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This is the case neg to the policy Iraq aff. It consists primarily of impact defense to the different advantages, but also contains defense to most other parts of the scenarios. Oddly enough, one of the strongest arguments against this affirmative is inherency. If the negative can win that the withdrawal will be on time now, then the status quo solves the aff. The answers to terrorism are primarily attacking the notion that al-qaeda will launch a large, mostly nuclear, attack. To answer hegemony, this file mostly says that heg is doing fine despite the Iraq war. There are, however, a couple of cards that link turn the advantage. Finally, the Iraq stability section focuses primarily on internal link and impact defense about why the conflict wont escalate.

Inherency – Yes Withdrawal – Biden
(  ) Withdrawal will be on time – Biden says.

Scott Wilson, Washington Post, May 10, 2010, 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." 

 (  ) Withdrawal will happen on time – Biden support.

Scott Wilson, Washington Post, May 10, 2010, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/26/AR2010052605349.html
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.  

(  ) Biden’s successes prove on-time troop withdrawal is possible.
Scott Wilson, Washington Post, May 10, 2010, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/26/AR2010052605349.html
 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." 
Inherency – Yes Withdrawal
(  ) Withdrawal will be on time – Department of Defense statements prove.
Chris Weigant, The Huffington Post, June 30, 2010, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-weigant/good-news-from-iraq_b_631510.html

 A quick review, to begin. When Obama took office, we had over 140,000 troops on the ground in Iraq. This number has steadily fallen, until a few weeks ago when the troop levels were in the news because the number of troops in Afghanistan -- for the first time since both wars began -- had surpassed the number of troops in Iraq. At that point, there were around 90,000 troops still in Iraq.  Today, a Department of Defense spokesman, when asked how many troops remained in Iraq, responded: "We are on track to drawdown U.S. forces in Iraq from approx 82,000 (where we are today) to just under 50,000 by the first of September." In response to the bigger question of how the withdrawal is proceeding, the spokesman answered: "In the coming weeks, we will see the drawdown accelerate, providing the security situation remains stable. By December 31, 2011, all U.S. forces will be out of Iraq." 
(  ) Obama will meet his goal of cutting to 50,000 troops by August – the rest of the withdrawal process will happen on time and without controversy.
Chris Weigant, The Huffington Post, June 30, 2010, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-weigant/good-news-from-iraq_b_631510.html

 The upcoming milestone of reducing American forces to 50,000 troops is not explicitly spelled out in the SOFA, but rather was imposed by President Obama when, shortly after taking office, he announced his plans for withdrawing from Iraq. He backtracked on his initial "one brigade a month" idea, and delayed beginning the accelerated withdrawal until after the Iraqis held national elections. Instead, Obama committed to the end of August of this year as a milestone date for the 50,000 troop level.  Two months out, we are 32,000 troops away from achieving this goal, and the Pentagon seems fully confident that they can reach it. Moving that many troops out in two months will be a challenge (the logistics alone are daunting), but the official word is that we're on track to meet this challenge.  What's amazing is how uncontroversial the entire operation has been. At the same time that Senate Republicans are voicing loud disagreement over any such withdrawal timetables when it comes to Afghanistan, we are about to meet a big milestone in our withdrawal timetable for Iraq -- and it doesn't even rate a mention. 
Terrorism – Withdrawal ( Terrorism

US withdrawal risks increased terrorism

Ned Parker, staff writer, 6-25-2010, “Iraqi officials see U.S. as neglecting the country,” LA Times, http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/world/la-fg-iraq-drift-20100626,0,5368284.story

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.  Danielle Pletka of the American Enterprise Institute think tank warns, "Terrorist groups and the Iranians are testing the waters and seeing what they can get away with. And if they discover that the response is going to be apathy from the United States and our allies, they're going to continue.  "The perception everywhere [is] that we're in retreat," she said.  U.S. officials in Washington acknowledge that the Iraq mission is winding down, and often add that they expect the Obama administration to get credit for executing an orderly exit. A senior administration official said in an interview that the withdrawal should win favor in the Muslim world. 

Withdrawal emboldens terrorists 

Max Boot, Senior Fellow for National Security Studies at the Center for Foreign Relations, Spring 2006, American Interest, http://www.cfr.org/publication/10062/guess_what_were_winning.html

The good news is that the wanton depravities of the violent Islamists, most of whose victims are fellow Muslims, are causing a backlash in the Muslim world. According to a July 2005 Pew Global Attitudes Project report, the percentage of those saying that “violence against civilian targets is sometimes or often justified” has dropped by big margins in Lebanon (-34 points) and Indonesia (-12) since 2002, and in Pakistan (-16) and Morocco (-27) since 2004. And approval ratings for Osama bin Laden have slid since 2003 in Indonesia (-23 points), Morocco (-23), Turkey (-8) and Lebanon (-12). The Arab street is rising in outrage, all right—but it is outrage as much or more directed against Abu Musab al-Zarqawi as it is against George W. Bush. After Zarqawi’s henchmen murdered 59 people in three Jordanian hotels this past November, more than 200,000 people turned out in the streets of Amman in protest. Even Zarqawi’s own clan disowned him. The anti-American “blowback” widely predicted by opponents of the invasion of Iraq may yet materialize, but so far we’ve seen as much or more anti-terrorist blowback. The anti-terrorist trend among Muslims will get stronger if the United States stays resolute in Iraq. Conversely, if we exit prematurely, the terrorists will be emboldened to commit ever greater depravities, leading to the loss of more American lives. If the past two decades teach anything, it is that terrorist groups feed off U.S. defeats ( Beirut and Somalia), not off our victories (Afghanistan). Critics are right that Iraq was not the top breeding ground of terrorism before 2003, but it has become the central front in the war on terror today—a war that we cannot afford to lose.

Terrorism – Recruitment Low
(  ) Al Qaeda is having a recruitment crisis especially in Iraq.

Ian Black and Richard Norton Taylor, The Guardian, September 10, 2009, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/sep/10/al-qaida-recruitment-crisis

Osama bin Laden's al-Qaida is under heavy pressure in its strongholds in Pakistan's remote tribal areas and is finding it difficult to attract recruits or carry out spectacular operations in western countries, according to government and independent experts monitoring the organisation.  Speaking to the Guardian in advance of tomorrow's eighth anniversary of the 9/11 attacks, western counter-terrorism officials and specialists in the Muslim world said the organisation faced a crisis that was severely affecting its ability to find, inspire and train willing fighters.  Its activity is increasingly dispersed to "affiliates" or "franchises" in Yemen and North Africa, but the links of local or regional jihadi groups to the centre are tenuous; they enjoy little popular support and successes have been limited. 

(  ) Al Qaeda recruitment and morale is down due to CIA efforts – there are only 8 members of senior leadership and 200 total operatives.
Ian Black and Richard Norton Taylor, The Guardian, September 10, 2009, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/sep/10/al-qaida-recruitment-crisis

Lethal strikes by CIA drones – including two this week alone – have combined with the monitoring and disruption of electronic communications, suspicion and low morale to take their toll on al-Qaida's Pakistani "core", in the jargon of western intelligence agencies.  Interrogation documents seen by the Guardian show that European Muslim volunteers faced a chaotic reception, a low level of training, poor conditions and eventual disillusionment after arriving in Waziristan last year.  "Core" al-Qaida is now reduced to a senior leadership of six to eight men, including Bin Laden and his Egyptian deputy, Ayman al-Zawahiri, according to most informed estimates. Several other Egyptians, a Libyan and a Mauritanian occupy the other top positions. In all, there are perhaps 200 operatives who count. 
Terrorism – Al-Qaeda Weak
(  ) Al Qaeda can’t mount a terrorist attack – alliance with Taliban is fraying.
Ian Black and Richard Norton Taylor, The Guardian, September 10, 2009, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/sep/10/al-qaida-recruitment-crisis

 The most significant recent development is evidence that al-Qaida's alliance with the Taliban in Pakistan and Afghanistan is fraying, boosting the prospect of acquiring intelligence that will lead to Bin Laden's capture or death. Despite an intensive US-led manhunt, there has not been a credible lead on the Saudi-born al-Qaida leader in years. Bin Laden's nickname among some CIA hunters is "Elvis" because there have been so many false sightings of him.  "Al-Qaida has become a liability for the Taliban," said Mustafa Alani, a terrorism expert at the Gulf research centre in Dubai who visited Waziristan in July. "There is a good possibility that the Pakistanis or the Americans will be able to get good intelligence on the ground and kill Bin Laden."  Intelligence agencies are watching closely to see if Bin Laden issues a message marking tomorrow's 9/11 anniversary, as he has in the past, or leaves it to Zawahiri. Last week one Islamist website promised a "Ramadan gift" from the al-Qaida leader but removed the posting without explanation. 
(  ) We’ve reached the tipping point in the battle against Al Qaeda – failure to carry out more attacks has devastated recruiting and brand appeal.

Ian Black and Richard Norton Taylor, The Guardian, September 10, 2009, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/sep/10/al-qaida-recruitment-crisis

 Amid a mood of cautious optimism, some experts talk of a "tipping point" in the fight against al-Qaida. Others argue that only Bin Laden's death will bring significant change. But most agree that the failure to carry out spectacular mass attacks in the west since the 2005 London bombings has weakened the group's "brand appeal" and power to recruit.  "In order to stay relevant al-Qaida have to prove themselves capable and they haven't been able to do that," said Norwegian scholar Brynjar Lia. 
(  ) Sectarian killings won’t help Al Qaeda recruitment.

Ian Black and Richard Norton Taylor, The Guardian, September 10, 2009, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/sep/10/al-qaida-recruitment-crisis

 Popular sympathy, which drained away because of sectarian killings in Iraq, has dwindled further this year. In Saudi Arabia, according to a recent intelligence report, 60-70% of information about al-Qaida suspects now comes from relatives, friends and neighbours, not from security agencies or surveillance.  Another weakness is in the so-called "war of ideas". This week imprisoned leaders of the Libyan Islamic Fighting Group began publishing a "revision" of their previous understanding of jihad.  "The text in itself is probably not a landmark work of Islamic jurisprudence, but it is important because it adds to … a corpus of treatises by former militants challenging al-Qaida on theological grounds," Thomas Hegghammer of Harvard University said on the Jihadica website. "Of course, no one text is going to change the world, but put together, these treatises will constrain al-Qaida's recruitment pool somewhat." 

Terrorism – No Attack
(  ) Al Qaeda is being contained now – terrorism risk is declining.

National Underwriter, June 2, 2010, http://www.property-casualty.com/News/2010/6/Pages/Terrorism-Risk-Stifled-But-Not-Eliminated.aspx

International counterterrorism efforts appear to be stifling the ability of terrorist groups to mount significant attacks on the scale of those of Sept. 11 according to the 2010 Aon Terrorism Threat Map, issued today by Aon Crisis Management, a subsidiary Chicago-base insurance broker Aon Corp.  According to the analysis, al-Qaida in particular is being forced to focus on building its networks in traditional conflict zones, Aon said. Concerns remain, however, about such networks and followers in Europe and North America as well as the re-emergence of more traditional left, right and nationalist terrorist groups.  Despite an apparent slight downward trend in attack frequency in recent months, established insurgencies continue to provide the focal points for terrorism: Iraq, Pakistan, Afghanistan, India, Somalia and Yemen are the modern battlefronts, Aon continued.  The map, produced by Aon in collaboration with security consultancy firm Janusian, reflects data recorded by Terrorism Tracker, which monitors global indicators of terrorism threat including attacks, plots, communiqués and government countermeasures, Aon said.  These findings represent a contemporary snapshot of the violent potential of terrorist groups in over 200 countries. Each country is assigned a threat level, starting at Low, and rising through Guarded, Elevated, High and Severe.  These threat levels are determined by scoring each country based on the following threat indicators for 2010:  • Evidence of known and active groups or networks operating in a given country.  • Aims and stated objectives of these groups or networks.  • Track record of terrorist activity by these groups or networks, including target selection and activity levels.  • Operational capabilities of these groups or networks to stage attacks.  • Likely erosion of terrorist capabilities through the current counterterrorism regime in the given country.  While the U.S. remains classified as elevated on the map again this year, a number of terrorist incidents occurring within the U.S. during 2009, including the Fort Hood massacre, the foiled Christmas Day airliner attack over Detroit and last month’s bomb scare in New York’s Times Square, have helped push the U.S. higher up within the elevated classification.  General Richard Myers, retired chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff and a member of Aon’s board of directors, said, “If you are looking at whether, on a global scale, we are safer from terrorism this year than last, the difference is marginal, but reflects the pressure we have exerted on our foes over the long term to contain their growth.” 
(  ) The US is defeating Al Qaeda now – pressure will continue.

David Alexander, Reuters, June 4, 2010, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE6535W420100604

Odierno, the commander of U.S. forces in Iraq, said al Qaeda in Iraq was working to rebuild its leadership despite continuing military pressure and he cautioned against complacency.  "Over the last 90 days or so, we've either picked up or killed 34 out of the top 42 al Qaeda in Iraq leaders," Odierno told reporters during a Pentagon briefing.  "I will never take my eyes off of al Qaeda," he said. "We will always watch them."  The United States has handed over security control to Iraqi forces and is working to remove all combat troops by the end of August, an operation Odierno said was running a little ahead of schedule.  The plan is to have only about 50,000 military personnel in Iraq after September 1 for training and other non-combat roles. Odierno said the number of contractors would drop to about 65,000 by that time. There are currently 88,000 U.S. troops and about 90,000 contractors in Iraq, he said.  Odierno said the success against al Qaeda's leadership came after Iraqi and U.S. forces infiltrated a network in Mosul in the early part of the year.  They traced the leadership structure in an operation that ultimately led to a strike in mid-April that killed al Qaeda in Iraq leader Abu Ayyub al-Masri and the head of a local affiliate, Abu Omar al-Baghdadi of the Islamic State of Iraq.  "We made some significant inroads in Mosul, where their headquarters basically was. And we got inside of AQI. We picked up several of their leaders that did the financing, that did planning, that did recruiting," Odierno said.  "They are clearly now attempting to reorganize themselves," he added. "They're struggling a little bit ... They've lost connection with (al Qaeda senior leadership) in Pakistan and Afghanistan."  Odierno said Iraqi and U.S. security forces were continuing to pressure the group in an effort to keep it from re-establishing its leadership, "to make it more difficult for them to come back."  "They've named some names. But we're not even sure if there's actually people behind those names," he said.  "We do believe they will attempt to reconstitute. We think it will take them a bit longer, if they're able to. And we continue to put a lot of pressure on them, with the Iraqi security forces," Odierno said. 

Terrorism – No Attack
(  ) There’s no threat from terrorism.

John Mueller, Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, September/October 2006, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20060901facomment85501/john-mueller/is-there-still-a-terrorist-threat.html?mode=print

THREAT PERCEPTIONS  The results of policing activity overseas suggest that the absence of results in the United States has less to do with terrorists' cleverness or with investigative incompetence than with the possibility that few, if any, terrorists exist in the country. It also suggests that al Qaeda's ubiquity and capacity to do damage may have, as with so many perceived threats, been exaggerated. Just because some terrorists may wish to do great harm does not mean that they are able to.  Gerges argues that mainstream Islamists -- who make up the vast majority of the Islamist political movement -- gave up on the use of force before 9/11, except perhaps against Israel, and that the jihadists still committed to violence constitute a tiny minority. Even this small group primarily focuses on various "infidel" Muslim regimes and considers jihadists who carry out violence against the "far enemy" -- mainly Europe and the United States -- to be irresponsible, reckless adventurers who endanger the survival of the whole movement. In this view, 9/11 was a sign of al Qaeda's desperation, isolation, fragmentation, and decline, not of its strength.  Those attacks demonstrated, of course, that al Qaeda -- or at least 19 of its members -- still possessed some fight. And none of this is to deny that more terrorist attacks on the United States are still possible. Nor is it to suggest that al Qaeda is anything other than a murderous movement. Moreover, after the ill-considered U.S. venture in Iraq is over, freelance jihadists trained there may seek to continue their operations elsewhere -- although they are more likely to focus on places such as Chechnya than on the United States. A unilateral American military attack against Iran could cause that country to retaliate, probably with very wide support within the Muslim world, by aiding anti-American insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq and inflicting damage on Israel and on American interests worldwide.  But while keeping such potential dangers in mind, it is worth remembering that the total number of people killed since 9/11 by al Qaeda or al Qaeda­like operatives outside of Afghanistan and Iraq is not much higher than the number who drown in bathtubs in the United States in a single year, and that the lifetime chance of an American being killed by international terrorism is about one in 80,000 -- about the same chance of being killed by a comet or a meteor. Even if there were a 9/11-scale attack every three months for the next five years, the likelihood that an individual American would number among the dead would be two hundredths of a percent (or one in 5,000).  Although it remains heretical to say so, the evidence so far suggests that fears of the omnipotent terrorist -- reminiscent of those inspired by images of the 20-foot-tall Japanese after Pearl Harbor or the 20-foot-tall Communists at various points in the Cold War (particularly after Sputnik) -- may have been overblown, the threat presented within the United States by al Qaeda greatly exaggerated. The massive and expensive homeland security apparatus erected since 9/11 may be persecuting some, spying on many, inconveniencing most, and taxing all to defend the United States against an enemy that scarcely exists.  

Terrorism – AT: Nuclear Terrorism

(  ) Terrorists won’t use nuclear weapons.

Brad Roberts and Michael Moodie, Policy Analysts @ National Defense University, “Biological Weapons,” Defense Horizons, Number 15, July 2002, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/DefHor/DH15/DH15.htm
The argument about terrorist motivation is also important. Terrorists generally have not killed as many as they have been capable of killing. This restraint seems to derive from an understanding of mass casualty attacks as both unnecessary and counterproductive. They are unnecessary because terrorists, by and large, have succeeded by conventional means. Also, they are counterproductive because they might alienate key constituencies, whether among the public, state sponsors, or the terrorist leadership group. In Brian Jenkins' famous words, terrorists want a lot of people watching, not a lot of people dead. Others have argued that the lack of mass casualty terrorism and effective exploitation of BW has been more a matter of accident and good fortune than capability or intent. Adherents of this view, including former Secretary of Defense William Cohen, argue that "it's not a matter of if but when." The attacks of September 11 would seem to settle the debate about whether terrorists have both the motivation and sophistication to exploit weapons of mass destruction for their full lethal effect. After all, those were terrorist attacks of unprecedented sophistication that seemed clearly aimed at achieving mass casualties--had the World Trade Center towers collapsed as the 1993 bombers had intended, perhaps as many as 150,000 would have died. Moreover, Osama bin Laden's constituency would appear to be not the "Arab street" or some other political entity but his god. And terrorists answerable only to their deity have proven historically to be among the most lethal. But this debate cannot be considered settled. Bin Laden and his followers could have killed many more on September 11 if killing as many as possible had been their primary objective. They now face the core dilemma of asymmetric warfare: how to escalate without creating new interests for the stronger power and thus the incentive to exploit its power potential more fully. Asymmetric adversaries want their stronger enemies fearful, not fully engaged--militarily or otherwise. They seek to win by preventing the stronger partner from exploiting its full potential. To kill millions in America with biological or other weapons would only commit the United States--and much of the rest of the international community--to the annihilation of the perpetrators. 
(  )  Terrorists can’t acquire nuclear weapons – they’re too complex.
Rensselaer Lee, Consultant, Int’l Affairs, 9-24-2002, “Al Qaeda’s Quest,” FDCH, p ln

Some observers are skeptical about al Qaeda's nuclear procurement efforts, citing - among other things - the group's pariah status and its limited technical experience in nuclear matters. Generally, terrorists, unlike states, are unable to leverage official contacts and exchanges in the nuclear realm to advance military procurement objectives. Scouting the terrain for prospective nuclear suppliers, gaining access to the facilities (itself no mean feat), recruiting collaborators inside them and arranging delivery of the items outside Russia would present formidable obstacles for a terrorist organization, even one with substantial funds to spend. (By contrast, a nation-state such as Iran can exploit an umbrella of legitimate nuclear purchases from Russia to pursue a variety of illegal deals with respective suppliers.) As a target of international opprobrium, al Qaeda would have little room to maneuver in Russia, especially if it maintained ties with separatist elements in the Caucasus. A possible strategy for the group would be to use sympathetic or unscrupulous underworld elements - Chechen or other Islamic criminals might fit that description - as intermediaries, but if the proposed transaction involved a nuclear weapon the probability of being swindled is high. In any case, Russian officials claim that all tactical nukes are in safe storage and the U.S. government appears to accept this assurance.
(  ) Even if nuclear terrorism happens the impact will be very small.
John Mueller, Professor of Political Science at the University of Rochester, and Karl Mueller, Assistant Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the School of Advanced Airpower Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, Foreign Affairs, May/June 1999
Nuclear weapons clearly deserve the "weapons of mass destruction" designation because they can indeed destroy masses of people in a single blow. Even so, it is worth noting that any nuclear weapons acquired by terrorist groups or rogue states, at least initially, are likely to be small. Contrary to exaggerated Indian and Pakistani claims, for example, independent analyses of their May 1998 nuclear tests have concluded that the yields were Hiroshima-sized or smaller. Such bombs can cause horrible though not apocalyptic damage. Some 70,000 people died in Hiroshima and 40,000 in Nagasaki. People three miles away from the blast sites received only superficial wounds even when fully exposed, and those inside bomb shelters at Nagasaki were uninjured even though they were close to ground zero. Some buildings of steel and concrete survived, even when they were close to the blast centers, and most municipal services were restored within days. A Hiroshima-sized bomb exploded in a more fire-resistant modern city would likely be considerably less devastating. Used against well-prepared, dug-in, and dispersed troops, a small bomb might actually cause only limited damage. If a single such bomb or even a few of them were to fall into dangerous hands, therefore, it would be terrible, though it would hardly threaten the end of civilization.
Hegemony – Yes Credibility
(  ) Obama is restoring credibility in the Middle East – Cairo Speech.
Li Weijie, Xinhua, China View, June 2, 2009, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/2009-06/02/content_11475521.htm
CAIRO, June 2 (Xinhua) -- U.S. President Barack Obama is scheduled to deliver a much-anticipated keynote speech in the Egyptian capital of Cairo on June 4, in his latest attempt to reach out to Muslims. Analysts said the speech aims at rebuilding U.S. credibility in the Muslim world, which was tarnished during the Bush era.  Though he has made a successful debut in a Muslim country two months ago, Turkey does not belong to the Arab world that represents nearly half of the Muslim countries. The NATO member, which stands across Europe and Asia and is carrying out reforms for a long-expected EU membership, is deemed by the West as part of Europe. His wide-ranging speech in the Turkish parliament focused on the cooperation of the two allies rather than a comprehensive stance on Muslim issues.  "The United States is not and will never be at war with Islam," the brief message to Muslims has already been widely praised as the first and significant step for mitigating the tensions between the United States and the Muslim world in the past years. 
(  ) Obama has already laid the foundation for a relationship of mutual respect with the Middle East – American credibility is on the upswing.

Li Weijie, Xinhua, China View, June 2, 2009, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/2009-06/02/content_11475521.htm
 Obama's keynote address is unlikely to lay out a clear-cut Middle East policy, but it is set to highlight a new U.S. approach "based on mutual interest and mutual respect," as he said during his inaugural address, to mend the frayed relationship left by his predecessor George W. Bush who embraced a "go it alone" style.      Al-Said el-Nagar, political analyst and editor-in-chief of Egyptian newspaper Al-Akhbar, told Xinhua that "I think he (Obama)will not give details of a new U.S. plan, since it is not the main aim of his speech... It will be a speech of reconciliation and a new language based on mutual respect and equality, instead of U.S. orders."  "It would focus on the new trend to make relationship with the Arab and Muslim countries... to remove a hostile image left by former U.S. President Bush" due to the U.S.-led invasions in Afghanistan and Iraq driven by his anti-terrorism policy after the September 11 attack in 2001, he added.  Obama's speech is considered as "reconciliation between the United States and the Arab and the Muslim world," Emad Gad, an analyst at Egypt's al-Ahram Center For Political and Strategic Studies, echoed el-Nagar. "He is probably to tell the Muslim communities that they are part of the global community." 

Hegemony – Yes Credibility
(  ) Obama is popular with the Muslim world.
Li Weijie, Xinhua, China View, June 2, 2009, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/2009-06/02/content_11475521.htm
 Obama is far more favored by the people in Muslim world than Bush. According to a BBC poll, 58 percent of Egyptians, 51 percent of Turks and 64 percent of Indonesians believe that Obama will improve U.S. relations with the rest of the world.  His long-awaited speech, which will attract world's attention, especially the Muslim world, is likely to yield positive response if it is based on an equal footing and touches the concerns of more than 1 billion Muslims.  "I am optimistic about Obama and we have been waiting for a long time for such a U.S. president" who is willing to listen to us and communicate with us for a better understanding, Gad said, adding that the speech will help reshape the image of U.S. administration and redefine the troubled U.S.-Muslim relationship.      However, a new U.S.-Muslim relationship in right direction is hardly veered by Obama alone, further mutual understanding and tangible actions from both sides, a unified Arab stance, a breakthrough of Palestinian-Israeli standoff are all needed to spawn a new beginning.  "The Muslim world should speak the same voice and form a united view... It will not be fruitful amid divergences among the Arab countries and the gaps among the Palestinian factions. If the Arabs themselves do not reach agreement, Obama's attempts will fail," Gad said.  "Here comes the opportunity not only for the United States but also for the Muslim world" to forge a new relationship for mutual reward, he added. 

(  ) Prefer our evidence because it speaks to the Obama Adminstration.  None of their evidence speaks to the massive reversal of US credibility that happened with his election and the one piece of evidence they have from 2010 is speculative at best.  

(  ) Their impacts are terminally not unique.  All of their evidence about the impact of the Iraq war on US hegemony is from 2004 or 2007.  At most, slower withdrawal would have a negligible impact compared to starting the Iraq war which proves there’s no propensity for any of the scenarios in the affirmative.

Hegemony – Yes Readiness
(  ) Military readiness improving – DADT repeal.

Central Florida Future, June 30, 2010, http://www.centralfloridafuture.com/u-s-policy-of-don-t-ask-don-t-tell-could-face-elimination-1.2277805
On May 27,  the House of Representatives voted 234-194 in favor of repealing the ban of gay, lesbian and bisexual people from openly serving in the U.S. military.  The U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee voted to allow the repeal of the ban to be included in the Defense Authorization Act on the same day.  The 1993 law, popularly known as “don’t ask, don’t tell,” has long been regarded by civil and gay rights activists  as outdated and discriminatory.  The “don’t ask” part of the act prevents superiors in the armed forces from conducting investigations into a service person’s sexual orientation unless credible evidence is found.  The “don’t tell” part prohibits any homosexual or bisexual service member from revealing his or her sexual orientation while serving.  The repeal of the “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy is known as the Murphy amendment, created and named after Rep. Patrick Murphy, an Iraq war veteran.  “Patriotic Americans willing to take a bullet for their country should never be forced to lie about who they are in order to serve the country they love” Murphy said on the House floor after the vote.  In order for the Murphy amendment to occur, the Senate must first pass it, the Pentagon must complete its yearly review and the defense secretary, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the president must confirm that such repeal will not affect national security or military readiness.  The yearly review, known as the National Defense Authorization Act, is a federal law to specify the Department of Defense’s budget.  In his State of the Union address on Jan. 27, President Barack Obama said he would work with Congress and the military to remove the ban.  However, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said recently on FOX News Sunday that Obama may veto the Fiscal Year 2011 Defense Bill, even with the Murphy amendment attached to it, if the bill appears to contain defense projects that appear wasteful.  According to the Palm Center, a University of California, Santa Barbara research institute that studies controversial public policy issues, the United Kingdom, France, Canada and 22 other nations allow gays, lesbians and bisexuals to serve openly in their armed services.  Countries like China, Jamaica and Iran disallow the service of homosexuals in their militaries.  The U.S. is an exception in that homosexuals are allowed in the armed forces, but only in secrecy.  In 2006, Zogby International, a U.S. market research and opinion polling firm, polled military personnel on their opinion.  Results showed that 26 percent favored gays serving in the military, 37 percent opposed and 37 percent expressed no preference or were unsure.  “I now believe that if gay men and lesbians served openly in the United States military, they would not undermine the efficacy of the armed forces,” wrote Gen. John Shalikashvili, former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in January 2007.  “Our military has been stretched thin by our deployments in the Middle East, and we must welcome the service  of  any American who is willing and able to do the job,” Shalikashvili said.  A CBS News and New York Times poll in February showed 59 percent of the American public favored gays serving the military, while 44 percent of those in favor supported them serving openly.  
Hegemony – Withdrawal Hurts Heg

Iraq withdrawal collapses heg

Nikolas K. Gvosdev, Senior Fellow in Strategic Studies at The Nixon Center and Paul J. Saunders, Executive Director of The Nixon Center, Fall 2005, The National Interest 2005 FALL "Defining Victory" The National Interest.

Both strategies are problematic. Withdrawal after a self-proclaimed "victory" that leaves the insurgency largely intact and operational would fool no one; Americans and others around the world know a real victory when they see one--and they know a defeat when they smell it. Setting aside the fact that it would allow a cancerous terrorism problem to metastasize, withdrawal would lead to inevitable (if inaccurate) comparisons to the U.S. defeat in Vietnam, intensified speculation about "imperial overstretch" and declining American power, and a costly loss of credibility and influence.  The reality is that to be effective in the international system, the United States must be respected by the good and feared by the evil. Recklessness in foreign policy decision-making can lead the good to fear rather than respect us--and encourage efforts to limit U.S. power--while fecklessness produces neither respect nor fear but contempt. Many outside the United States might interpret withdrawal from Iraq without a clear victory as a feckless end to what they saw as a reckless war and would draw appropriate conclusions. As Alexis Debat outlined in the Summer 2005 issue of The National Interest, it would also allow international jihadists to consolidate a "new base in Iraq around which the technical, financial and human resources of Jihad, Inc., can again coalesce."

Withdrawal shatters U.S. credibility

Conrad Crane, Director of the U.S. Army Military History Institute, and W. Andrew Terrill, Middle East specialist at the Strategic Studies Institute (SSI) at the U.S. Army War College, October 2005, PRECEDENTS, VARIABLES, AND OPTIONS IN PLANNING A U.S. MILITARY DISENGAGEMENT 

STRATEGY FROM IRAQ, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB627.pdf, p. 4

The long-term dilemma of the U.S. position in Iraq can perhaps best be summarized as “We can’t stay, we can’t leave, and we can’t fail.” The longer that significant numbers of U.S. forces remain in Iraq, the more nationalist resentment builds and the more the United States appears to be an occupier. Additionally, the Army is strained more and the American public may become more uncertain about the wisdom of continuing to wage counterinsurgency war in Iraq. On the other hand, the United States cannot withdraw prematurely and risk a civil war or a return to unrestrained repression. Such a failed result would reinforce perceptions of American foreign policy ineptitude and lack of national will, and compromise the ability of the world’s remaining superpower to wield corresponding international influence.
Hegemony – Impact Takeout
(  )  US withdraw doesn’t cause war.

Eugene Gholz, Daryl Press were doctoral candidates in the Dept of Political Science at MIT, AND Harvey Sapolsky is Prof of Public Policy and Organization in the Dept of Political Science at MIT. Spring 1997. International Security. 

Several prominent analysts favor a policy of selective engagement.[70] These analysts fear that American military retrenchment would increase the risk of great power war. A great power war today would be a calamity, even for those countries that manage to stay out of the fighting. The best way to prevent great power war, according to these analysts, is to remain engaged in Europe and East Asia. Twice in this century the United States has pulled out of Europe, and both times great power war followed. Then America chose to stay engaged, and the longest period of European great power peace ensued. In sum, selective engagers point to the costs of others' great power wars and the relative ease of preventing them. The selective engagers' strategy is wrong for two reasons. First, selective engagers overstate the effect of U.S. military presence as a positive force for great power peace. In today's world, disengagement will not cause great power war, and continued engagement will not reliably prevent it. In some circumstances, engagement may actually increase the likelihood of conflict. Second, selective engagers overstate the costs of distant wars and seriously understate the costs and risks of their strategies. Overseas deployments require a large force structure. Even worse, selective engagement will ensure that when a future great power war erupts, the United States will be in the thick of things. Although distant great power wars are bad for America, the only sure path to ruin is to step in the middle of a faraway fight. Selective engagers overstate America's effect on the likelihood of future great power wars. There is little reason to believe that withdrawal from Europe or Asia would lead to deterrence failures. With or without a forward U.S. presence, America's major allies have sufficient military strength to deter any potential aggressors. Conflict is far more likely to erupt from a sequence described in the spiral model. The danger of spirals leading to war in East Asia is remote. Spirals happen when states, seeking security; frighten their neighbors. The risk of spirals is great when offense is easier than defense, because any country's attempt to achieve security will give it an offensive capability against its neighbors. The neighbors' attempts to eliminate the vulnerability give them fleeting offensive capabilities and tempt them to launch preventive war.[71] But Asia, as discussed earlier, is blessed with inherent defensive advantages. Japan and Taiwan are islands, which makes them very difficult to invade. China has a long land border with Russia, but enjoys the protection of the East China Sea, which stands between it and Japan. The expanse of Siberia gives Russia, its ever-trusted ally, strategic depth. South Korea benefits from mountainous terrain which would channel an attacking force from the north. Offense is difficult in East Asia, so spirals should not be acute. In fact, no other region in which great powers interact offers more defensive advantage than East Asia. The prospect for spirals is greater in Europe, but continued U.S. engagement does not reduce that danger; rather, it exacerbates the risk. A West European military union, controlling more than 21 percent of the world's GDP, may worry Russia. But NATO, with 44 percent of the world's GDP, is far more threatening, especially if it expands eastward. The more NATO frightens Russia, the more likely it is that Russia will turn dangerously nationalist, redirect its economy toward the military, and try to re-absorb its old buffer states.[72] But if the U.S. military were to withdraw from Europe, even Germany, Europe's strongest advocate for NATO expansion, might become less enthusiastic, because it would be German rather than American troops standing guard on the new borders. Some advocates of selective engagement point to the past fifty years as evidence that America's forward military presence reduces the chance of war. The Cold War's great power peace, however, was over determined. Nuclear weapons brought a powerful restraining influence.[73] Furthermore, throughout the Cold War, European and Asian powers had a common foe which encouraged them to cooperate. After an American withdrawal, the Japanese, Koreans, and Russians would still have to worry about China; the Europeans would still need to keep an eye on Russia. These threats can be managed without U.S. assistance, and the challenge will encourage European and Asian regional cooperation.
Hegemony – Impact Takeout

(  )  Heg can’t collapse and great power wars won’t occur – no industrialization, no economic benefits, and nuclear weapons.

Stephen Evera, Prof of Poli Sci at MIT, 2008, “A Farewell to Geopolitics,” p. 13-14.

The Danger that a Eurasian hegemon might appear and threaten the United States largely disappeared after the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991. There is now no plausible candidate for Eurasian hegemony on the horizon. China comes closest, but not very close. Someday China may rival the United States in military power, but that day is decades away.4 And even then China will pose little geopolitical threat to the United States for four reasons. First, geography makes China a markedly less plausible candidate for Eurasian hegemony than was Germany in 1917 and 1941 or the Soviet Union in 1947. Germany and the Soviet Union were adjacent to large industrial regions of Europe that they could invade over land. in contrast, China is not adjacent to large, vulnerable industrial regions. Europe’s industrial areas are very far from China. Japan is a major industrial region near China, hut it lies across a vast water barrier from the Asian mainland. A conventional Chinese invasion of Japan across this imposing- water barrier would be nearly impossible. China therefore does not have important industrial targets that it might conquer within easy reach. Geography naturally precludes China from gaining a wider industrial empire. Second, if China nevertheless does somehow conquer other industrial regions, it will gain little strength by doing so. The reason is that today’s postindustrial knowledge—based economies are far harder for a conqueror to harness to aggressive purposes than were the smokestack economies of the 1940S and i 9os. Postindustrial economies depend on free access to technical and social information. This access requires some domestic press freedom and access to the Internet, foreign publications, and foreign travel. But the police measures needed to subdue a conquered society require that these channels he controlled because they also serve-as carriers of subversive ideas. Thus key elements of the economic fabric now must be ripped out to maintain control over conquered polities. Conquerors must stifle the productivity of those they conquer in order to control them, leaving conquerors with little or no net economic gain. ,This is a marked change from the smokestack era, when societies could he conquered and policed with far less collateral harm to their economics. Third, the rising power of nationalism guarantees that China will pay large costs to police any empire that it conquers. The age of empire on the cheap has passed with the spread of nationalist ideas, small arms, and guerrilla tactics. A Chinese reach for empire will likely collide with effective resistance of the kind that defeated the Soviet Union in Afghanistan (1979—1989) and the United States in Vietnam (i 96 i—I 97).  Fourth, and most important, the nuclear revolution makes great powers virtually unconquerable. Any state with a secure nuclear deterrent is secure from conquest, as it could annihilate any attacker. And a secure deterrent is far easier to maintain than to threaten, So nuclear powers can defend themselves against states with many times their economic power. As a result, the United States could defend itself against China even if China grew to become the world’s largest economy, conquered its neighbors, and then found a way to harness their industrial power for war. Under such exceedingly far—fetched circumstances. China still could not conquer the United States without first developing a nuclear first—strike capability against the United States. But a Chinese nuclear first—strike capability is a pipe dream and will remain so. It would require an implausibly overwhelming Chinese economic superiority over the United States. An economically fast—growing and politically unchecked China could never gain such vast economic superiority even in a best—case scenario for China. A Chinese nuclear first—strike capability against the United States is not in the cards. Therefore, a plausible Chinese threat to U.S. sovereignty can be ruled out for the foreseeable future. For these reasons, addressing geopolitical threats should have far less priority in U .S. national security policy than in the past. Other major Powers are not the danger to U.S. security that they once were. Even a vast increase in the assets possessed by China—or Russia or the major European powers— would leave them unable to threaten the sovereignty of the United States. The United States can therefore afford to put much less priority on limiting their power.
Hegemony – AT: Terrorism
Heg doesn’t deter terrorism – historical proof.

Bradley A. Thayer, Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies of Missouri State University. 2007. American Empire: A Debate. Pg. 19.

Nevertheless, the military prowess of the United States does not mean that states or terrorist groups will not attack it. Perfect deterrence of all attacks is not possible—the United States may still be attacked at home or abroad and will always be vulnerable to some type of attack. The military and intelligence community are, and must always remain, vigilant because, although they suc​ceed in protecting Americans the vast majority of the time, they are judged by failures like Pearl Harbor or 9/11. Moreover, although it is rare, history shows that weaker states do attack stronger ones, as Japan did in 1941, or as Egypt and Syria did when they attacked Israel in 1973. But if a country were foolish enough to attack the United States, it is very likely to be defeated soundly and absolutely defeated and this fact helps maintain the massive deterrent power of the United States.

Heg causes terrorism

Christopher Layne, Professor of International Studies at the University of Miami. 2007. American Empire: A Debate. Pg. 69-70

Terrorism: When Over There Becomes Over Here 9/11 was not a random act of violence visited upon the United States. The United States was the target of al Qaeda’s terrorist strikes because that group harbored specific political griev​ances against the United States. If we step back for a moment from our horror and revulsion at the events of September 11, we can see that the attack was in keeping with the Clausewitzian paradigm of war: force was used against the United States by its adversaries to advance their political objectives. As Michael Scheurer, who headed the CIA analytical team monitoring Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda, put it, “In the context of ideas bin Laden shares with his brethren, the military actions of al Qaeda and its allies are acts of war, not terrorism.. .meant to advance bin Laden’s clear, focused, limited, and widely popular foreign policy goals  50Terrorism, Bruce Hoffman says, is “about power: the pursuit of power, the acquisition of power, and use of power to achieve political change.”51 As Clausewitz himself observed, “war is not an act of senseless passion but is controlled by its political object.”52 Terrorism really is a form of asymmetric warfare waged against the United States by groups that lack the military wherewithal to slug it out with the United States toe-to-toe. 9/11 was a violent counterreaction to America’s geopolitical—and cultural—primacy. As Richard K. Betts presciently observed in a 1998 For​eign Affairs article, “It is hardly likely that Middle Eastern radicals would be hatching schemes like the destruction of the World Trade Center if the United States had not been identified so long as the mainstay of Israel, the shah of Iran, and conservative Arab regimes and the source of a cultural assault on Islam.”53 U.S. primacy fuels terrorist groups like al Qaeda and fans Islamic fundamentalism, which is a form of “blowback” against America’s preponder​ance and its world role.54 As long as the United States uses its global primacy to impose its imperial sway on regions like the Persian Gulf, it will be the target of politically motivated terrorist groups like al Qaeda.
Iraq Stability – AT: Civil War
(  ) Doesn’t escalate – UN peacekeepers will step in if civil war breaks out in Iraq.

Struan Stevenson, The New Scotsman, July 12, 2010, http://news.scotsman.com/opinion/Struan-Stevenson-Looming-deadline-threatens.6413458.jp
 Democracy is the only reason the beleaguered Iraqi people have endured all of this misery. If it is allowed to die with the breaching of the constitution, then civil war and a return to violence and mayhem seem the only possible outcome.  The international community must prevent this. If no president has been elected by then, this should automatically trigger the international community's invoking of Chapter 7 of the UN Security Council Resolution on Iraq - whereby the international community will have to assume responsibility to prevent a return to violence and civil war.  This is of crucial importance, as any vacuum created by a breach of the constitution will be readily filled by neighbouring Iran, already meddling extensively in Iraqi internal affairs and keen to extend its malign brand of fascist Islam across the whole Middle East. 
Civil war doesn’t escalate

Stratfor Analysts, future seers “What Prevents a Broad Sunni-Shiite Conflict” 7/27/2006

http://www.stratfor.com/what_prevents_broad_sunni_shiite_conflict
Such remarks will contribute to an escalation of Middle Eastern sectarian tensions, which have simmered since the rise of the pro-Iranian Shia in Iraq. These tensions have been sharpened with the recent crisis in Lebanon. A number of factors make a regional Sunni-Shiite war unlikely in the region, however, contrary to the widespread belief that sectarian violence in Iraq could spill out beyond its borders. The tussle involving Iran, Syria, Lebanon, and Israel has complicated the Sunni-Shiite divide. This dynamic will limit the ability of Iran to become a regional powerhouse, and will confine the Iranian-Arab struggle to the borders of Iraq.

Withdrawal collapses the ISF causing civil war

Kimberly Kagan, affiliate John Olin Institute of Strategic Studies executive director Institute for the Study of War Awareness “Symposium: If We Fail” Jamie Glazov

Front Page Magazine 10/12/2007
http://frontpagemagazine.com/Articles/Read.aspx?GUID=A0DB2FFE-E3E8-4AD3-8C48-84773E6FF95D

If U.S. troops withdraw before the ISF is ready, terrorists and militias will slaughter those Iraqis who are now working so hard to defend their country. The Iraqi Security Forces, though improving dramatically, are unlikely to survive such a crisis – as their leadership is destroyed. The Iraqi Government, likewise, would not survive without an army. And the sectarian war that follows these collapses of government institutions and civil order will likely be far bloodier and more vigorous than the sectarian killings of 2006, because Iraqis will know that the U.S. will not defend them.
Iraq Stability – AT: Middle East War

There’s no scenario of Iraq escalation

Kevin Drum Washington Monthly “A Provocation” 9/12/2007
http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/archives/individual/2007_09/012050.php

Beyond that, though, there are the specifics of the MEIF scenario itself — and this is the part where I go to work without a net. Here's the nickel version of why I suspect an Iraqi civil war won't spread.  The four neighbors that are most likely to get involved in a wider war are Saudi Arabia, Iran, Jordan, and Syria. Basically, I consider Saudi Arabia a paper tiger. They're militarily incompetent and will never get directly involved in Iraq, no matter how much the local Wahhabi imams rant about the persecution of Iraq's Sunni minority. Iran is more competent, but over the past 30 years they've never displayed any territorial ambitions. They prefer working through proxies. Both Saudi Arabia and Iran may provide some modest funding for their "side," but probably not much more.  Jordan has no desire to get involved in any kind of war, and in any case we have a moderate amount of influence with King Abdullah. We can almost certainly keep Jordan from taking precipitate action as long as they don't feel too threatened. Syria is harder to predict, but they've got plenty of problems on their plate already. Besides, they've been making fairly consistently conciliatory noises lately, and as Eric Umansky reminds us, they actively tried to cooperate with us in the early days of the Iraq war until Donald Rumsfeld put the kibosh on them.  Needless to say, no one can predict the future with any confidence, especially in a region as turbulent as the Middle East. And it's impossible to prove that a worst case scenario won't happen. Still, I think most of the regional players are more invested in stability than we give them credit for, especially if the United States takes a sane and energetic diplomatic approach to things. Saudi Arabia and Iran both want to keep their oil flowing, and both continue to keep bilateral talks plodding along. Syria will follow Iran's lead. Jordan will hunker down.
A Mideast war would not escalate or go nuclear

Elizabeth Stevens, September 19, 2002, http://infomanage.com/nonproliferation/najournal/israelinucs.html

Thus far, Israel has confronted continuous hostility with a strong conventional superiority. It is doubtful that it would resort to a nuclear weapon given the fact that it could repel the attack of any one of its Arab opponents and probably a combination of them. Israel has signed a peace treaty with Egypt, and moderating forces in Jordan are strong. The recent peace treaty with the PLO and differences between Iraq and Syria further reduce the possibility of a united Arab attack. It would appear that Israel does not need a nuclear arsenal.

Middle East war won’t escalate

Professor Li Shaoxian, expert in the Middle East and a senior researcher in the Institute of Contemporary International Relations, 8-17-2001, http://www.china.org.cn/english/2001/Aug/17671.htm

Although the situation in the Middle East is alarming, it will not start a war. The main reasons are: First, both the international community and international environment will not allow another Middle East war to break out. Peace and development is still the theme of today’s world. No big power wants to see a new war between Arab and Israel in this area so crucial to oil production. Second, war is not in line with the interests of several countries in the Middle East. None of the Israelis (including Sharon himself) wants war, because war would again put the very existence of the country in danger; Yasser Afrafat, as well, does not want war, because war would turn his 10 years peace efforts into nothing; Egypt and Syria, the other two big powers in Middle East, do not want war either. The president of Egypt Hosni Mubarak firmly rejected the possibility of war in an interview with Israeli TV. Bashar al-Assad, the new president of Syria, has put most his attention on domestic affairs. Third, the countries and extremists who do want to see war have neither the capablities or means for war.
Iraq Stability – AT: Democratization

Iraqi democracy doesn’t spill over
Thomas Carothers, director of the Democracy and Rule of Law Project at the Carnegie Endowment, 2004, Critical Mission, p. 255

Even if Iraq manages to succeed democratically, the demonstration effect will be limited, given a model whose first steps consist of foreign invasion, followed by a short but frightening period of chaos and violence, then a long foreign occupation. Unlike the regional demonstration effects of democratic breakthroughs in Latin America and Eastern Europe, this is not a political model rooted in what a people can do for themselves. It hinges on the much less ap​pealing example of what the application of enormous foreign military force and subsequent political intervention and economic aid can make possible.

Democracy wont prevent war
Michael Hudson, Professor of International Relations and Seif Ghobash Professor of Arab Studies at Georgetown University, 1995, Democracy War & Peace, p. 217

The following tentative conclusions can be drawn from our historical specu​lations: First, the Arab (and Arab/Israeli) cases do not clearly indicate a clear relationship between regime structure (“democracy”) and foreign policy be​havior. This is mainly because there is so little democracy in this region. Sec​ond, to the extent that there might be such a relationship, these cases suggest that “democratic” structures might be less “peace-prone” than authoritarian structures. In the few instances of Arab democracy, we do find examples of warfare and armed combat with “democratic” Israel. This conclusion is also supported by our counterfactual analyses. Third, the Middle East experience provides more compelling support for the corollary to the “democracies don’t fight democracies” proposition, i.e., that democracies are quite belligerent in dealing with non-democracies, than for the main proposition itself. “Demo​cratic” Israel fought wars with “undemocratic” Arab regimes in 1956, 1967, 1969—70, and 1973 (see Schweller 1992, pp. 264—67). It should be noted, however, that most writers on the Middle East do not identify regime type as a major cause of these conflicts but focus instead on “real” grievances, security issues, and ideological factors. Fourth, “regime type” is a clumsy variable—static, hard to define, and hard to apply. Perhaps it is more appropriate for long-term his​torical and global comparisons than for the dynamics of conflict in the contem​porary Middle East. For the latter purpose, more promising political variables might include regime stability and regime capabilities. And for investigations of this level and scope, regime type may be less causally sensitive than regime identity. Who governs? The form may be parliamentary, but it matters whether the government is made up of conservative businessmen or radical profession​als. It matters whether it is one-party dominant or a fragile coalition of dispa​rate parties. And the degree of contestation and participation is also important. In short, refinements will be necessary for further fruitful investigation of the democratization and foreign policy question.

Arab democratization collapses US heg
Michael C. Hudson, Seif Ghobash Professor of Arab Studies and Professor of International Relations at Georgetown University, 3-22-2005, Middle East Policy

Will new liberal-democratic regimes serve American interests? To answer this question, we begin by invoking the old Chinese proverb: Beware of what you ask for; you might get it. In the Arab world, reformers working for political liberalization and democracy very often also strongly oppose certain American policies in the region. They ask: If the regimes in countries with close U.S. ties, such as Saudi Arabia, Qatar, Bahrain, Egypt, Jordan, Morocco, Tunisia and Yemen (to name a few), were genuinely free and democratic, would they permit American military bases and many other facilities that buttress the American strategic hegemony in the region, especially while the U.S. military is occupying Iraq and the administration is turning a blind eye to Israel's occupation of Palestinian territories? The public-opinion polls from across the region are devastating evidence of the broad popular antipathy toward the United States.

Iraq Instability – AT: Democratization – Unstable

Mid-east democratization unleashes political instability and anti-Israel sentiments, causing war. Democratization won’t be stable—only our turns apply

Martin Kramer, past director of the Moshe Dayan Center for Middle Eastern and African Studies at Tel Aviv University, 2002, The Washington Institute for Near East Policy http://www.geocities.com/martinkramerorg/Landsdowne2002.htm

Let me say that I am sympathetic to the intentions behind the promotion of democracy in the Middle East. I am also profoundly skeptical about what its consequences might be. Sympathetic, because I too believe that a truly democratic Arab world would more easily align itself with the champion of democracy, the United States. A truly democratic Arab world might even find it easier to accept Israel, another democracy, in its midst. But skeptical because I believe the underpinnings of such a transformation are completely lacking in the Arab world. Any attempt to promote democracy, far from making things better, might make them worse. For you see, ladies and gentlemen, I do not believe that the only alternative to the existing authoritarian order is democracy. Certainly it is the desirable alternative. But if we set ourselves the mission of democratizing the Arab world—especially if we decide to begin with our putative friends—there is more than a risk of unintended consequences. There would almost certainly be unintended consequences. This is what happened in the Balkans, in the aftermath of the collapse of communism. This is what has happened in parts of Central Asia in the aftermath of communism. We owe it to ourselves, if not to the Arab world, to be frank with them and with ourselves: the Arab world doesn't yet have the basic building blocks of democracy. The most basic building blocks are not elections, or political parties, or a free press. You can have elections in countries that are not free—the Arab world has them all the time. These countries have voting; they just don't have counting. Or let's just say they have selective counting, which produces those famous 99-percent votes in favor of the ruler. As for political parties, the Arab world also has them—mostly in the form of ruling parties. There are lots of those. And thanks to the proliferation of technologies, the press has never been freer in the Arab world—freer to disseminate hatred, lies, and incitement. These are not the building blocks of democracy. The basic building blocks are attitudes—above all, a tolerance of political differences, indeed even a celebration of political differences, debated openly and decided freely. Arab society lacks that tolerance. It is very sharing of many things—but not of political power. That power is like the honor of one's women: it cannot be compromised without being lost. And in the Arab world, historically, the loss of power has meant the loss of everything: honor, possessions. home, life itself. I do not claim here that the Arab world is imprisoned by Islam, as some might argue. I do claim that it is burdened by its history—history transmuted into memory, and preserved as a mindset. And I would summarize the mindset in a simple axiom: rule or die. Hence, the dearth of what is called civil society. Civil society is that panoply of associations that are greater than individual, family, clan, and tribe. These associations organize people around shared ideas and interests; democratic societies are replete with thousands upon thousands of such associations, from the PTA to the Pac. In the Arab world, civil society is very thin on the ground. And the reason is this: civil society is regarded everywhere as a form of political opposition. The state therefore seeks to destroy or co-opt it. And the people? They also suspect the institutions of civil society, which cannot protect them from the state, and whose sponsors are often distrusted. The only exception is the mosque, and through the mosque, the Islamic movements, to which I'll return momentarily. Now an American policy devoted to promoting democracy could strip the existing order of some of its legitimacy. In places where that legitimacy is particularly thin, such a policy could even precipitate regime change. I give America that much credit. But the question is, what comes next? And here we come back to the law of unintended consequences: if something can go wrong, it will. As the United States and Israel have just pursued a utopian peace process to its unintended consequence, it seems to me very appropriate to ask this: does anyone think that our tools of social engineering are any more precise when it comes to the democracy process? Are we so certain of the outcome that we can confidently take a jackhammer not only to the political structures of our enemies, but of our allies as well? To the promoters of democracy, I say, promise one thing: that the existing order will not be replaced by civil war as in Bosnia or Algeria or Lebanon. For bad as the Arab world is, it could get worse, and in fact it has been worse at various times and places. Almost everywhere, beneath the coercive order enforced by the regimes, there are precisely the same ethnic tensions that produced war in Bosnia, the same inter-faith hatreds that gave us war in Lebanon, or the same struggle for Islam that ended in civil war in Algeria. Can the doctors of democracy promise, first of all, to do no harm? 
