticism in Washington that either party would take up the cause.

Gates is directing all the military services to tighten their belts, and Pentagon sources say that every shop is looking for things it can do without. But as part of Gates's plan to incentivize the military to get rid of waste, he's instituted a policy that services can "keep what they catch," so that initiative won't lower budgets all by itself.

But now, a growing chorus of congressional Democrats, along with a smattering of Republicans, is feeling more confident that 2011 could be the year when actual limits on defense funding, or even cuts to the defense budget, might be imposed.

A watershed moment in this debate came last week, when the head of the Senate Appropriations Committee, Daniel K. Inouye, D-HI, unveiled spending guidelines for all the Senate subcommittees. His initial guidelines for the defense subcommittee, which he also chairs, limited core defense spending to $522.8 billion, $2.1 billion less than the president's request.

But when Republicans clamored at the hearing for lower overall spending, Inouye later reduced the total allocations by another $6 billion, taking all of that spending authority from defense.

The final guidelines also recommend $157.8 billion in war funding for next year, about $1 billion less than what the administration had asked for.

"It does not need to be said that the nation is at war and faces threats to our security globally. We cannot afford to let down our guard. Nonetheless, I believe we can achieve savings in our Defense Department, which would allow us to curtail defense spending modestly," Inouye said.

Although Inouye's spending levels are less than what Obama requested, the senator would still allow the defense budget to grow by almost $14 billion over last year's level, and he doesn't support a total freeze on defense spending.

But just in case anyone wanted to criticize the reductions he did recommend, he was quick to point out that 56 senators have voted for an amendment by Sens. Jeff Sessions, R-AL, and Claire McCaskill, D-MO, that would have placed a firm cap on defense spending and actually would have cut Obama's fiscal 2011 defense request by $9.5 billion.

Although the Sessions-McCaskill amendment was never enacted, the vote shows that even Republicans are now cautiously wading into the debate over whether defense spending is out of control.

Only a conditional withdrawal is popular—fast pullout destroys Obama’s support.
NYT 2009 [Peter Baker, "Iraq Withdrawal Plan Gains G.O.P. Support," February 26, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/27/washington/w27troopsweb.html]

WASHINGTON – President Obama won crucial backing Thursday for his Iraq military drawdown plan from leading Congressional Republicans, including Senator John McCain, the party’s presidential nominee who spent much of last year debating the war with Mr. Obama. As the president prepared to fly to Camp Lejenue, N.C., on Friday to announce his decision to pull combat forces out by August 2010 but leave behind a residual force of 35,000 to 50,000 troops, he reassured Congressional leaders from both parties that his plan would not jeopardize hard-won stability in Iraq. But Republicans emerged from a White House meeting more supportive than several key Democrats, who complained earlier in the day that the president was still leaving behind too many American forces. Mr. McCain said during the private meeting that he thought the withdrawal plan was thoughtful and well prepared, according to several people in the room. His spokeswoman, Brooke Buchanan, confirmed by e-mail Thursday night that Mr. McCain is “supportive of the plan.” Another key Republican, Representative John M. McHugh of New York, the ranking minority member of the House Armed Services Committee, said he was reassured by Mr. Obama that he would revisit his plan if circumstances on the ground change. “The president’s objective to withdraw U.S. combat forces from Iraq is one that we should pray for, plan for and work toward,” Mr. McHugh said. “However, I remain concerned that the security situation in Iraq is fragile and we should work to mitigate any risks to our troops and their mission.”

Momentum to pass Gates’ defense budget now—that eviscerates US military power.

Daily Press 8/13 (8/13/10, " Protect and preserve ", http://www.dailypress.com/news/opinion/dp-edt-joint-forces-editorial-20100812,0,1789146.story) cp

On its surface, eliminating the Joint Forces Command doesn't seem to meet that criterion. It has a distinctive and vital mission: coordinating training, doctrine and plans so the branches of the military work together. It uses high-tech tools to devise, evaluate and prepare for new warfighting strategies.

If JFCOM shuts down, how will these functions be handled? That's the question on which Congress must press Gates. It doesn't have final say on the decision, but it can and should provide guidance, and since its hand signs the checks, the secretary should listen.

This is one of the reasons the military responds to civilian bosses. That line of authority places the accountability where it belongs for matching spending with national objectives. The military must be respected as experts, but an elected president and Congress, as commander in chief and approver of military budgets, are accountable to citizens in a way all the brass at the Pentagon are not.

As Congress exercises this role, Virginia — the state that will feel the brunt of Gates' plans — must take a leadership role. Sen. Jim Webb is particularly well positioned: He has a firsthand understanding of the military and of war, and as a former secretary of the Navy he understands the dimensions that will come into play: doctrine, preparedness, budget priorities and political exigencies.

Politics will play a role, of course, and that could be dangerous. There is, in some quarters, enthusiasm for any Pentagon initiative that cuts spending, an enthusiasm born out of a late-blooming recognition that the soaring federal deficit and debt are of grave concern to Americans and must be of grave concern to members of Congress and the president, too, if they hope to have a political future. At $700 billion a year — including the wars — defense spending puts enormous pressure on the federal budget.

Webb has already said that cutting "the command that is leading the charge for the future of our military doctrine and training would be a step backward and could be harmful to the capabilities of the finest military in the world."

Heg is imperialism – it puts the U.S. on a collision course with other rising powers

Layne, –Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University and Research Fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty at The Independent Institute, 07 (Christopher, "The Case Against the American Empire," American Empire: A Debate, Published by Routledge, ISBN 0415952034, p. 54-55)

Contrary to what its proponents claim, in at least three respects, primacy causes insecurity for the United States. First, even before 9/11 and the invasion of Iraq, the heavy hand of U.S. primacy pressed down on the Middle East, as the United States sought to establish political, military, and cultural ascendancy in the region. Terrorist groups like al Qaeda are a form of blow-back against long-standing U.S. policies in the Middle East and the Persian Gulf—including American support for authoritarian regimes in the region, and uncritical support for Israel in its conflict with the Palestinians. America’s current strategy of primacy and empire also means that the United States is on a collision course with China and Iran. In both cases, the logic of U.S. strategy suggests that preventive and preemptive options are on the table to thwart the rise of a prospective peer competitor (China) and a regional rival (Iran). Tensions with China and Iran also are being fueled by the liberal—Wilsonian— thrust of American strategy that challenges the legitimacy of nondemocratic regimes while aggressively aiming at the promotion of democracy abroad.
Ext – Budget Kills Heg
Washington Post 8/12 (Rosalind Helderman, 8/12/10, " Congressional panel to examine Pentagon job cuts ", http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/08/12/AR2010081203787.html) cp

McDonnell and others insisted that their opposition was not just about retaining local jobs but about maintaining national security. They said the installation plays a key role in training military personnel to work together, boosting efficiency.

"To take and dismantle the Joint Forces Command -- an effective, efficient, low-cost joint command between all of our services -- I believe is extremely shortsighted and not in the interests of the United States, our national security or Virginia," McDonnell said.

AT: Bypasses Congress
Not true.

Bloomberg 8/13 (Viola Gienger, 8/13/10, " Gates Urges Congress to Resist Harmful Military Cuts as Federal Debt Rises ", http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-08-13/gates-urges-congress-to-resist-harmful-military-cuts-as-federal-debt-rises.html) cp

“Congress could potentially throw a wrench into any of it if they were inclined to do so,” said Todd Harrison, a senior fellow for defense budget studies at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments in Washington. “In the current fiscal environment, it is increasingly difficult for Congress to force DoD to spend money on things it has publicly identified as wasteful and unnecessary.”
Obama will have to pay attention to Congress—election year.

Washington Post (blog) 8/13 (Rosalind Helderman, 8/13/10, " Bipartisan Virginia congressional delegation challenges military cut ", http://voices.washingtonpost.com/virginiapolitics/2010/08/both_of_virginias_us_senators.html) cp

The letter represents a ratcheting up of the bipartisan pushback to Gates' proposals. It's unclear whether the delegation has any real recourse but it's hard to imagine the Obama administration is not at least paying attention to the rhetoric coming from Democrats in very purple Virginia on this issue.

Aff – Cuts Inevitable
Washington Post 8/12 (Rosalind Helderman, 8/12/10, " Congressional panel to examine Pentagon job cuts ", http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/08/12/AR2010081203787.html) cp

Despite the angry words, there appears to be little recourse for Virginia leaders. The cuts, part of a broad effort to reduce military spending underway since 2008, do not need congressional approval, Pentagon officials said.

Aff – Cuts Good
Gates’ budget crashes the economy.

Christian Science Monitor (blog) 8/13 (Robert Reich, 8/13/10, " America's biggest jobs program: The US military ", http://www.csmonitor.com/Money/Robert-Reich-s-Blog/2010/0813/America-s-biggest-jobs-program-The-US-military) cp

If we didn’t have this giant military jobs program, the U.S. unemployment rate would be over 11.5 percent today instead of 9.5 percent.

And without our military jobs program personal incomes would be dropping faster. The Commerce Department reported Monday the only major metro areas where both net earnings and personal incomes rose last year were San Antonio, Texas, Virginia Beach, Virginia, and Washington, D.C. — because all three have high concentrations of military and federal jobs.

This isn’t an argument for more military spending. Just the opposite. Having a giant undercover military jobs program is an insane way to keep Americans employed. It creates jobs we don’t need but we keep anyway because there’s no honest alternative. We don’t have an overt jobs program based on what’s really needed.

For example, when Defense Secretary Robert Gates announced Monday his plan to cut spending on military contractors by more than a quarter over three years, congressional leaders balked. Military contractors are major sources of jobs back in members’ states and districts. California’s Howard P. “Buck” McKeon, the top Republican on the House Armed Services Committee, demanded that the move “not weaken the nation’s defense.” That’s congress-speak for “over my dead body.”

Gates simultaneously announced closing the Joint Force Command in Norfolk, Virginia, that employs 6,324 people and relies on 3,300 private contractors. This prompted Virginia Democratic Senator Jim Webb, a member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, to warn that the closure “would be a step backward.” Translated: “No chance in hell.”

Gates can’t even end useless weapons programs. That’s because they’re covert jobs programs that employ thousands.

He wants to stop production of the C-17 cargo jet he says is no longer needed. But it keeps 4,000 people working at Boeing’s Long Beach assembly plant and 30,000 others at Boeing suppliers strategically located in 40 states. So despite Gates’s protests the Senate has approved ten new orders.

That’s still not enough to keep all those C-17 workers employed, so the Pentagon and Boeing have been hunting for foreign purchasers. The Indian Air Force is now negotiating to buy ten, and talks are underway with several other nations, including Oman and Saudi Arabia.

Ever wonder why military equipment is one of America’s biggest exports? It’s our giant military jobs program in action. 

Gates has also been trying to stop production of a duplicate engine for the F-25 joint Strike Fighter jet. He says it isn’t needed and doesn’t justify the $2.9 billion slated merely to develop it.

But the unnecessary duplicate engine would bring thousands of jobs to Indiana and Ohio. Cunningly, its potential manufacturers Rolls-Royce and General Electric created a media blitz (mostly aimed at Washington, D.C. where lawmakers wold see it) featuring an engine worker wearing a “Support Our Troops” T-shirt and arguing the duplicate engine will create 4,000 American jobs. Presto. Despite a veto threat from the White House, a House panel has just approved funding the duplicate.

Cut Me
CNN 8/12 (8/12/10, " Cutting Pentagon waste is wise -- and brave ", http://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/08/12/zakaria.gates.defense/) cp

Gates announced Monday a series of measures to limit the department's budget increase to 1 percent next year, including eliminating the U.S. Joint Forces Command based in Norfolk, Virginia. That state's two U.S. senators immediately criticized the plan, which Gates admitted faces political obstacles.

Zakaria told CNN that Gates was doing the right thing in seeking to bring down the historically high defense budget. He said Gates is politically the strongest member of President Obama's Cabinet, in part because as a Republican he draws support from both sides of the aisle in Congress.

"He's proving to be an extraordinarily effective defense secretary," Zakaria said. "He's using the space he's gained politically to do things that are important, that we desperately need to have done."

The author and host of CNN's "Fareed Zakaria GPS" spoke to CNN on Wednesday. Here is an edited transcript:

CNN: In announcing his plans to limit spending at the Pentagon, Gates said, "The culture of endless money that has taken hold must be replaced by a culture of savings and restraint." What lies behind this view he's taking?

Fareed Zakaria: Well Gates has actually been concerned about this problem for some time. ... He previously cut systems and proposed more significant budget cuts than anyone at the Pentagon has in the last 20 years. What I think he's trying to do is to get the Pentagon to understand that it is genuinely now in the post-9/11 and the post Iraq-Afghanistan war era. ...

The shock of 9/11 opened the floodgates for defense and homeland security spending, and those floodgates are closing. The Iraq war and the Afghanistan war produced a kind of unquestioning increase in funding, because while the country is at war, nobody wanted to shortchange the Pentagon on anything.

Both those factors are now winding down. We're a long way away from 9/11, and both wars are going to be scaled back one way or the other in the next few years. And Gates is trying to get the Pentagon to understand that it's going to have to do more with less, which is frankly both brave and intelligent of him.

It is absolutely necessary, it's intellectually right and it's politically brave, which is something you can't often say about something coming out of Washington.

CNN: What about one of his specific proposals, which is closing the Joint Forces Command?

Zakaria: I think it makes absolute sense. It's not entirely clear what advantages that command had and as far as I can tell, there's enormous duplication. You have Centcom, you have so many of these joint commands. ... It is largely one more layer atop an already multilayered organization. There is political problem in that it employs 5,000 people in Virginia. But from the point of view of any kind of advantage to national security or the functioning of the Pentagon, as far as I can tell, there's absolutely none.

CNN: What's the state of the defense budget overall?

Zakaria: This is the largest government bureaucracy in the world; it's probably the largest bureaucracy in the world, certainly in terms of dollars spent. You're talking about something that's consuming something in the range of $700 billion a year. You have three million people.

It's a cradle-to-grave quasisocialist system, where everything is taken care of by the government, from health care to pensions, to where you live. And the level of inefficiency and duplication is just staggering. People in the Pentagon don't even know how much they spend on things. If you tally it all up, some of the expenditures are eye-popping. ... What this is doing is an attempt to bring some sense of cost-benefit analysis and rationalism to this problem.

CNN: What's irrational about the size of the budget now?

Zakaria: People don't realize this, but now, in constant dollars, the defense budget is 30 percent higher than in 1968, the peak of the Vietnam War. It's higher than at any point in American postwar history in real dollars. It has also created a mismatch, a misalignment of American foreign policy.

The defense budget is 13 times larger than all civilian foreign policy budgets combined; that is, the State Department, USAID, the Commerce Department, everything put together. There are more members of the military in marching bands than there are foreign service officers in the United States government.

The Defense Department spends more money on fuel than the State Department's entire operating cost. ... So the point is you just have enormous waste in this system. Everything is layered on everything else. The Army has its own air force, and the Navy has its own air force and this goes on and on unendingly. And what Gates is trying to do, and he's really the first defense secretary to try it in a long time, is to force some degree of common-sense reform to the budgeting process.

CNN: Was Donald Rumsfeld trying to revolutionize the Pentagon, too, when he was defense secretary?

Zakaria: Rumsfeld tried to do something slightly different. He wanted a very high-tech military with fewer soldiers, and he ran aground on two fronts. One is he was an extremely bad bureaucratic manager and bumped up against the service chiefs, the generals, who despised him and actively worked to undercut him through Congress. And the second was that 9/11 happened, and all of a sudden the United States needed all the kinds of things -- traditional, conventional forces -- that Rumsfeld had been dismissing.

But in general, Rumsfeld's idea, that the military needs to be more geared toward the 21st century, leaner and more effective was the right one. Ironically, having been a CEO, he just turned out to be an extremely bad proponent of that view, never was able to get anywhere with it and very quickly reversed himself on lots of it once 9/11 took place.

CNN: Gates' proposals ran into opposition from senators from Virginia. What's the likelihood of the political opposition quashing his plans?

Zakaria: Some of what he's suggesting he can actually do without congressional approval, but yes there are some parts of it that Congress is going to have to go along with. And this is really frankly a test of how serious we are as a country and whether Congress can govern.

We can't keep spending $700 billion on the military unendingly and have these numbers go up so that we would be spending a trillion dollars on the military budget in an era where we do not face a serious great power competitor.

This is precisely the time you would want to invest those defense dollars in the technologies and research of the future or pay down those enormous deficits that we have. If we can't come down from this astronomical figure to something more sensible, it tells us something about our ability to govern ourselves and Congress' ability to do anything hard.

CNN: What about the economic impact of cutting spending at a time of nearly 10 percent unemployment?

Zakaria: This becomes an argument to not do any kind of reform of government. The reality is that a lot of what he's describing is going to be phased in over three years, if not more, so I don't think it's going to have some seismic effect on the economy.

The truth is that we can't sustain it forever, we need to start getting serious now. Politics will ensure that a lot of this is delayed and watered down anyway.

I don't think the great worry here is that we're going to be too drastic. The real worry is that this is going to end up being a charade and a shadow of what Gates proposed [that] will have very little impact on the culture of the Pentagon, which remains a culture of enormous duplication and waste.
SOFA Will Be Followed
SOFA will be followed.

Liza Jansen, writer for Xinhua, 2010-08-13, “U.S. withdrawal from Iraq more linked to deadline, timetable than actual strategy, American expert says,” http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-08/13/c_13442609.htm cp

UNITED NATIONS, Aug. 12 (Xinhua) -- The U.S. pullout of Iraq is only linked to a deadline and a timetable, rather than an actual strategy, and the United Nations, which maintains a mission in Iraq, has to deal with the drawdown, an American expert said in a recent interview with Xinhua.

Joost Hiltermann, an expert on political issues in Iraq, made the statement only days after U.S. President Barack Obama had announced that the withdrawal of thousands of American troops from Iraq would "as promised and on schedule" be done by the end of this month, and the UN Security Council decided to extend its mission in Iraq for another year.

Although the decisions come particularly quick one after the other, they are not related, Hiltermann told Xinhua. "The American withdrawal is more linked to a deadline and a timetable than to an actual strategy. President Obama promised to do this two years ago, the war for him was always a war of choice, not of necessity."

The U.S. is "on target to end the combat mission," the White House announced on Wednesday, the Obama administration resonates the war in Iraq as a relative success story and the drawdown for the Obama administration is seen as the closing of a chapter, said Hiltermann, who is working with the International Crisis Group, a think-tank based in Washington.

Withdrawal Destabilizing
VOA, 8/12/2010, “US Military Prepares to Leave Iraq, But May Stay If Asked,” http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/Report-Iraqi-Senior-Officer-Wants-US-Troops-to-Stay-Until-2020-100517699.html cp
"What you could see is this Iraqi general actually trying to put a little pressure on his own country's politicians, and also counter the current assumption that the United States can and should leave by the end of next year," he said.

O'Hanlon says the general is reflecting the views of many Iraqi and American military officers, who he says believe Iraq will need U.S. air power, trainers, Special Forces and other support well beyond the end of next year.  And he says there is a broader reason, too.

"Why do you want to run the risk of taking away this good friend of the Iraqi people, and this sort of stabilizing, independent, neutral capability in the form of the United States military, when you're not yet sure all the Iraqi wounds have adequately healed for that country to really be on a path toward stability," asked O'Hanlon.

Those unhealed wounds include disputes between Iraqi Shiites and Sunnis, and between the country's Arab and Kurdish communities.  And there is also the prospect that uneven governance and economic development, and a struggling justice system, could create an opportunity for militants to make a comeback.  Experts also note Iraq will need to continue professionalizing and modernizing its forces and will need foreign help with those efforts.  Some say the most logical source of that help is the United States 

Iraqs top general agrees.

Aljazeera.net 8/12 (8/12/10, " Iraq army 'not ready' until 2020 ", http://english.aljazeera.net/news/middleeast/2010/08/201081222714832769.html) cp
Iraq's most senior military officer has said that his security forces will not be able to secure the country until 2020 and that the US should delay its planned withdrawal.

The US government plans to withdraw its combat troops by the end of August, and to remove all troops by the end of 2011.

But Lieutenant General Babaker Zerbari said that his forces - particularly the air force - were not ready to take over.

He said the planned withdrawal will create a "problem" and increase instability in Iraq.

"At this point, the withdrawal is going well, because they are still here," Zerbari told the AFP news agency on Wednesday.

"But the problem will start after 2011 - the politicians must find other ways to fill the void after 2011. If I were asked about the withdrawal, I would say to politicians: the US army must stay until the Iraqi army is fully ready in 2020."

