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Contention 1 is Inherency

Troops on schedule to be withdrawn from Iraq now but will be delayed – General Odierno reports army reinforcing bases in response to threat from Iranian Shiite militia instead of preparing to leave

(Debkafile, 7-22-10, “US-Iranian combat looms in Iraq as US plans UN role for US troop remnant” http://www.debka.com/article/8920/)
Rising military tensions are reported in Iraq as pro-Iranian Shiite militias appear to be planning attacks on American forces, debkafile's exclusive sources report from Washington and Baghdad. Tehran is furious over Washington's decision to retain a number of US troops in Iraq, possibly as UN peacekeepers, after the pullout pledged by President Barak Obama to start on September 1 Administration officials are holding intense consultations with UN Secretary Ban Ki-Moon for the US detachment staying on in Iraq to be reclassified as international peacekeepers. This means that not all the American troops due to withdraw in six weeks will in fact do so. Just last Friday, July 16, Vice President Joe Biden told a Democratic Party event in Nashville, Tennessee, shortly after returning from a visit to Iraq: "We will have brought home 95,000. There is no one in the military who thinks we cannot do that. I do not have a doubt in my mind that we will be able to meet the commitment of having only 50,000 troops there and it will not in any way affect the physical stability of Iraq." But then, on Wednesday night, July 21, General Ray Odierno, commander of the US forces in Iraq, said the American army is busy reinforcing its bases and preparing its forces in anticipation of attacks by at least three Shiite militias recently trained in Iran to strike American targets in Iraq. He also said the US drawdown was progressing on schedule, with about 74,000 troops currently in the country. According to the Obama administration's drawdown timetable, U.S. forces will number just 50,000 by the end of August and drop to zero by the end of 2011 in time with the transition to Iraqi agencies. However, for the second time in a week, the American general warned of an Iranian threat to US forces. debkafile's military sources report that the new state of combat alert may well delay the departure of some of the troops scheduled to leave Iraq by Sept. 1. Instead of preparing for their exit they have been pressed into work on new defense systems for US bases. If tensions with Iran continue to rise, the next batch of 24,000 troops due to withdraw may have to stay on after that date.
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Withdrawing non-PMC troops from Iraq will cause increased use of PMCs

WILLIAM MATTHEWS, 7/12/2010, Staff writer at Defence news, US contract use in Iraq expected to rise, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4704826&c=MID&s=TOP 

As the U.S. military pulls troops and equipment out of Iraq, the State Department will have to rely increasingly on contractors to perform such services as flying rescue helicopters and disarming roadside bombs, a congressional commission warned. That is not an ideal solution but none other seems available, members of the Commission on Wartime Contracting in Iraq and Afghanistan said during a July 12 hearing. While the Defense Department works to reduce its dependence on contractors, the State Department will have to greatly increase its use of hired help. "Boy, that really troubles me," said Dov Zakheim, a commission member and former Pentagon budget chief. "You're going to be getting contractors not only doing what they're doing today, but doing things that are inherently governmental." In a scenario spelled out by commission Co-chairman Michael Thibault, if State Department employees working as trainers for the Iraqi police come under fire from Iraqi insurgents, the injured might well have to be rescued by contractors because U.S. military forces are pulling out of the country.
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Delaying withdrawal leads to inevitable involvement and Iraqi corruption

Tom Andrews, Fmr. Maine Congressman, 2/24/10, Common Dreams (Iraq Withdrawal in Danger, http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/02/24-10)
So, where does that put our soldiers in Iraq? Waiting in the wings to see if the contingency plans being drawn up by their superiors put them back on the front lines. And that is both a senseless and an extremely dangerous place for our soldiers to be. As I wrote last May: "Will there continue to be violence and instability in Iraq as U.S. forces are removed? Yes. But if a secure and peaceful Iraq is the requirement for the removal of U.S. forces, then our forces will be there for a very long time. If, on the other hand, the bottom line is that it is time for Iraqis to take responsibility for Iraq - as 80% of the Iraqi population wants -then the president is right. It is time for U.S. forces to go." The bottom line for US policy in Iraq must be sovereignty, not security. If Iraqi leaders want to engage in flim-flam political maneuvers that enrage their opponents, alienate millions of Sunnis and ignite a new round of sectarian violence, that is their business. Iraq is their country. But the LAST thing that anyone should be thinking and planning and announcing is that our men and women in uniform might be ordered into harm's way to clean up the mess. Even the existence of so-called "contingency plans" by the US military sends a dangerous signal that once again our soldiers might be ordered to risk life and limb to bail out bad choices by sectarian Iraqis who hold the reins of power. Mr. President, please order General Odierno to dump his contingency plans and read your orders for the withdrawal of all combat forces from Iraq by the end of August. There should not be a shadow of a doubt that our soldiers are leaving Iraq on schedule.
1AC

Thus the Plan: The United States federal government should withdraw forces including private military contractors from Iraq. This withdrawal will operate in accordance with the timetables specified by the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA).  We’ll clarify.
1AC

Contention 2 is the Insurgency

Iraq is barely stable, but violence could return.

 [Zalmay Khalilzad, former U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq and the UN and American counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), June 28, 2010 “Zalmay Khalilzad's take on Iraq – Part 1,” Iraq Oil Report, http://www.iraqoilreport.com/politics/oil-policy/zalmay-khalilzads-take-on-iraq-part-1-4630/]
Zalmay Khalilzad: I think this election was a success. A positive step, a positive evolution in Iraqi politics. The level of violence was low. The level of participation was acceptable and the Iraqis voted in a less sectarian manner than in the previous election. The two leading parties, one is clearly a secular, non-sectarian, cross-sectarian party of Ayad Allawi that did very well. At the same time Prime Minister Maliki’s party (Dawlat Al-Qanoon) also presented itself as non-sectarian, cross-sectarian and it did very well as well. Of course still most Shia voted for Shia parties and most Sunnis voted for Iraqiya, but nevertheless it shows evolution in the attitudes of the people.

BL: You were ambassador in Iraq during a quite violent time, when there was a lot of animosity between Shia and Sunni in Iraq. There’s a fear that this could return – maybe in different ways, maybe at a lower level – but that it could. Especially after the elections, if some parties are marginalized, do you think there is a risk of this violence returning?
ZK: You cannot rule it out. It’s possible it could be reignited. It could happen in two ways. One is if there is contestation of the election results, and if takes a very long time to form a government and during this period violence increases. Or if terrorists are able to carry out operations, spectacular operations, that could once again increase insecurity. Also, violence could increase if a narrowly based and sectarian government is formed. 
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US military brings insurgency, withdrawal brings stability
Global Times, 7/19/10(“U.S. withdrawal means chance of normal Iraq”, http://english.cntv.cn/20100719/102309.shtml)
In fact, the prospect of the US military evacuation from Iraq depends neither on the Iraqi security situation, nor the policies of the new Iraqi regime. Instead, it is based on the methodology of how the US maintains its interests in Iraq. To station troops in Iraq is not the best way to achieve its interests.  The US cannot maintain its influence in Iraq by relying on garrison forces. A large number of troops is economically unsustainable and also unhelpful for the US in getting rid of the identity and image of an invader. Meanwhile, the US garrison has become the main reason for the social unrest, unstable political environment, and worsening security situation in Iraq. It was because of this that the Bush administration, which launched the Iraq war, made the decision for the full evacuation of US forces in Iraq. The Obama administration followed the decision and implemented the evacuation agreement, keeping his commitment during the election. The biggest bottleneck for the US is the legality problem of its interests in Iraq. Rather than get out of the "quagmire," the US would actually like to straighten out its relations with Iraq while taking the opportunity of the Iraqi election to es-tablish normal relations with the country. As a result, with such a kind of lasting legitimacy, US interests in Iraq might be even amplified at a lower cost. From this perspective, the Iraqi election in April is a new attempt for the US to solve the legality problem of its presence in the country. The US took great efforts to influence the direction of the Iraqi elections, starting from the development of the electoral law amendment, the final vote, and the settlement of the "election blacklist" incident, to the personal backing of President Barack Obama and Secretary Hillary Clinton on the election polling day.

Therefore, when the "long-waited" election results were announced, the US immediate-ly acted and set the tone for the arrangement: To congratulate the Iraqi people and government and to support the election results. In 2005, the US sought to define the Iraqi political structure through the democratic electoral process in order to maintain and expand its long-term interests in the country. However, the 2005 election in Iraq was heavily manipulated by the Bush administration, which strongly supported Shiite power and was resisted by the Sunnis. The elected government did not reflect the real power structure of domestic political forces in Iraq, which led to the retrogression of ethnic and political progress. Serious sectarian and ethnic conflicts were triggered, which led to the deterioration of the security situation. Therefore, the Obama administration tried to facilitate an elective government with broadly representative and social foundations. The US was relatively neutral in this election and essentially respected the domestic results produced by different political forces in Iraq. As Odierno said, the security guarantee of US military bases in Iraq has been strengthened and the joint operations to suppress anti-government militants have also been upgraded. A evacuation plan from Iraq is within reach now, which indicates the coming of a "post-occupation" era in the country. The US is trying to maintain its influence in Iraq in a more proper way under the new conditions, which is a notable change in the relations of the two countries. The end of foreign military occupation is the logical starting point for the normalization of Iraq. The direct intervention of external forces will gradually weaken over time and US-Iraq relations will become more normalized. The political and social order, broken by the war, will effectively reach a fragile balance after the temporary pains. No matter voluntary or forced, the Iraqi elite and the public should have sufficient political wisdom and courage to seek for a path to realize political and ethnic reconciliation in the US-designed framework. Iraq's problems will eventually be solved by the Iraqi people themselves. The normalization process of Iraqi political structures and development is also the restoring process of its national independence and nativity.
Insurgent violence is aimed at destabilizing attempts at government formation

Michal Harari, fellow at the Institute for the Study of War, 6.10.2010, 
www.understandingwar.org/files/FactSheet_IraqGovFormation2.pdf 

During this period of government formation, insurgent groups have sought to destabilize the political and 

security situation by targeting members of the Iraqiyah list. In recent weeks three members of al-Iraqiyah were 

assassinated while another was injured in an assassination attempt.7 Most incidents occurred in Sunni areas of 
northern Iraq which arguably points to Sunni insurgent groups trying to provoke a response from al-Iraqiyah. 
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Rise in insurgency will spark an Iraqi Civil War as factions fight for control, impact is Middle East war and econ collapse.
Ashraf Fahim, writer on Middle Eastern Affairs for the Asia Times, 8.20.2005, Asia Times Online, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/GH20Ak01.html 

Given all this grist, how might the dark mill of civil war begin turning in Iraq? It might simply develop out of a continuing, steady rise in the vicious cycle of revenge killings. Alternatively, a sudden breakdown of the political process could lead each sect to quickly assert its interests by force: the Kurds attempting to seize Kirkuk, for example, or Arab Sunnis and Shi'ites fighting for control of the mixed Sunni-Shi'ite towns south of Baghdad - all of which would entail ethnic cleansing. Further ideological and interdenominational divisions would also arise. Inter-Shi'ite rivalries were recently on display in the southern town of Samawa, where supporters of SCIRI and influential cleric Muqtada al-Sadr clashed. Muqtada espouses a brand of Iraqi and Islamic nationalism that could lead his Mehdi Army to side with those opposed to federalism if civil war did erupt.

And then there are the neighbors. As professor Juan Cole, an expert in Iraq and Shi'ism, recently wrote in the Nation: "If Iraq fell into civil war between Sunnis and Shi'ites, the Saudis and Jordanians would certainly take the side of the Sunnis, while Iran would support the Shi'ites." In essence, a civil war would see the eight-year Iran-Iraq war of the 1980s replayed on Iraqi territory. To complicate matters, any Kurdish success would draw in Turkey. Beyond Iraq, a civil war could destabilize the Gulf, and thereby the world economy. Sunni-Shi'ite tensions could be kindled in states like Bahrain, Kuwait and most importantly, Saudi Arabia , where an occasionally restive Shi'ite population forms a majority in the eastern part of the country (where all the oil is).

War in the Middle East turns to global nuclear war, causing extinction.
John Steinbach, nuclear specialist, Secretary of the Hiroshima-Nagasaki Peace Committee of the National Capitol Area, 3.2.2002, Centre for Research on Globalisation http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html 
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)
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Withdrawal According to SOFA Increases Peace and Security in the Middle East

Ryan Crocker, Dean and executive professor, George Bush School of Government and Public Service, Texas A&M University, 7/10, National Interest, “Dreams of Babylon,” Ebsco, http://web.ebscohost.com
Now we need to shore up the accomplishments of Baghdad. If it is true that failure in Iraq would have had far-reaching consequences for our interests in the region and beyond, it is also true that the emergence of a stable, prosperous and pluralistic country can have a positive impact far beyond its borders. Since the 1958 revolution that overthrew the monarchy, successive Iraqi regimes have defined themselves in opposition to the West generally and the United States in particular. For example, Iraq led OPEC in nationalizing the oil sector. For the first time in fifty years, we are witnessing an Iraq that wants close economic and strategic ties with the West. Nuri al-Maliki and other Iraqi leaders have made multiple visits to Washington and European capitals. Immediately after his campaign against Jaish al-Mahdi in 2008, al-Maliki went to Brussels for meetings with EU and NATO representatives. The signal to the West--and to Tehran and Damascus--was clear. Major international oil companies, including from the United States, are now helping to develop the country's petroleum resources. An Iraq at the heart of the Middle East, strategically linked to the West could profoundly alter the political calculus of the region. And we now have the blueprint to make this a reality. In the post-surge climate of relative stability at the end of 2008 we were able to negotiate two historic bilateral accords, the Status of Forces Agreement and the Strategic Framework Agreement, which provided for a smooth handover from the Bush to the Obama administration. They are our road map for the future. Perhaps inevitably, most public attention has been on the first, which provides for the full withdrawal of U.S. forces by the end of 2011. That agreement effectively ended the allegations in Iraq that America sought permanent occupation, as it did the debate in this country about our presence there. Although we are no longer involved in combat operations, the fact that our military is on the ground is an important reassurance to Iraqis. The Obama administration's decision to reduce troop levels to fifty thousand by the end of August will require very careful management to ensure that Iraqis do not become less inclined to compromise as they wrestle with the hard decisions ahead of them. And if the new government in Baghdad approaches us about the possibility of extending our presence beyond 2011, I hope we will listen very carefully. The Strategic Framework Agreement should emerge over time as the model for our long-term relationship. It lays out the parameters for a U.S.-Iraqi partnership in education, trade, diplomacy, culture, and science and technology. It is the outline for an alliance that can fundamentally alter the strategic map of the Middle East. But it will require U.S. commitment. I am heartened to see Vice President Joe Biden engage directly and repeatedly on Iraq. That sustained, high-level effort will be essential in helping the Iraqis deal with the multiple challenges ahead of them and in cementing our partnership for the future. Over time, these agreements will define an increasingly normalized relationship between two sovereign partners. At present, our active involvement will continue to be vital. We need to be sensitive to Iraqi concerns over sovereignty, but we need to be in country. While recent progress has brought new hope to Iraqis, the fear hardwired into their society from the Saddam era remains profound. The Shia are afraid of the past--that a Sunni dictatorship will reassert itself. The Sunnis are afraid of the future--an Iraq in which they are no longer ascendant. And the Kurds, with their history of suffering, are afraid of both the past and the future. Our sustained presence and involvement works to mitigate those fears. Iraq is in a far better place today than it was before the surge. But it is a long war, and the need for sustained commitment continues. Increasingly, that engagement will be through civilian rather than military means, but it is vital that we not lose focus. Iran and Syria have had a bad few years in Iraq, but they are willing to wait. Patience is not our strong suit. Over the years, in the broader Middle East, our allies have come to fear our strategic impatience, and our adversaries to count on it. Our disengagement from Pakistan and Afghanistan after the Soviet retreat in 1989 ultimately gave al-Qaeda the space to plan the 9/11 attacks. Now we are back; but in Afghanistan in 2002 and in Pakistan from 2004 to 2007, I found many who wondered when we would head for the exits again. As it is in Iraq, the continuity in policy from the Bush to the Obama administration in both these countries is welcome and extremely important. We saw what happened the last time the United States decided to leave. We are dealing with the same enemies today, and they have not become kinder or gentler in the interim. 
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Contention 3 is Soft Power

US soft power on the brink – Obama panders to enemies and is ignored while alienating allies

 ( Irwin M. Stelzer, director of -economic policy studies at the Hudson Institute, 7-1-10, “Obama: Impotence Abroad, Omnipotence at Home”, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/07/01/opinion/main6637037.shtml) 
While the secretary of defense works on plans to reduce spending on the military, his boss concocts plan after plan to increase spending on social programs. Even overseas interventions deemed important to national security are grudging, time-limited affairs-we might drop in for a while, but we are soon homeward bound. The American government’s power to influence foreign events is assumed to be extraordinarily limited. While increasingly threatening and intransigent enemies strut across the world stage in defiance of sanctions and pleadings of international institutions, America has cast its lot with those multilateral institutions, eschewing unilateralism even when vital overseas interests are involved, pursuing the approval of adversaries from the Arab Middle East to Russia, Asia, and Africa.

Fast forward to domestic policy. Here government power is considered almost without limit. Fossil fuels create environmental and security problems, so government will order the invention of alternatives. The health care system is flawed, but rather than repair it we will transform it into one run largely by government. If Americans cannot be wooed to support these transformations, they are to be ignored by an administration and Congress that is far to their left, deploying a variety of parliamentary tricks. No wooing of support from Americans, from whom approval for domestic interventions is seen as less necessary than is the approval of the “international community” for our foreign policy.

Indeed, when it comes to domestic policy, so strong is the administration’s sense of rectitude that the approval of the international community, so sought after in overseas affairs, matters not. If attacking a leading British company helps make the case for preventing offshore drilling, attack it the president will. If the European nations decide that austerity is necessary to get their finances in order, lecture them on the need to continue their stimulus programs. If Germany’s trade policies don’t suit the administration, go after Angela Merkel in advance of a G20 meeting. Those, of course, are traditional allies.

An exception to the policy of disregarding the views of other nations on U.S. domestic policy can always be made for a less friendly nation. If China manipulates its currency, rather than publicly identifying that practice, as the law requires, postpone the mandated report, even though currency manipulation by the Chinese regime undercuts the president’s goal of doubling exports in the next five years. China, after all, is a potential adversary, to be wooed, while Britain, its pension funds heavily dependent on dividends from BP, is to be lacerated, never mind that we rely on its troops to support our efforts in Afghanistan.
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International perception that the US is overly militant because of the Iraq War kills soft power.

Hinnebusch 07 (Raymond, Professor of International Relations and Middle East Politics, Vol. 16, No. 3, 209–228, Fall 2007, Middle East Critique, The US Invasion of Iraq: Explanations and Implications, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a782790793&fulltext=713240928) 

But hegemony also depends on legitimacy—many states accept it as long as the hegemon defends a world order that benefits more actors than itself. For John Ikenberry,16 the hegemon's overwhelming power is actually unthreatening since the US is content to be an 'off-shore balancer' and eschews territorial aggrandizement; because, being democratic, its policy is predictable and self-restraining, not arbitrary; and because its power is exercised through multinational institutions where it is constrained by mutually agreed rules. The Iraq war, however, suggests that the US role in the world has taken a turn away from benign hegemony as predictability, self-restraint, and multilateralism no longer hold and, in the Middle East at least, the US has become a partisan player, not a balancer. Iraq may mark a watershed, as the squandering of soft power and substitution of force for consent undermines the legitimacy of US leadership.
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Inability for Obama to commit to the withdrawal date will show weakness

Christopher A. Preble, director of foreign policy at the CATO institute, 3/5/2010, CATO institute (Iraq Elections Should Not Impact U.S. Troop Withdrawal, http://www.cato.org/pressroom.php?display=ncomments&id=326

A spate of bombings and other killings in Iraq in advance of this weekend's elections -- including a series of blasts in Baghdad that killed at least 12 people on Thursday -- have prompted calls to postpone or abandon altogether plans for withdrawing U.S. troops. The Obama administration should proceed as scheduled, and all U.S. military personnel should be out of the country by the end of next year, if not sooner. Sectarian tensions remain high in Iraq, and allegations of election fraud might only make these problems worse. Given the political uncertainties following the election, some would renegotiate -- or simply ignore -- the agreement crafted by the outgoing Bush administration, and signed and ratified by the Iraqi government, to have all U.S. troops out of Iraq by December 31, 2011. Rather than adhere to the terms of the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), some would condition our withdrawal upon events on the ground, paving the way for an open-ended presence. Such a policy reversal is neither warranted nor wise. An expeditious military withdrawal from Iraq, and a handover of security responsibilities to the Iraqi people is in America's strategic interest. The war in Iraq has already consumed far too much blood and treasure, and our troops are straining under the burdens of repeated foreign deployments. Meanwhile, although Americans remain bitterly divided over a host of issues both foreign and domestic, there is strong bipartisan support for following through on our commitment to exit Iraq. The public is right to oppose a costly, endless state-building mission in that country. Even though the elections in Iraq have been marred by violence, the fact that they took place at all is yet another reminder that the Iraqi people are taking charge of their future. Barack Obama came to Washington promising not just to end the war in Iraq, but also "the mindset that led us into Iraq." If Obama waffles on the more modest promise to simply follow through on withdrawal, it will be a discouraging sign that Washington has changed him more than he has changed Washington. 
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Loss in US soft power causes extinction.
Florig, 10 - Hankuk University of Foreign Studies (Dennis, “Hegemonic Overreach vs. Imperial Overstretch,” 2/6, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.cfm/SSRN_ID1548783_code1259934.pdf?abstractid=1548783&mirid=1)

There is an even larger question than whether the U.S. will remain the hegemonic state within a western dominated system. How long will the West remain hegemonic in the global system?25 Since Spengler the issue of the decline of the West has been debated. It would be hard to question current western dominance of virtually every global economic, political, military, or ideological system today. In some ways the domination of the West seems even more firm than it was in the past because the West is no longer a group of fiercely competing states but a much more cohesive force. In the era of western domination, breakdown of the rule of each hegemonic state has come because of competition from powerful rival western states at the core of the system leading to system-wide war. The unique characteristic of the Cold War and particularly the post-Cold War system is that the core capitalist states are now to a large degree politically united and increasingly economically integrated.  In the 21st century, two factors taking place outside the West seem more of a threat to the reproduction to the hegemony of the American state and the western system than conflict between western states: 1. resistance to western hegemony in the Muslim world and other parts of the subordinated South, and 2. the rise of newly powerful or reformed super states.  Relations between the core and periphery have already undergone one massive transformation in the 20th century—decolonization. The historical significance of decolonization was overshadowed somewhat by the emergence of the Cold War and the nuclear age. Recognition of its impact was dampened somewhat by the subsequent relative lack of change of fundamental economic relations between core and periphery.  But one of the historical legacies of decolonization is that ideological legitimation has become more crucial in operating the global system. The manufacture of some level of consent, particularly among the elite in the periphery has to some degree replaced brute domination. Less raw force is necessary but in return a greater burden of ideological and cultural legitimation is required. Now it is no longer enough for colonials to obey, willing participants must believe. Therefore, cultural and ideological challenges to the foundations of the liberal capitalist world view assume much greater significance. Thus the resurgence of Islamic fundamentalism, ethnic nationalism, and even social democracy in Latin America as ideologies of opposition have increasing significance in a system dependent on greater levels of willing consent. As Ayoob suggests, the sustained resistance within the Islamic world to western hegemony may have a “demonstration effect” on other southern states with similar grievances against the West.26  The other new dynamic is the re-emergence of great states that at one time or another have been brought low by the western hegemonic system. China, in recent centuries low on the international division of labor, was in some ways a classic case of a peripheral state, or today a semi-peripheral state. But its sheer size, its rapid growth, its currency reserves, its actual and potential markets, etc. make it a major power and a potential future counter hegemon. India lags behind China, but has similar aspirations. Russia has fallen from great power to semi-peripheral status since the collapse of the Soviet empire, but its energy resources and the technological skills of its people make recovery of its former greatness possible. No one knows exactly what the resurgence of Asia portends for the future. However, just as half a century ago global decolonization was a blow to western domination, so the shift in economic production to Asia will redefine global power relations throughout the 21st century.  Classical theory of hegemonic cycle is useful if not articulated in too rigid a form. Hegemonic systems do not last forever; they do have a life span. The hegemonic state cannot maintain itself as the fastest growing major economy forever and thus eventually will face relative decline against some major power or powers. The hegemon faces recurrent challenges both on the periphery and from other major powers who feel constrained by the hegemon’s power or are ambitious to usurp its place. Techniques of the application of military force and ideological control may become more sophisticated over time, but so too do techniques of guerilla warfare and ideological forms of resistance such as religious fundamentalism, nationalism, and politicization of ethnic identity. World war may not be imminent, but wars on the periphery have become quite deadly, and the threat of the use of nuclear weapons or other WMD by the rising number of powers who possess them looms.  The hegemonic state tends to become overstretched, but more importantly the U.S., because of its messianic sense of mission, tends to overreach. Some of the burden the hegemon has to assume is inevitable, but the U.S. is particularly prone to massive miscalculation. 
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Contention 4 is Overstretch

US military overstretch is on the brink; we are incapable of dealing with potential security threats in the future.

Foreign Policy Magazine. A publication dedicated to unbiased studies and reports regarding foreign policy matters. 02-19-08. http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2008/02/19/the_us_military_index
Today, the U.S. military is engaged in a campaign that is more demanding and intense than anything it has witnessed in a generation. Ongoing wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, now entering their fifth and seventh years respectively, have lasted longer than any U.S. military engagements of the past century, with the exception of Vietnam. More than 25,000 American servicemen and women have been wounded and over 4,000 killed. Additional deployments in the Balkans, on the Korean Peninsula, and elsewhere are putting further pressure on the military's finite resources. And. at any time, U.S. forces could be called into action in one of the world's many simmering hot spots--from Iran or Syria, to North Korea or the Taiwan Strait. Yet, even as the U.S. military is being asked to sustain an unprecedented pace of operations across the globe, many Americans continue to know shockingly little about the forces responsible for protecting them. Nearly 70 percent of Americans report that they have a high level of confidence in the military, yet fewer than 1 in 10 has ever served. Politicians often speak favorably about people in uniform, but less than one quarter of the U.S. Congress has donned a uniform. It is not clear whether the speeches and sound bites we hear from politicians and experts actually reflect the concerns of those who protect our nation. What is the actual state of America's military? How healthy are the armed forces? How prepared are they for future conflicts? And what impact are the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan really having on them? To find out, FOREIGN POLICY and the Center for a New American Security teamed up to conduct a groundbreaking survey of current and former military officers. Recognizing that the military is far from a monolith, our goal was to find out what America's highest-ranking military people--the very officers who have run the military during the past half century--collectively think about the state of the force, the health of the military, the course of the war in Iraq, and the challenges that lie ahead. It is one of the few comprehensive surveys of the U.S. military community to be conducted in the past 50 years. In all, more than 3,400 officers holding the rank of major or lieutenant commander and above were surveyed from across the services, active duty and retired, general officers and field-grade officers. About 35 percent of the participants hailed from the Army, 33 percent from the Air Force, 23 percent from the Navy, and 8 percent from the Marine Corps. Several hundred are flag officers, elite generals and admirals who have served at the highest levels of command. Approximately one third are colonels or captains--officers commanding thousands of soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines--and 37 percent hold the rank of lieutenant colonel or commander. Eighty-one percent have more than 20 years of service in the military. Twelve percent graduated from one of America's exclusive military academies. And more than two thirds have combat experience, with roughly 10 percent having served in Iraq, Afghanistan, or both. These officers see a military apparatus severely strained by the grinding demands of war. Sixty percent say the U.S. military is weaker today than it was five years ago. Asked why, more than half cite the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, and the pace of troop deployments those conflicts require. More than half the officers say the military is weaker than it was either 10 or 15 years ago. But asked whether "the demands of the war in Iraq have broken the U.S. military," 56 percent of the officers say they disagree. That is not to say, however, that they are without concern. Nearly 90 percent say that they believe the demands of the war in Iraq have "stretched the U.S. military dangerously thin." The health of the Army and Marine Corps, the services that have borne the brunt of the fighting in Iraq, are of greatest concern to the index's officers. Asked to grade the health of each service on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 meaning the officers have no concern about the health of the service and 10 meaning they are extremely concerned, the officers reported an average score of 7.9 for the Army and 7.0 for the Marine Corps. The health of the Air Force fared the best, with a score of 5.7. The average score across the four services was 6.6. More than 80 percent of the officers say that, given the stress of current deployments, it is unreasonable to ask the military to wage another major war today. Nor did the officers express high confidence in the military's preparedness to do so. For instance, the officers said that the United States is not fully prepared to successfully execute such a mission against Iran or North Korea. A majority of the officers also say that some of the policy decisions made during the course of the Iraq war hindered the prospects for success there. These include shortening the time units spend at home between deployments and accepting more recruits who do not meet the military's standards. Even the military's ability to care for some of its own--mentally wounded soldiers and veterans--was judged by most officers to be substandard. These negative perceptions, however, do not necessarily translate into a disillusioned or disgruntled force. Sixty-four percent of the officers report that they believe morale within the military is high. Still, they are not without concern for the future. Five years into the war in Iraq, for example, a majority of the officers report that either China or Iran, not the United States, is emerging as the strategic victor 

[CARD CONTINUES, NO TEXT DELETED]
[CARD CONTINUES, NO TEXT DELETED]

in that fight. In an era when the U.S. military is stretched dangerously thin, it's a sign that the greatest challenges may still 

lie ahead. THE NEXT WAR When it comes to addressing threats such as the nuclear ambitions of Iran or North Korea, American officials are fond of saying that "all options are on the table." But given the ongoing conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan, how credible is it to assume that the United States could successfully conduct another major military operation somewhere else in the world today? According to the index's officers, not very. Asked whether it was reasonable or unreasonable to expect the U.S. military to successfully wage another major war at this time, 80 percent of the officers say that it is unreasonable. The officers were also asked about four specific hot spots--Iran, North Korea, Syria, and the Taiwan Strait--and how prepared they believe the United States is to successfully fight a major combat operation there, were a war to break out today. Using a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 meaning that the United States is fully prepared and 1 meaning that the United States is unable to execute such a mission, the officers put America's preparedness for war against Iran at just 4.5. The average readiness score for America's armed forces to go to war in those four hot spots was 4.8.

1AC

The Armed Forces are becoming overstretched because of Iraq.

Michael Evans The Times; The Sunday Times staff writer, defence editor. 11-5-07 The Times; The Sunday Times. http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/politics/article2806256.ece

The Armed Forces are “running on empty”, overstretched by the long-running operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, according to a report on the state of the military. “The conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan have seriously diminished the ability of the Armed Forces to meet future challenges,” the think-tank Demos said. With such pressures affecting the Forces, the current situation was “unsustainable – financially, organisationally, operationally and in terms of military-society relations”.
1AC
Overstretch causes loss in hard power

Carlo Kopp. Journalist, Research Fellow in Regional Military Strategy at the Monash Asia Institute in Melbourne. PhD and MSc degrees at Monash University. June 2009 Defence Today

However, this recapitalisation will have to compete against the sustained funding drain of GWOT operations and equipment maintenance, in a political climate where the Bush Administration has been on an ongoing defensive against its many critics. This is complicated by many extant equipment recapitalisation programs, framed against the strategic circumstances of the 1990s. These programs could result in force structure components ill suited for the strategic geography and circumstances of the Pacific Rim. The Joint Strike Fighter, designed around Middle Eastern and European geography, is a prime example. This strategic morass affects Australia, with its increasing strategic dependency on US forces. Force structure planning in Canberra has been recently focused away from regional capability priorities, playing instead on the global stage as a supporting actor. This has been a strategic miscalculation of unprecedented proportions and needs to be addressed urgently, since there is no certainty at this stage that the US will be able to recover its strategic position in the Pacific Rim within the coming decade. While it is far too early to arbitrarily write the US off as a spent power, the US is entering a decade of serious stress in its military budgets and force structures, resulting ongoing difficulties in maintaining a credible deterrent posture in the Pacific Rim region. 

Loss of hard power internationally escalates to global extinction. Hard power solves all their DA !’s.

Zalmay Khalilzad, Deputy Sec of Def, WQ Spring 1995
A world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and receptive to American values - democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, renegade states, and low level conflicts. Finally, US leadership would help preclude the rise of another global rival, enabling the US and the world to avoid another cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange.

1AC

Loss in US hard power causes extinction.
Florig, 10 - Hankuk University of Foreign Studies (Dennis, “Hegemonic Overreach vs. Imperial Overstretch,” 2/6, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.cfm/SSRN_ID1548783_code1259934.pdf?abstractid=1548783&mirid=1)

There is an even larger question than whether the U.S. will remain the hegemonic state within a western dominated system. How long will the West remain hegemonic in the global system?25 Since Spengler the issue of the decline of the West has been debated. It would be hard to question current western dominance of virtually every global economic, political, military, or ideological system today. In some ways the domination of the West seems even more firm than it was in the past because the West is no longer a group of fiercely competing states but a much more cohesive force. In the era of western domination, breakdown of the rule of each hegemonic state has come because of competition from powerful rival western states at the core of the system leading to system-wide war. The unique characteristic of the Cold War and particularly the post-Cold War system is that the core capitalist states are now to a large degree politically united and increasingly economically integrated.  In the 21st century, two factors taking place outside the West seem more of a threat to the reproduction to the hegemony of the American state and the western system than conflict between western states: 1. resistance to western hegemony in the Muslim world and other parts of the subordinated South, and 2. the rise of newly powerful or reformed super states.  Relations between the core and periphery have already undergone one massive transformation in the 20th century—decolonization. The historical significance of decolonization was overshadowed somewhat by the emergence of the Cold War and the nuclear age. Recognition of its impact was dampened somewhat by the subsequent relative lack of change of fundamental economic relations between core and periphery.  But one of the historical legacies of decolonization is that ideological legitimation has become more crucial in operating the global system. The manufacture of some level of consent, particularly among the elite in the periphery has to some degree replaced brute domination. Less raw force is necessary but in return a greater burden of ideological and cultural legitimation is required. Now it is no longer enough for colonials to obey, willing participants must believe. Therefore, cultural and ideological challenges to the foundations of the liberal capitalist world view assume much greater significance. Thus the resurgence of Islamic fundamentalism, ethnic nationalism, and even social democracy in Latin America as ideologies of opposition have increasing significance in a system dependent on greater levels of willing consent. As Ayoob suggests, the sustained resistance within the Islamic world to western hegemony may have a “demonstration effect” on other southern states with similar grievances against the West.26  The other new dynamic is the re-emergence of great states that at one time or another have been brought low by the western hegemonic system. China, in recent centuries low on the international division of labor, was in some ways a classic case of a peripheral state, or today a semi-peripheral state. But its sheer size, its rapid growth, its currency reserves, its actual and potential markets, etc. make it a major power and a potential future counter hegemon. India lags behind China, but has similar aspirations. Russia has fallen from great power to semi-peripheral status since the collapse of the Soviet empire, but its energy resources and the technological skills of its people make recovery of its former greatness possible. No one knows exactly what the resurgence of Asia portends for the future. However, just as half a century ago global decolonization was a blow to western domination, so the shift in economic production to Asia will redefine global power relations throughout the 21st century.  Classical theory of hegemonic cycle is useful if not articulated in too rigid a form. Hegemonic systems do not last forever; they do have a life span. The hegemonic state cannot maintain itself as the fastest growing major economy forever and thus eventually will face relative decline against some major power or powers. The hegemon faces recurrent challenges both on the periphery and from other major powers who feel constrained by the hegemon’s power or are ambitious to usurp its place. Techniques of the application of military force and ideological control may become more sophisticated over time, but so too do techniques of guerilla warfare and ideological forms of resistance such as religious fundamentalism, nationalism, and politicization of ethnic identity. World war may not be imminent, but wars on the periphery have become quite deadly, and the threat of the use of nuclear weapons or other WMD by the rising number of powers who possess them looms.  The hegemonic state tends to become overstretched, but more importantly the U.S., because of its messianic sense of mission, tends to overreach. Some of the burden the hegemon has to assume is inevitable, but the U.S. is particularly prone to massive miscalculation. 
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Contention 5 is Solvency

Withdrawal is key to Iraqi stability and relations with Iraq and the rest of the world.

 [Raed Jarrar, political consultant for the American Friends Service Committee, and a senior fellow at Peace Action, 05-27-10 “Don't reward violence in Iraq by extending US troop withdrawal deadline,” Juneau Empire, http://www.juneauempire.com/stories/052710/opi_645328218.shtml]
President Obama should not bow to the Beltway voices urging him to keep U.S. troops longer in Iraq. At a speech at West Point on Saturday, Obama said: "We are poised to end our combat mission in Iraq this summer." His statement, which the cadets greeted with applause, is a reaffirmation of his pledge to have all U.S. combat forces leave Iraq by Aug. 31. Any remaining armed forces are required to leave Iraq by the end of 2011 in accordance with the binding bilateral Security Agreement, also referred to as the Status of Forces Agreement. But Washington pundits are still pushing Obama to delay or cancel the U.S. disengagement, calling on him to be "flexible" and take into consideration the recent spike of violence in Iraq. Hundreds of Iraqis have been killed and injured during the last few months in what seems to be an organized campaign to challenge U.S. plans. While most Iraqis would agree that Iraq is still broken, delaying or canceling the U.S. troop removal will definitely not be seen as "flexibility," but rather as a betrayal of promises. Iraqis believe that prolonging the military occupation will not fix what the occupation has damaged, and they don't think that extending the U.S. intervention will protect them from other interventions. The vast majority of Iraqis see the U.S. military presence as a part of the problem, not the solution. Linking the U.S. withdrawal to conditions on the ground creates an equation by which further deterioration in Iraq will automatically lead to prolonging the U.S. military presence. Some of the current Iraqi ruling parties want the U.S. occupation to continue because they have been benefiting from it. Some regional players, including the Iranian government, do not want an independent and strong Iraq to re-emerge. And other groups, including al-Qaeda, would gladly see the United States stuck in the current quagmire, losing its blood, treasure and reputation. Connecting the pullout to the prevalent situation would be an open invitation to those who seek an endless war to sabotage Iraq even further, and delaying it will send the wrong message to them. By contrast, adhering to the current time-based plan would pull the rug from under their feet and allow Iraqis to stabilize their nation, a process that may take many years but that cannot begin as long as Iraq's sovereignty is breached by foreign interventions. If the Obama administration reneges on its plans, it will effectively reward those responsible for the bloodshed and further embolden them. Such a decision would most likely have serious ramifications for the security of U.S. troops in Iraq, and will impede the security and political progress in the country. And delaying the U.S. pullout will not only harm the U.S. image around the world, which Obama has been trying hard to improve, but it will also be the final blow to U.S. credibility in Iraq. The mere promise of a complete withdrawal has boosted Iraqi domestic politics and enhanced the U.S. perception in the country. Unless Obama delivers on his promises, many of these achievements will be lost, and Iraq will be sent back to square one. 

Inherency

Pullout will be delayed, Obama won’t make the deadline.
 [Associated Press, Lara Jakes, “ US reconsiders pace of troop withdrawal this summer in Iraq,” 5/12/10 Associated Press, http://www.boston.com/news/world/middleeast/articles/2010/05/12/us_reviewing_pace_of_iraq_troop_pullout/]

American commanders, worried about increased violence in the wake of Iraq’s inconclusive elections, are reconsidering the pace of a major troop pullout this summer, US officials said yesterday. The withdrawal of the first major wave of troops is expected to be delayed by about a month, the officials said. Waiting much longer could endanger President Obama’s goal of reducing the force level from 92,000 to 50,000 troops by Aug. 31.  More than two months after parliamentary elections, the Iraqis have still not formed a new government, and militants aiming to exploit the void have carried out attacks like Monday’s bombings and shootings that killed at least 119 people — the country’s bloodiest day of 2010.  The threat has prompted military officials to look at keeping as many troops on the ground for as long as possible without missing the Aug. 31 deadline. A security agreement between the two nations requires American troops to be out of Iraq by the end of 2011.  In Baghdad and Washington, US officials say they remain committed to the deadline, which Obama has said he would extend only if Iraq’s security deteriorates. Getting out of Iraq quickly and responsibly was among Obama’s top campaign promises in 2008. Extending the deadline could be politically risky back home — but so could anarchy and a bloodbath following a hasty retreat.  Two senior administration officials said the White House is closely watching to see if the Aug. 31 date needs to be pushed back — if only to ensure that enough security forces are in place to prevent or respond to militant attacks. Both spoke on condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the administration’s internal discussions.  Already, the violence, fueled by Iraq’s political instability, will probably postpone the start of what the top US commander in Iraq, Army General Ray Odierno, has called the withdrawal “waterfall’’ — sending home large numbers of troops in a very swift period.  In a January interview, Odierno said he hoped to start withdrawing as many as 12,500 troops a month on average, starting in May, to meet the August deadline. He has long said he would not start the withdrawal until two months after Iraq’s March 7 elections to ensure stability.  But three US officials in Baghdad and a senior Pentagon official said that the “waterfall’’ is now expected to begin next m onth at the earliest. All cited ongoing concerns about whether the political impasse would lead to violence, and spoke on condition of anonymity to discuss the process more candidly.  “From a military perspective, the best way for us to maintain security is to hold as many forces on the ground until we need to redeploy them,’’ said one of the senior officials in Baghdad. The official said it would be wise for Odierno to wait as long as he can, given the unsettled political conditions in Iraq.  At the Pentagon, “there’s been a renewed focus on Iraq lately,’’ said the senior military official there. He said all options were being considered, including later delays, adding that “we need to get out in an appropriate way . . . not completely tied to a timeline.’’  Major General Stephen Lanza, the top US military spokesman in Iraq, said yesterday troops are on track to draw down by the president’s Aug. 31 deadline but would not say whether the pace was being slowed.  Although “there is still work to be done here,’’ Lanza said that overall, violence across Iraq is lower than it has been in years.  “Shortly before the election, there were 96,000 US troops in the country. About 4,000 troops were sent home last month — including military dentists, postal workers, truck drivers, and other support personnel. As of last week, there were about 92,000 US troops in Iraq, meaning an average of 10,500 a month would have to be pulled out. 
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White House Will Delay SOFA—Current Plans Threaten Iraqi Stability
The Guardian, 5/10, “Iraq violence set to delay US troop withdrawal,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/may/12/iraq-us-troop-withdrawal-delay
The White House is likely to delay the withdrawal of the first large phase of combat troops from Iraq for at least a month after escalating bloodshed and political instability in the country. General Ray Odierno, the US commander, had been due to give the order within 60 days of the general election held in Iraq on 7 March, when the cross-sectarian candidate Ayad Allawi edged out the incumbent leader, Nouri al-Maliki. American officials had been prepared for delays in negotiations to form a government, but now appear to have balked after Maliki's coalition aligned itself with the theocratic Shia bloc to the exclusion of Allawi, who attracted the bulk of the minority Sunni vote. There is also concern over interference from Iraq's neighbours, Iran, Turkey and Syria. Late tonight seven people were killed and 22 wounded when a car bomb planted outside a cafe exploded in Baghdad's Sadr City, a Shia area, police and a source at the Iraqi interior ministry said. The latest bomb highlights how sectarian tensions are rising, as al-Qaida fighters in Iraq and affiliated Sunni extremists have mounted bombing campaigns and assassinations around the country. The violence is seen as an attempt to intimidate all sides of the political spectrum and press home the message to the departing US forces that militancy remains a formidable foe. Odierno has kept a low profile since announcing the deaths of al-Qaida's two leaders in Iraq, Abu Omar al-Baghdadi and Abu Ayub al-Masri, who were killed in a combined Iraqi-US raid on 18 April. The operation was hailed then as a near fatal blow against al-Qaida, but violence has intensified ever since. All US combat forces are due to leave Iraq by 31 August, a date the Obama administration is keen to observe as the president sends greater reinforcements to fight the Taliban in Afghanistan – a campaign he has set apart from the Iraq war, by describing it as "just". Iraqi leaders remain adamant that combat troops should leave by the deadline. But they face the problem of not having enough troops to secure the country if the rejuvenated insurgency succeeds in sparking another lethal round of sectarian conflict. "The presence of foreign forces sent shock waves through Iraqis," said Hoshyar Zebari, the foreign minister. "And at the beginning it was a terrifying message that they didn't dare challenge. But then they got emboldened through terrorism and acts of resistance. And as the Americans are leaving, we are seeing more of it." Zebari said Iraq's neighbours were taking full advantage of the political stalemate. He also hinted that they may be directly backing the violence. "They too have been emboldened, because we haven't been able to establish a viable unified government that others can respect," he said. "In one way or another, Iran, Turkey and Syria are interfering in the formation of this government. "There is a lingering fear [among some neighbouring states] that Iraq should not reach a level of stability. The competition over the future of Iraq is being played out mostly between Turkey and Iran. They both believe they have a vested interest here." The withdrawal order is eagerly awaited by the 92,000 US troops still in Iraq – they mostly remain confined to their bases. This month Odierno was supposed to have ordered the pullout of 12,500, a figure that was meant to escalate every week between now and 31 August, when only 50,000 US troops are set to remain – all of them non-combat forces. US patrols are now seldom seen on the streets of Baghdad, where the terms of a security agreement between Baghdad and Washington are being followed strictly: this relegates them to secondary partners and means US troops cannot leave their bases without Iraqi permission. US commanders have grown accustomed to being masters of the land no longer, but they have recently grown increasingly concerned about what they will leave behind. Zebari said: "The mother of all mistakes that they made was changing their mission from liberation to occupation and then legalising that through a security council resolution." Earlier this week, Allawi warned that the departing US troops had an obligation enshrined in the security agreement and at the United Nations security council to safeguard Iraq's democratic process. He warned of catastrophic consequences if the occupation ended with Iraq still politically unstable.
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Crippling Iraqi violence strongly discourages U.S. withdrawal. Even with the timeline in place, the U.S. will not exit Iraq in the status quo. 

William Rivers Pitt, Staff writer for uruknet.info, 5/15/10, uruknet.info, “Out of Iraq? Don’t Hold Your Breath,” http://www.uruknet.info/?new=66028

President Obama will not get the United States out of Iraq in his first term. If he wins a second term, it is highly unlikely he will get us out of Iraq before he finally leaves office. We're not going anywhere. Yeah, yeah, I know, the word from the White House ever since Obama first began to campaign has been that we'll be out of Iraq by 2011. That was the promise, oft-repeated, and I'm here to tell you that it's a load of bull. Iraq is the 51st state, now and forever, so praise the Lord and pass the taxpayer-funded ammunition, amen. The reasons for this grim truth are myriad, and most recently have to do with another frenzy of violence and bloodshed in that ravaged, raped nation. A parliamentary election on March 7 failed to deliver majority control to either of the two major factions - one controlled by former Prime Minister Iyad Allawi, the other by current Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki - and the resulting power struggle has spilled into the streets. Again. On Monday, more than 100 people were killed and 300 injured after a series of bombings and assassinations rippled across Iraq. In total, it appears there were more than 60 attacks; Baghdad, Mosul, Hilla, and other cities were rent by explosions and gunfire which, according to the power players, had a decidedly political edge. Matters have gotten so dangerous there that Allawi was compelled to lash out at his own government (such as it is) for sitting on their hands while people are getting killed: The violence didn't end on Monday. On Tuesday, two bombs went off in Mosul, one targeting the Iraqi police force and the other targeting an Iraqi military patrol. A suicide car bomb went off at a police checkpoint in Falluja, and hundreds of students tried to storm a local Parliament building in the Kurdish region of Iraq after the abduction and killing of a Kurdish journalist. This would all be disgusting by itself, but is made more so by the fact that these events have become so morbidly predictable. Advocates of the war, along with a herd of "professional" pundits, would argue that things are far better in Iraq than they used to be. Those unfortunate souls who have spent the first half of this week sweeping guts and eyeballs off the sidewalks, however, would probably beg to differ. We made such an incredible mess in Iraq that continued violence is a brass-bound guarantee. Every act of violence gives more fuel to those who argue for staying. It's a perfect circle, and it is not going to stop.

Inherency

Current timeframe withdrawal is likely to be pushed back

Associated Press, 5.11.2010, http://rawstory.com/rs/2010/0511/reconsidering-pace-iraq-withdrawal/ “U.S. “Reconsidering” Pace of Iraq Withdrawal”
American commanders, worried about increased violence in the wake of Iraq's inconclusive elections, are now reconsidering the pace of a major troop pullout this summer, U.S. officials said Tuesday. More than two months after parliamentary elections, the Iraqis have still not formed a new government, and militants aiming to exploit the void have carried out attacks like Monday's bombings and shootings that killed at least 119 people — the country's bloodiest day of 2010.The threat has prompted military officials to look at keeping as many troops on the ground, for as long as possible, without missing the Aug. 31 deadline. A security agreement between the two nations requires American troops to be out of Iraq by the end of 2011. Two senior administration officials said the White House is closely watching to see if the Aug. 31 date needs to be pushed back — if only to ensure enough security forces are in place to prevent or respond to militant attacks. Both spoke on condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the administration's internal discussions. Already, the violence, fueled by Iraq's political instability, will likely postpone the start of what the top U.S. commander in Iraq, Army Gen. Ray Odierno, has called the withdrawal "waterfall" — sending home large numbers of troops in a very swift period. "From a military perspective, the best way for us to maintain security is to hold as many forces on the ground until we need to redeploy them," said one of the senior officials in Baghdad. The official said it would be wise for Odierno to wait as long as he can, given the unsettled political conditions in Iraq. At the Pentagon, "there's been a renewed focus on Iraq lately," said the senior military official there. He said all options were being considered, including later delays, adding that "we need to get out in an appropriate way ... not completely tied to a timeline." The little progress made so far — the creation last week of a Shiite-dominated political alliance that could control Iraq's government and keep Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki in power — appears so fragile that the U.S. Embassy's No. 2 official, Cameron Munter, described it as "a prenup, not a marriage. "If it holds, the partnership between al-Maliki's State of Law coalition and the religious Shiite Iraqi National Alliance threatens to anger Sunnis who heavily backed al-Maliki's main rival, Iraqiya. If Sunnis continue to feel sidelined, that in turn could fuel sectarian tensions and raise fears of new violence. Late last month, Obama told advisers to "remain focused and not assume it'll all work out," according to another senior administration official. "Any drawdown tied to Iraq's politics in a precise way would seem to be in need of revision now," said Michael O'Hanlon, an Iraq expert at the Brookings Institution in Washington. "We had sort of assumed more progress by this point when first laying out the plan."
Inherency
Iraq violence will delay troop withdrawal

Magdi Abdelhadi, BBC Arab Affairs Analyst, 8.19.2009, BBC News, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/8210263.stm 
However, the frequency of the recent attacks - and the fact that the latest blasts hit the heart of government in central Baghdad, will raise questions about the competence of the Iraqi security services as well as about the motives. Whether it is primarily sectarian or not, the apparent aim of the violence has almost always been to destabilise Iraq and show the government losing control. Increased violence could in theory make it difficult for parties in the current governing coalition to claim that they have made Iraq safe again. Continued or increased violence could also easily increase the risk of wider regional troubles, with Iraq's neighbours backing one group against its rivals to ensure an outcome favourable to their national interests. Iraq and Washington had agreed that all American troops will have withdrawn by the end of 2011. Should continued violence force a change to those plans, this would be a serious blow to US President Barack Obama, who has made orderly military disengagement from Iraq one of his top foreign policy priorities.

Indecisive elections will complicate and delay U.S. withdrawal 

Dale McFeatters, Scripps Howard News Service Staff Writer, 6.16.2010, The Korea Times http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/07/137_67724.html 
Iraq's new parliament met for 18 minutes this week, just long enough for the members to be sworn in and postpone indefinitely their first order of business, choosing someone for the largely ceremonial post of president. Even so, U.S. officials counted the abbreviated session as a victory of sorts. More than three months after the elections, Iraq still does not have a government and it may be weeks, even months, before it gets one. This could greatly complicate U.S. plans for withdrawal ― all combat troops out by Aug. 31, except for 50,000 to remain as trainers of the Iraqi security forces and to conduct counterterrorism operations as needed. Those remaining troops are to be gone by the end of 2011. But absent a government, the U.S. military might be Iraq's only guarantee against anarchy and a resumption of sectarian fighting. The problem is that the March 7 elections did not produce a clear winner, only a narrow plurality. The Iraqiya party of former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi won 91 seats in the 325-seat parliament. The State of Law party of incumbent Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki won 89 seats.
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Fear of Instability Will Result in the Delay of U.S. Withdrawal Date

Washington Report on Middle East Affairs Citing John Nagle, president of the Center for a New American Security, 9/09, Volume 28 Issue 7, “Dr. John Nagl Sees Extended U.S. Involvement in Iraq,” EBSCOhost, http://web.ebscohost.com/
The Middle East Institute in Washington, DC hosted John Nagl, current president of the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), to discuss the future of American involvement in Iraq. The June 29 talk, coming one day before the withdrawal of U.S. troops from major Iraqi cities, was attended by a combination of students, foreign journalists and diplomats, including current U.S. Ambassador to Iraq Christopher Hill. After paying tribute to soldiers and other actors who have turned the situation in Iraq around, Dr. Nagl said there were "still real challenges to achieving stability." Paramount among these challenges, he said, will be problems in northern Iraq, particularly in the multi-ethnic, oil-rich city of Kirkuk. "A battle in Kirkuk between Kurds and Arabs over autonomy and oil could spiral out of control," Nagl warned, also citing the potential ratification of a constitution by the Kurdish regional government as a looming threat to the Iraqi state. Nagl dismissed the notion that Iraq could slide back into a sectarian "full-scale civil war" like the one the state "stepped back from the brink of…in 2007." "There will be many more bombings," he acknowledged, but it will be "next to impossible" for a sectarian conflict to succeed, due to the increased professionalism of security forces. Despite improvements in the country, however, Nagl said he is "absolutely convinced that a continued American presence" will remain in Iraq for the foreseeable future. Regarding the 2011 target date for complete withdrawal of U.S. combat forces, Nagl said, "I believe that the Iraqi government is going to come to its senses in 2010 or '11." With this in mind, Dr. Nagl argued that the U.S. needs a "lower' profile" in Iraq in the coming years. American forces will take more of a "behind-the-scenes" advisory role, predicted the retired Army lieutenant colonel, who spent his final two years of active duty in Kansas training transition teams to be embedded with Iraqi and Afghan units. American troops will need to provide "security force assistance," which Nagl said includes on-the-ground assistance when situations get out of hand as well as material support. Most importantly, he said, will be building "institutions loyal to Iraq and not individual leaders." Related to the last point is better governance, which Nagl defined as less corrupt with an egalitarian civilian promotion system. Finally, Nagl argued, American advisers will need to aid Iraq in achieving "economic diversification." "Ninety percent of Iraqi revenue comes from oil, while agriculture is less than 10 percent of GDP," he said, arguing the latter sector is "a place where we can do a lot more." Ultimately, Nagl noted that it is in America's interest to "have a strong, determined relationship" with Iraq, not only for strategic reasons, such as blunting Iranian influence in the region, but also because of international security and economic concerns.
Inherency

Influential Iraq Observers Encourage Amendment or Elimination of SOFA, Fearing Instability and War

Toby Dodge, Senior Consulting Fellow for the Middle East at the IISS and Reader in International Politics at Queen Mary, University of London, 3-25-10, Survival, “The US and Iraq: Time to Go Home,” http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/780565_731197592_920295827.pdf
Beyond government, the crisis surrounding the elections brought a set of familiar voices back into the Iraq debate. Thomas Freidman, an enthusiastic liberal cheerleader for the invasion, has blamed Iraqis and their ‘culture’ for the instability and violence. For him, in the absence of ‘an Iraqi Shiite Nelson Mandela’, change for the good will be a long time coming.7 A more practical and empirically grounded suggestion came from two long-time Iraq watchers, Kimberly and Fred Kagan. They suggested that Obama should abandon his own, self-imposed timeline for drawing down US troops and return to a conditions-based approach, similar to that adopted by the G.W. Bush administration before the status-of-forces negotiations. This would, in effect, slow the United States’ disengagement from Iraq and could see American commitments increase if commanders on the ground thought the situation warranted it.8 Finally, it was left to that sharp-eyed but pessimistic observer of Iraq, Tom Ricks, to argue that the Obama administration should renegotiate the Status of Forces Agreement completely so that a ‘residual force’ of 30,000–50,000 US troops could be kept in the country past December 2011. This, Ricks hoped, would deter increased instability or a return to all-out civil war.9

Inherency

Despite Instability, Iraq Wants the U.S. Gone—Attempts to Impose Democracy are Rejected by Sectarian Politics.  

Toby Dodge, Senior Consulting Fellow for the Middle East at the IISS and Reader in International Politics at Queen Mary, University of London, 3-25-10, Survival, “The US and Iraq: Time to Go Home,” http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/780565_731197592_920295827.pdf
Public pressure and parliamentary compromise, however, were unable to guarantee a free and fair election. The usefulness of sectarianism was still too strong a lure even for a successful prime minister to resist. In a country with few checks and balances, those seeking to manipulate the state for their own electoral advantage have found it easy to do. On 7 January 2010, the Justice and Accountability Commission (the organisation charged with pursuing the de-Ba’athification process set in train by the Americans in 2003) issued edicts seeking to ban 511 individual candidates and 14 party lists from the elections.13 On the night before the election they banned another 50 candidates.14 Those advocating and backing the mass exclusion of candidates must have known that, at the very least, it would inflame sectarian tensions and encourage politically motivated violence. Ali Faysal al-Lami, the head of the Justice and Accountability Commission, is also running for election in a coalition dominated by the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq. This blatant conflict of interest is emblematic of a system where governmental institutions have been colonised by political parties and run as private fiefdoms. The lack of a legal basis for the exclusion of 511 candidates shows how tenuous the rule of law is in Iraq. The only piece of legislation passed by the Iraqi parliament that deals with de-Ba’athification is the Justice and Accountability Law of January 2008. This stipulates that high-ranking former ex-Ba’athists are subject to de-Ba’athification. However, al-Lami made it clear in a public statement that the most influential politician to be banned from the elections, Saleh al-Mutlaq, was not excluded under this legislation.15 Given that Mutlaq was expelled from the Ba’ath Party in 1977, helped draft the new Iraqi constitution and had led a party that won 11 seats in the 2005 elections, it was difficult to see any legal logic that could be deployed to exclude him from the March elections.16 The United States was apparently taken by surprise at the number of excluded candidates. During Joe Biden’s seventeenth visit to Baghdad in late January, he tried to find a compromise that would allow the majority of those excluded to run.17 Unfortunately, Biden only triggered accusations of American interference in the electoral process from, amongst others, al-Lami and key members of the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq’s coalition,18 and he failed to obtain the lasting compromise he was looking for. When Biden met with Maliki, the Iraqi prime minister simply restated his support for the exclusions.19

Soft Power Inherency

PMCs blurring lines between US and corporate employees in Iraq hurt US credibility

(Washington Post, 7-21-10, “Day 2: National Security Inc.”, Top Secret America: A Washington Post Investigation, http://www.postandcourier.com/news/2010/jul/21/day-2-national-security-inc/)
Since 9/11, contractors have made extraordinary contributions - and extraordinary blunders - that have changed history and clouded the public's view of the distinction between the actions of officers sworn on behalf of the United States and corporate employees with little more than a security badge and a gun. Contractor misdeeds in Iraq and Afghanistan have hurt U.S. credibility in those countries as well as in the Middle East. Abuse of prisoners at Abu Ghraib, some of it done by contractors, helped ignite a call for vengeance against the United States that continues today. Security guards working for Blackwater added fuel to the five-year violent chaos in Iraq and became the symbol of an America run amok. Contractors in war zones, especially those who can fire weapons, blur "the line between the legitimate and illegitimate use of force, which is just what our enemies want," Allison Stanger, a professor of international politics and economics at Middlebury College and the author of "One Nation Under Contract," told the independent Commission on Wartime Contracting at a hearing in June.

Uniqueness: Soft Power

US presence creates global animosity.

Lieutenant General Robert G. Gard, Jr., former President of the National Defense University, and Brigadier General John Johns, former assistant secretary for defense, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation Nov ‘5, “There are risks if the U.S. withdraws its troops from Iraq. Are there greater risks in keeping them there?” http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2005/11/00_gard-johns_there-are-risks-if-the-us-withdraws.htm
A recent Pew Center international poll shows that the United States is held in low esteem across the globe, particularly in the Muslim world, largely as a result of the U.S. Administration’s foreign policies; and the war in Iraq continues to be deeply unpopular internationally, including with the populaces of our allies. Most countries believe that the invasion and occupation of Iraq has made the world a less safe place. Many are also suspicious that the United States intends to establish permanent bases in Iraq to secure the flow of oil from the region, a charge the Administration has not denied.
Link: Sectarian Violence

Iraq instability is on the brink, further chaos could reignite sectarian conflict
Zalmay Khalilzad, former U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan and American Counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, 6.18.2010, Iraq Oil Report http://www.iraqoilreport.com/politics/oil-policy/zalmay-khalilzads-take-on-iraq-part-1-4630/

Ben Lando: What is your take on post-election, pre-government-formation Iraq?

Zalmay Khalilzad: I think this election was a success. A positive step, a positive evolution in Iraqi politics. The level of violence was low. The level of participation was acceptable and the Iraqis voted in a less sectarian manner than in the previous election. The two leading parties, one is clearly a secular, non-sectarian, cross-sectarian party of Ayad Allawi that did very well. At the same time Prime Minister Maliki’s party (Dawlat Al-Qanoon) also presented itself as non-sectarian, cross-sectarian and it did very well as well. Of course still most Shia voted for Shia parties and most Sunnis voted for Iraqiya, but nevertheless it shows evolution in the attitudes of the people.

BL: You were ambassador in Iraq during a quite violent time, when there was a lot of animosity between Shia and Sunni in Iraq. There’s a fear that this could return – maybe in different ways, maybe at a lower level – but that it could. Especially after the elections, if some parties are marginalized, do you think there is a risk of this violence returning?

ZK: You cannot rule it out. It’s possible it could be reignited. It could happen in two ways. One is if there is contestation of the election results, and if takes a very long time to form a government and during this period violence increases. Or if terrorists are able to carry out operations, spectacular operations, that could once again increase insecurity. Also, violence could increase if a narrowly based and sectarian government is formed.

Link: Insurgency

US presence worsens insurgency

Lieutenant General Robert G. Gard, Jr., former President of the National Defense University, and Brigadier General John Johns, former assistant secretary for defense, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation Nov ‘5, “There are risks if the U.S. withdraws its troops from Iraq. Are there greater risks in keeping them there?” http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2005/11/00_gard-johns_there-are-risks-if-the-us-withdraws.htm
The insurgency could continue to intensify and expand: Using the U.S. military occupation as its clarion call, Al Qaeda has successfully appealed to foreign religious terrorists, Sunnis, and other nationalist elements within Iraq, all bent on ridding the Middle East of American military presence and influence. Even Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld has conceded the tension between foreign forces needed for protection and their image as occupiers.

Link: Overstretch

Involvement in Iraq causes military overstretch and inability to address other critically important security threats.

Lieutenant General Robert G. Gard, Jr., former President of the National Defense University, and Brigadier General John Johns, former assistant secretary for defense, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation Nov ‘5, “There are risks if the U.S. withdraws its troops from Iraq. Are there greater risks in keeping them there?” http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2005/11/00_gard-johns_there-are-risks-if-the-us-withdraws.htm
U.S. attention will continue to be diverted from other critical security issues: Waging a full-time, unpopular war in Iraq, combined with the recent hurricane disasters, consumes the attention of the Administration's national security team, resulting in too little consideration of other critical threats to the security of the United States. These include terrorist organizations, unsecured nuclear weapons and materials in the former Soviet Union, the nuclear aspirations of Iran and North Korea and loose nuclear materials around the globe available to terrorists. It also detracts attention and funds from protection of our borders, our ports, our nuclear and chemical plants, our food and water supplies, and our domestic transportation system.

The U.S. military will be stretched to the breaking point: In January 2004, Lieutenant General John Riggs said: "I have been in the Army 39 years, and I’ve never seen it as stretched in that 39 years as I have today;" and it is more stretched now. Despite increased incentives and lowered standards, the Army is unable to meet its recruitment goals.

If the U.S. maintains troops in Iraq indefinitely at or near current levels, the ability of our armed forces to protect our national security interests in the rest of the world, including in Afghanistan where the Taliban has mounted a reinvigorated insurgency, will continue to decline.

It is evident that many junior and mid-grade officers, discouraged by the prospect of repeated tours in Iraq, are resigning their commissions after fulfilling their mandatory service obligations, rather than opting for careers in the military. The difficulties faced by the armed forces today will lead to a deterioration of the quality of the Army from which it will take many years to recover.
Link: Soft Power
PMCs foster anti- American sentiment in local populations

Peter W. Singer, October 02, 2007, director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative and a senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings, The Dark Truth about Blackwater Private Military Contractors, Iraq, U.S. Military, http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2007/1002militarycontractors.aspx
The point here is not that all contractors are "cowboys," "unprofessional" or "killers," as Blackwater and other contractors are often described. Most are highly talented ex-soldiers. However, their private mission is different from the overall public operation. Those, for example, doing escort duty are going to be judged by their corporate bosses solely on whether they get their client from point A to B, not whether they win Iraqi hearts and minds along the way. Ann Exline Starr, a former Coalition Provisional Authority advisor, described the difference between when she traveled with a U.S. military escort and with guards from Blackwater and another State Department-contracted security firm, DynCorp. While the uniformed soldiers kept her safe, they also did such things as playing cards and drinking tea with local Iraqis. The private contractors had a different focus. "What they told me was, 'Our mission is to protect the principal at all costs. If that means pissing off the Iraqis, too bad.'"  This "protection first and last" mentality has led to many common operating practices that clearly enrage locals. In an effort to keep potential threats away, contractors drive convoys up the wrong side of the road, ram civilian vehicles, toss smoke bombs, and fire weaponry as warnings, all as standard practices. After a month spent embedded with Blackwater contractors in Baghdad, journalist Robert Young Pelton said, "They're famous for being very aggressive. They use their machine guns like car horns."  As far back as 2005, U.S. officers in Iraq such as Col. Hammes were worried that while contractors may have been fulfilling their contract, they were also "making enemies each time they went out." U.S. Army Col. Peter Mansoor, one of the leading experts on counterinsurgency, similarly noted in January 2007, that "if they push traffic off the roads or if they shoot up a car that looks suspicious, whatever it may be, they may be operating within their contract -- to the detriment of the mission, which is to bring the people over to your side. I would much rather see basically all armed entities in a counter-insurgency operation fall under a military chain of command."  

PMCs inherently create instability empirically proven

Olsson Christian, Monday 7 February 2005, Doctorand in political sciences (international relations) at the Institute of Political Studies (IEP) of Paris affiliated to the International Research and Studies Center (CERI). Researcher associated with the Center with Studies on the Conflicts, Paris, Private Military Companies in Iraq : a Force for Good ?, http://www.libertysecurity.org/article127.html

The third issue concerns their potentially destructive consequences. Can one really expect lucrative companies benefiting from the business of war to be efficient in the effective restoration of peace? The answer seems to be negative when considering that in many cases they are used by states to intervene in local conflicts without being suspected of interference or of acts of aggression. This was the case when the US government used the firm MPRI to support and train the Croatian Armed Forces after the collapse of Yugoslavia. This program led up to the lethal Operation Storm in 1995 that saw the ethnic cleansing of the Krajina region killing hundreds of civilians and leaving more than 170 000 homeless. This could never have been achieved directly by the US government without provoking a massive outcry in the international community. In many other instances PMCs have been used to pour small arms into war-torn societies, to train local militias and even to engage directly in combat, thus durably intensifying local conflicts.

PMCS undermine local government authority and foster anti American setement
Moshe Schwartz, January 19, 2010, Specialist in Defense Acquisition, CRS Report for Congress, The Department of Defense’s Use of Private Security Contractors in Iraq and Afghanistan: Background, Analysis, and Options for Congress,  http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R40835.pdf
According to many analysts, these events have in fact undermined the U.S. mission in Iraq and Afghanistan.48 An Iraqi Interior Ministry official, discussing the behavior of private security contractors, said “Iraqis do not know them as Blackwater or other PSCs but only as Americans.”49 One senior military officer reportedly stated that the actions of armed PSCs “can turn an entire district against us.”50 Some analysts also contend that PSCs can be a direct threat to the legitimacy of the local government. These analysts argue that if counter-insurgency operations are a competition for legitimacy but the government is allowing armed contractors to operate in the country without the contractors being held accountable for their actions, then the government itself can be viewed as not legitimate in the eyes of the local population. These analysts point to the recent court decision dismissing the case against former Blackwater employees as a case in point where the legitimacy of the U.S. and local government is being undermined by the actions of PSCs.51
Internal Link: Relations
Not adhering to the timeline would crush relations with Iraq 

Marc Lynch, associate professor of political science and international affairs at George Washington University, 2/23/10, Foreign Policy (Iraq contingencies, http://lynch.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/23/iraq_contingencies)

There's been a mini-boom of late in commentary urging Obama to delay his timeline for drawing down U.S. forces, or at least to "do more" --  the Kagans are shocked, shocked to discover that Iranians are influential in Iraq, Jackson Diehl just wants Obama to care more about Iraq (without any hint of what policies might follow). They should be ignored. The administration is handling Iraq calmly, maturely, and patiently,  has demonstrated in word and deed its commitment to its drawdown policy, and has tried hard to thread a devilish needle of trying to shape events without triggering an extremely potent Iraqi backlash. It is possible, if not likely, that there could be slippage on the August deadline of getting to 50,000 troops, mainly because the elections slipped all the way to March. That's one of the reasons I always was skeptical of pegging the drawdown to the elections, but that ship has long since sailed. But the SOFA target of December 2011 for a full U.S. withdrawal is a legal deadline, not a political one. It could only be changed at the request of the Iraqi government, and not by American fiat. While Iraqi politicians may say in private that they may be open to a longer U.S. presence, very few will say so in public -- because it would be political suicide in a nationalist, highly charged electoral environment. The drawdown will probably matter considerably less than people expect. With the new SOFA-defined rules of engagement, U.S. forces have already stopped doing many of the things associated with the "surge." The Iraqi response to American efforts on the de-Baathification circus demonstrate painfully clearly that the nearly 100,000 troops still in Iraq gave very little leverage on an issue which the U.S. at least publicly deemed vital -- a point made very effectively by Ambassador Hill at the Council on Foreign Relations last week. The sharp backlash against even the measured criticisms by U.S. officials offers an important lesson:  Doing the sorts of assertive things which may please Obama's critics are highly likely to spark a negative reaction among Iraqis, generating more hostility to the U.S. role without actually accomplishing anything. The U.S. is wise to avoid them. That doesn't mean that things are rosy. The de-Baathification circus has demonstrated the fragility of Iraqi institutions, and helped to reignite sectarian resentments and fears (many Sunnis feel targeted, while many Shia are being treated to an endless barrage of anti-Ba'athist electoral propaganda). There's very much a risk of long, drawn-out coalition talks after the election. It isn't certain how a transition from power will go, should Maliki's list lose, given the prime minister's efforts to centralize power in his office over the last few years. There may well be a spike in violence by frustrated losers in the elections. If there's massive fraud on election day, things could get ugly. The elections, already marred by the de-Baathification fiasco, may well end up producing a new Parliament and government which doesn't really change much. There are big, long-deferred issues to confront after the elections, such as the Article 140 referendum over Kirkuk. But none of those issues would be resolved by an American effort to delay its military drawdown. They generally fall into the "sub-optimal" rather than the "catastrophic" category. An American decision to delay the drawdown would not likely be welcomed by Iraqis in the current political environment. Nor would it generate more leverage for the U.S. over internal Iraqi affairs. Iraq's future is not really about us, if it ever was -- not a function of American military levels, commitment, or caring, but rather of internal Iraqi power struggles and dynamics. This doesn't mean that the U.S. should do nothing, of course. It should be actively involved diplomatically, with the Embassy doing all it can to push for compromises and for political accommodation on crucial issues. I agree with the Kagans that the U.S. should do more to active the non-military aspects of the SFA and consolidate the long-term relationship. It should do all it can to ensure a free and fair election in a few weeks, and to calm nerves during the coalition formation and transition period to follow. After the election serious discussions should (and will) be commenced about the long-term future relationship between the U.S. and Iraq. But none of those efforts should interfere with the strategic imperative of continuing the drawdown of forces, or with recognizing the new political realities in the U.S.-Iraqi relationship.

Internal Link: Loss of leadership
Loss of leadership causes apolarity and regional nuclear conflicts

Niall Ferguson, Professor at NYU, July/August 2004 Foreign Policy, http://www.hooverdigest.org/044/ferguson.html
Critics of U.S. global dominance should pause and consider the alternative. If the United States retreats from its hegemonic role, who would supplant it? Not Europe, not China, not the Muslim world—and certainly not the United Nations. Unfortunately the alternative to a single superpower is not a multilateral utopia but the anarchic nightmare of a new Dark Age.  We tend to assume that power, like nature, abhors a vacuum. In the history of world politics, it seems, someone is always the hegemon or bidding to become it. Today, it is the United States; a century ago, it was the United Kingdom. Before that, it was France, Spain, and so on. The famed nineteenth-century German historian Leopold von Ranke, doyen of the study of statecraft, portrayed modern European history as an incessant struggle for mastery, in which a balance of power was possible only through recurrent conflict.  The influence of economics on the study of diplomacy only seems to confirm the notion that history is a competition between rival powers. In his best-selling 1987 work, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers: Economic Change and Military Conflict from 1500 to 2000, Yale University historian Paul Kennedy concluded that, like all past empires, the U.S. and Russian superpowers would inevitably succumb to overstretch. But their place would soon be usurped, Kennedy argued, by the rising powers of China and Japan, both still unencumbered by the deadweight of imperial military commitments.  In his 2001 book, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, University of Chicago political scientist John J. Mearsheimer updates Kennedy’s account. Having failed to succumb to overstretch, and having survived the German and Japanese challenges, he argues, the United States must now brace itself for the ascent of new rivals. “A rising China is the most dangerous potential threat to the United States in the early twenty-first century,” contends Mearsheimer. “The United States has a profound interest in seeing Chinese economic growth slow considerably in the years ahead.” China is not the only threat Mearsheimer foresees. The European Union (E.U.) too has the potential to become “a formidable rival.”  Power, in other words, is not a natural monopoly; the struggle for mastery is both perennial and universal. The “unipolarity” identified by some commentators following the Soviet collapse cannot last much longer, for the simple reason that history hates a hyperpower. Sooner or later, challengers will emerge, and back we must go to a multipolar, multipower world.  But what if these esteemed theorists are all wrong? What if the world is actually heading for a period when there is no hegemon? What if, instead of a balance of power, there is an absence of power?  Such a situation is not unknown in history. Although the chroniclers of the past have long been preoccupied with the achievements of great powers—whether civilizations, empires, or nation-states—they have not wholly overlooked eras when power receded.  Unfortunately, the world’s experience with power vacuums (eras of “apolarity,” if you will) is hardly encouraging. Anyone who dislikes U.S. hegemony should bear in mind that, rather than a multipolar world of competing great powers, a world with no hegemon at all may be the real alternative to U.S. primacy. Apolarity could turn out to mean an anarchic new Dark Age—an era of waning empires and religious fanaticism; of endemic plunder and pillage in the world’s forgotten regions; of economic stagnation and civilization’s retreat into a few fortified enclaves. Pretenders to the Throne  Why might a power vacuum arise early in the twenty-first century? The reasons are not especially hard to imagine.  • The clay feet of the U.S. colossus. Powerful though it may seem—in terms of economic output, military might, and “soft” cultural power—the United States suffers from at least three structural deficits that seem likely to limit the effectiveness and duration of its quasi-imperial role in the world. The first factor is the nation’s growing dependence on foreign capital to finance excessive private and public consumption.  It is difficult to recall any past empire that long endured after becoming so dependent on lending from abroad. The second deficit relates to troop levels: The United States is a net importer of people and cannot, therefore, underpin its hegemonic aspirations with true colonization. At the same time, its relatively small volunteer army is already spread very thin as a result of major and ongoing military interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq. Finally, and most critically, the United States suffers from what is best called an attention deficit. Its republican institutions and political traditions make it difficult to establish a consensus for long-term nation-building projects. With a few exceptions, most U.S. interventions in the past century have been relatively short lived. U.S. troops have stayed in West Germany, Japan, and South Korea for more than 50 years; they did not linger as long in the Philippines, the Dominican Republic, Haiti, or Vietnam, to say nothing of Lebanon and Somalia. Recent trends in public opinion toward the war in Iraq suggest that the U.S. electorate is even less ready to sacrifice blood and treasure in foreign fields than it was during the Vietnam War.  • “Old Europe” grows older. Those who dream that the E.U. might become a counterweight to the U.S. hyperpower should continue slumbering. Impressive though the E.U.’s enlargement this year has been—not to mention the achievement of a 12-country monetary union—the reality is that demography condemns the E.U. to a decline in international influence. With fertility rates dropping and life expectancies rising, West European societies may, within fewer than 50 years, have median ages in the upper 40s. “Old Europe” will soon be truly old. By 2050, one in every three Italians, Spaniards, and Greeks is expected to be 65 or older, even allowing for ongoing immigration. Europeans therefore face an agonizing choice between Americanizing their economies (i.e., opening their borders to much more immigration, with all the cultural changes that would entail) or transforming their union into a fortified retirement community. Meanwhile, the E.U.’s stalled institutional reforms mean that individual European nation-states will continue to exercise considerable autonomy outside the economic sphere, particularly in foreign and security policy.  • China’s coming economic crisis. Optimistic observers of China insist the economic miracle of the past decade will endure, with growth continuing at such a sizzling pace that within 30 or 40 years China’s gross domestic product will surpass that of the United States. Yet it is far from clear that the normal rules for emerging markets have been suspended for Beijing’s benefit. First, a fundamental incompatibility exists between the free market economy, based firmly on private property and the rule of law, and the communist monopoly on power, which breeds corruption and impedes the creation of transparent fiscal, monetary, and regulatory institutions. As is common in “Asian tiger” economies, production is running far ahead of domestic consumption—thus making the economy heavily dependent on exports—and far ahead of domestic financial development. Indeed, no one knows the full extent of the problems in the Chinese domestic banking sector. Those Western banks that are buying up bad debts to establish themselves in China must remember that this strategy was tried once before: a century ago, in the era of the Open Door policy, when U.S. and European firms rushed into China only to see their investments vanish amid the turmoil of war and revolution.  Then, as now, hopes for China’s development ran euphorically high, especially in the United States. But those hopes were dashed and could be disappointed again. A Chinese currency or banking crisis could have earth-shaking ramifications, especially when foreign investors realize the difficulty of repatriating assets held in China. Remember, when foreigners invest directly in factories rather than through intermediaries such as bond markets, there is no need for domestic capital controls. After all, how does one repatriate a steel mill?  • The fragmentation of Islamic civilization. With birthrates in Muslim societies more than double the European average, the Islamic countries of northern Africa and the Middle East are bound to put pressure on Europe and the United States in the years ahead. If, to give just one example, the population of Yemen will exceed that of Russia by 2050 (as the United Nations forecasts, assuming constant fertility), there must be either dramatic improvements in the Middle East’s economic performance or substantial emigration from the Arab world to aging Europe. Yet the subtle Muslim colonization of Europe’s cities—most striking in French cities like Marseille, where North Africans populate whole suburbs—may not necessarily portend the advent of a new and menacing “Eurabia.” In fact, the Muslim world is as divided as ever and not merely along the traditional fissure between Sunnis and Shiites. It is also split between those Muslims seeking a peaceful modus vivendi with the West (an impulse embodied in the Turkish government’s desire to join the E.U.) and those drawn to the revolutionary Islamic Bolshevism of renegades such as al Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden. Opinion polls from Morocco to Pakistan suggest high levels of anti-American sentiment but not unanimity. In Europe, only a minority expresses overt sympathy for terrorist organizations; most young Muslims in England clearly prefer assimilation to jihad. We are a long way from a bipolar clash of civilizations, much less the rise of a new caliphate that might pose a geopolitical threat to the United States and its allies.  In short, each of the potential hegemons of the twenty-first century—the United States, Europe, and China—seems to contain within it the seeds of decline; and Islam remains a diffuse force in world politics, lacking the resources of a superpower.     Dark and Disconnected  Suppose, in a worst-case scenario, that U.S. neoconservative hubris meets its nemesis in Iraq and that the Bush administration’s project to democratize the Middle East at gunpoint ends in ignominious withdrawal, going from empire to decolonization in less than two years. Suppose also that no aspiring rival power shows interest in filling the resulting vacuums—not only in Iraq but conceivably also Afghanistan, the Balkans, and Haiti. What would an apolar future look like?  The answer is not easy, as there have been very few periods in world history with no contenders for the role of global, or at least regional, hegemon. The nearest approximation in modern times could be the 1920s, when the United States walked away from President Woodrow Wilson’s project of global democracy and collective security centered on the League of Nations. There was certainly a power vacuum in Central and Eastern Europe after the collapse of the Romanov, Habsburg, Hohenzollern, and Ottoman Empires, but it did not last long. The old West European empires were quick to snap up the choice leftovers of Ottoman rule in the Middle East. The Bolsheviks had reassembled the tsarist empire by 1922. And by 1936, German revanche was already far advanced.  One must go back much further in history to find a period of true and enduring apolarity—as far back, in fact, as the ninth and tenth centuries.  In this era, the two halves of the old Roman Empire—now divided between Rome and Byzantium—were receding from the height of their power. The leadership of the West was divided between the pope, who claimed to lead all Christendom, and the heirs of Charlemagne, who divided up his short-lived empire under the Treaty of Verdun in 843. No credible claimant to the title of emperor emerged until Otto was crowned in 962, and even he was merely a German prince with pretensions (never realized) to rule Italy. Byzantium, meanwhile, was grappling with the Bulgar rebellion to the north.  By 900, the Abbasid caliphate initially established by Abu al-Abbas in 750 had passed its peak; it was in steep decline by the middle of the tenth century. In China, too, imperial power was in a dip between the T’ang and Sung dynasties. Both these empires had splendid capitals—Baghdad and Ch’ang-an—but neither had serious aspirations of territorial expansion.  The weakness of the old empires allowed new and smaller entities to flourish. When the Khazar tribe converted to Judaism in 740, their khanate occupied a Eurasian power vacuum between the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea. In Kiev, far from the reach of Byzantium, the regent Olga laid the foundation for the future Russian Empire in 957 when she converted to the Orthodox Church. The Seljuks—forebears of the Ottoman Turks—carved out the Sultanate of Rum as the Abbasid caliphate lost its grip over Asia Minor. Africa had its mini-empire in Ghana; Central America had its Mayan civilization. Connections between these entities were minimal or nonexistent. This condition was the antithesis of globalization. It was a world broken up into disconnected, introverted civilizations.  One feature of the age was that, in the absence of strong secular polities, religious questions often produced serious convulsions. Indeed, religious institutions often set the political agenda. In the eighth and ninth centuries, Byzantium was racked by controversy over the proper role of icons in worship. By the eleventh century, the pope felt confident enough to humble the Holy Roman emperor Henry IV during the battle over which of them should have the right to appoint bishop.  The new monastic orders amassed considerable power in Christendom, particularly the Cluniacs, the first order to centralize monastic authority. In the Muslim world, it was the ulema (clerics) who truly ruled. This ascendancy of the clergy helps explain why the period ended with the extraordinary holy wars known as the Crusades, the first of which was launched by European Christians in 1095.  Yet this apparent clash of civilizations was in many ways just another example of the apolar world’s susceptibility to long-distance military raids directed at urban centers by more backward peoples. The Vikings repeatedly attacked West European towns in the ninth century—Nantes in 842, Seville in 844, to name just two. One Frankish chronicler lamented “the endless flood of Vikings” sweeping southward. Byzantium, too, was raided in 860 by invaders from Rus, the kernel of the future Russia. This “fierce and savage tribe” showed “no mercy,” lamented the Byzantine patriarch. It was like “the roaring sea . . . destroying everything, sparing nothing.” Such were the conditions of an anarchic age.  Small wonder that the future seemed to lie in creating small, defensible, political units: the Venetian republic—the quintessential city-state, which was conducting its own foreign policy by 840—or Alfred the Great’s England, arguably the first thing resembling a nation-state in European history, created in 886.     Could an apolar world today produce an era reminiscent of the age of Alfred? It could, though with some important and troubling differences.  Certainly, one can imagine the world’s established powers—the United States, Europe, and China—retreating into their own regional spheres of influence. But what of the growing pretensions to autonomy of the supranational bodies created under U.S. leadership after the Second World War? The United Nations, the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the World Trade Organization (formerly the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade) each considers itself in some way representative of the “international community.” Surely their aspirations to global governance are fundamentally different from the spirit of the Dark Ages.  Yet universal claims were also an integral part of the rhetoric of that era. All the empires claimed to rule the world; some, unaware of the existence of other civilizations, may even have believed that they did. The reality, however, was not a global Christendom or an all-embracing Empire of Heaven, but political fragmentation. And that is also true 
today. The defining characteristic of our age is not a shift of power upward, to supranational institutions, but downward. With the end of states’ monopoly on the means of violence and the collapse of their control over channels of communication, humanity has entered an era characterized as much by disintegration as by integration.  If free flows of information and of means of production empower multinational corporations and nongovernmental organizations (as well as evangelistic religious cults of all denominations), the free flow of destructive technology empowers both criminal organizations and terrorist cells. These groups can operate, it seems, wherever they choose, from Hamburg to Gaza.  By contrast, the writ of the international community is not global at all. It is, in fact, increasingly confined to a few strategic cities such as Kabul and Pristina. In short, it is the nonstate actors who truly wield global power—including both the monks and the Vikings of our time.  So what is left? Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous—roughly 20 times more—meaning that friction between the world’s disparate “tribes” is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on fresh water and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too; it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it.  For more than two decades, globalization—the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital—has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization—which a new Dark Age would produce—would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe’s Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists’ infiltration of the E.U. would become irreversible, increasing transatlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returns at home were preferable to the risks of default abroad.  The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy—from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai—would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of AIDS and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there?  For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony—its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier—its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony or even a return to the good old balance of power.  Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity—a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder. 
Impact: Hegemony
U.S hegemony solves extinction --- multiple scenarios 

Kagan, Senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, ‘07
(Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, 9-07, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Stanford University Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html) 
This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world 's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington. The return of great powers and great games If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea’s nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia’s international status in [is] an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India 's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and  continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle  disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War I and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War II, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world 's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground.
Impact: Insurgency

U.S. Military presence does more harm than good, strengthening insurgencies and killing thousands of innocent civilians 

Lieutenant General Robert G. Gard, Jr., former President of the National Defense University, and Brigadier General John Johns, former assistant secretary for defense, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, November 2005
There already is a civil war, even if the Administration doesn't use that term. It is beside the point that one side doesn't wear uniforms, a common occurrence in today’s warfare. With conservative estimates of 12,000 - 25,000 civilian deaths and many more thousands wounded since the fall of Baghdad, the high level of civil violence is indisputable.

While U.S. troops do provide security in certain locations like the Green Zone, the reality is that daily life in Baghdad is still miserable, journalists can’t leave their hotels, congressional visitors can’t drive from the airport into Baghdad, and suicide bombers continue to kill on a daily basis. The presence of U.S. forces, the collateral damage they cause and the casualties they inflict on Iraqi civilians are major incentives for the recruitment of insurgents. The visible presence of our troops may actually be more of a cause of civil conflict than a solution to it.

U.S. presence and violence fuels the insurgency by generating resentment, resistance and revenge

John A. Lynn, Military Historian and lecturer at Northwestern University, 11.24.2005, Military Review, babylonscovertwar.com 
Quantitative violence is appropriate against insurgents organized and equipped for conventional war. But, more often, counterinsurgency works best when it identifies an enemy and concentrates only on him. The use of violence leaves a deadly residue. Those who are harmed or whose family and friends have been victimized do not embrace the perpetrators of violence but harbor hatred and seek retribution against them. Killing large numbers of insurgents might not weaken the enemy but simply gain him new adherents. 

The most short-sighted statements I hear are: "They only understand force." Or, "If only we could take the gloves off, we could win." The truth is that everyone understands force, and everyone can be battered or intimidated by violence, but such use of violence generates the three "Rs": resentment, resistance, and revenge. People who argue that the enemy only understands force imply that force wins respect. In reality, force usually only instills fear. We are not trying to recreate Saddam's regime of fear, so we must use more than force.

The wisest analysis of the counterinsurgency in Iraq came from an unidentified colonel on CNN who stated that we cannot really win the hearts and minds of the Iraqis but we can provide security and establish trust. In security lies the support of the majority and the environment in which a new and better state may emerge.

U.S. presence in Iraq strengthens the insurgency and Al-Qaeda operations, leading to copious violence and instability. 

Robert Gard Jr., Lieutenant General and Director of Monterey Institute for International Studies and John Johns, Brigadier General and academic dean at National Defense University, Nov. 2005, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2005/11/00_gard-johns_there-are-risks-if-the-us-withdraws.htm 
Any assessment of the impact of withdrawal from Iraq must be balanced against the consequences -- and there could be many -- of staying indefinitely. The insurgency could continue to intensify and expand: Using the U.S. military occupation as its clarion call, Al Qaeda has successfully appealed to foreign religious terrorists, Sunnis, and other nationalist elements within Iraq, all bent on ridding the Middle East of American military presence and influence. Even Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld has conceded the tension between foreign forces needed for protection and their image as occupiers. Just as the insurgency in Iraq has intensified in the last two years, it is likely to continue to expand its recruitment of foot-soldiers and martyrs, as well as its training and development of new leaders and its mastery of new tactics, many of which will be applicable in other venues. Indeed, the CIA already has warned that Iraq, as a living laboratory of urban combat, could be a more effective training ground for terrorists than was Afghanistan. With Al Qaeda’s use of Internet web sites now emerging as a primary vehicle to coordinate acts of terrorism, it seems likely that continued western military occupation in Iraq will become an increasingly potent incentive to inspire radicals and their young and avid followers; and it will play a major part in leading to attacks on Americans and other members of the coalition at times and in places least expected. The occupation also will continue to put at risk the lives of Iraqi security forces and moderate Iraqi politicians, perceived as puppets of the U.S.
Impact: Insurgency

Continued U.S. presence causes extreme resentment among insurgent groups, causing a renewing circle of violence that will continue for as long as our occupation. The ISF can defend the nation; it is high time that we pull out of Iraq

Timothy R. Reese, U.S. Army Colonel and Chief of Baghdad Operations Command Advisory Team, 7.30.2009, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/31/world/middleeast/31advtext.html?pagewanted=1 
As the old saying goes, “guests, like fish, begin to smell after three days.” Since the signing of the 2009 Security Agreement, we are guests in Iraq, and after six years in Iraq, we now smell bad to the Iraqi nose. Today the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) are good enough to keep the Government of Iraq (GOI) from being overthrown by the actions of Al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI), the Baathists, and the Shia violent extremists that might have toppled it a year or two ago. Iraq may well collapse into chaos of other causes, but we have made the ISF strong enough for the internal security mission. Perhaps it is one of those infamous paradoxes of counterinsurgency that while the ISF is not good in any objective sense, it is good enough for Iraq in 2009. Despite this foreboding disclaimer about an unstable future for Iraq, the United States has achieved our objectives in Iraq. Prime Minister (PM) Maliki hailed June 30th as a “great victory,” implying the victory was over the US. Leaving aside his childish chest pounding, he was more right than he knew. We too ought to declare victory and bring our combat forces home. Due to our tendency to look after the tactical details and miss the proverbial forest for the trees, this critically important strategic realization is in danger of being missed. 

Our combat operations are currently the victim of circular logic. We conduct operations to kill or capture violent extremists of all types to protect the Iraqi people and support the GOI. The violent extremists attack us because we are still here conducting military operations. Furthermore, their attacks on us are no longer an organized campaign to defeat our will to stay; the attacks which kill and maim US combat troops are signals or messages sent by various groups as part of the political struggle for power in Iraq. The exception to this is AQI which continues is globalist terror campaign. Our operations are in support of an Iraqi government that no longer relishes our help while at the same time our operations generate the extremist opposition to us as various groups jockey for power in post-occupation Iraq.


The GOI and ISF will continue to squeeze the US for all the “goodies” that we can provide between now and December 2011, while eliminating our role in providing security and resisting our efforts to change the institutional problems prevent the ISF from getting better. They will tolerate us as long as they can suckle at Uncle Sam’s bounteous mammary glands. Meanwhile the level of resistance to US freedom of movement and operations will grow. The potential for Iraqi on US violence is high now and will grow by the day. Resentment on both sides will build and reinforce itself until a violent incident break outs into the open. If that were to happen the violence will remain tactically isolated, but it will wreck our strategic relationships and force our withdrawal under very unfavorable circumstances.

We now have an Iraqi government that has gained its balance and thinks it knows how to ride the bike in the race. And in fact they probably do know how to ride, at least well enough for the road they are on against their current competitors. Our hand on the back of the seat is holding them back and causing resentment. We need to let go before we both tumble to the ground.
Impact: Insurgency

US troops have no leverage and create instability and insurgency.

[Marc Lynch, Associate Professor of Political Science and the Director of the Institute for Middle East Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University, 2/23/2010,  “Iraq contingencies,” Foreign Policy, http://lynch.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/23/iraq_contingencies]
The drawdown will probably matter considerably less than people expect. With the new SOFA-defined rules of engagement, U.S. forces have already stopped doing many of the things associated with the "surge." The Iraqi response to American efforts on the de-Baathification circus demonstrate painfully clearly that the nearly 100,000 troops still in Iraq gave very little leverage on an issue which the U.S. at least publicly deemed vital -- a point made very effectively by Ambassador Hill at the Council on Foreign Relations last week. The sharp backlash against even the measured criticisms by U.S. officials offers an important lesson: Doing the sorts of assertive things which may please Obama's critics are highly likely to spark a negative reaction among Iraqis, generating more hostility to the U.S. role without actually accomplishing anything. The U.S. is wise to avoid them. That doesn't mean that things are rosy. The de-Baathification circus has demonstrated the fragility of Iraqi institutions, and helped to reignite sectarian resentments and fears (many Sunnis feel targeted, while many Shia are being treated to an endless barrage of anti-Ba'athist electoral propaganda). There's very much a risk of long, drawn-out coalition talks after the election. It isn't certain how a transition from power will go, should Maliki's list lose, given the prime minister's efforts to centralize power in his office over the last few years. There may well be a spike in violence by frustrated losers in the elections. If there's massive fraud on election day, things could get ugly. The elections, already marred by the de-Baathification fiasco, may well end up producing a new Parliament and government which doesn't really change much. There are big, long-deferred issues to confront after the elections, such as the Article 140 referendum over Kirkuk. But none of those issues would be resolved by an American effort to delay its military drawdown. They generally fall into the "sub-optimal" rather than the "catastrophic" category. An American decision to delay the drawdown would not likely be welcomed by Iraqis in the current political environment. Nor would it generate more leverage for the U.S. over internal Iraqi affairs. Iraq's future is not really about us, if it ever was -- not a function of American military levels, commitment, or caring, but rather of internal Iraqi power struggles and dynamics. 

Impact: Violence
Occupation of Iraq has destroyed the nation; withdrawal is necessary for the reconstruction of Iraq

Zaid Ad Ali, attorney at New York Bar, 1/19/07, openDemocracy, “The United States in Iraq: The Complete Case For Withdrawal”, http://www.opendemocracy.net/conflict-iraq/withdrawal_4264.jsp
It is time for policymakers in the US to face up to the fact that the US occupation will never be able to achieve victory in Iraq, no matter how that goal is defined and what pattern of behaviour it entails.  This article argues that there is a clear and ineluctable causal link between the mere presence of the occupation authorities and the failure to reestablish law and order in the country. The only viable course of action is therefore that the US army should withdraw from Iraq as soon as possible. The article ends by offering some suggestions as to what measures can be taken to ensure that the country's post-occupation phase will be as peaceful and successful as possible.  A failure of reconstruction  The prerequisite to recommending a specific course of action is to offer an honest diagnosis of what has happened in Iraq since March-April 2003. Fortunately, most commentators now agree that the US occupation of Iraq, after apparent military success in the war that preceded it, got off to a very bad start. By virtue of a series of misguided administrative decisions - including the dissolution of the Iraqi army and blanket de-Ba'athification - the occupation authorities managed to destroy the Iraqi state in one fell swoop. One of the consequences of these blunders is that the US created enough space for armed groups of all kinds to mushroom across Iraq within a short period.  But this is only one part of the story. The combined effect of the US's policies in 2003 was the dismantling of the entire Iraqi state. The effect of everything that has happened since then, however, is even more disturbing. Despite all the efforts that have been made and all the monies that have been squandered, the US has clearly failed in the most important task that it had set itself: to put the pieces back together and rebuild a functioning state in Iraq. 

A vast majority of Iraqis are opposed to U.S. troop presence and think it responsible for violence. A majority also support attacks on Coalition Forces

Carl Conetta, Fellow at the Commonwealth Institute Project on Defense Alternatives, 1.18.2007, Project on Defense Alternatives http://scholar.google.com/scholar?start=10&q=Iraq+troop+withdrawal&hl=en&as_sdt=4000000000 
As early as Fall 2005, some coalition military leaders began to publicly affirm that the coalition’s presence in Iraq was “part of the problem.”{2} In fact, it is – or has become -- the determinate part.That the American presence and mission are untenable should be clear from the fact that Iraqis readily blame the coalition, directly or indirectly, for most of their current difficulties, including the rise in communal violence and crime.{3}  A September 2006 poll of Iraqi public opinion found that 79 percent of Iraqis think the United States is having a mostly negative effect on the country;  78 percent think that the US military is provoking more conflict than it is preventing.{4}  A “hearts and minds” campaign cannot be won under these circumstances. 

 
Especially in Sunni and Shia areas – where US troops mostly operate – Iraqis do not trust the coalition and want US troops to leave soon.  The September 2006 poll found 71 percent of all Iraqis favoring withdrawal by September 2007.  Among Sunnis the proportion wanting withdrawal was 91 percent; among Shia, 74 percent. Most disturbing, support among Iraqis for attacks on coalition forces registered at 61 percent in the September 2006 poll -- up from 47 percent in January 2006.  Among Shia, support for attacks is 62 percent; among Sunnis, 92 percent.  A September 2006 poll for the Defense Department found somewhat lower levels of support for the attacks, but still quite disturbing: 75 percent of Sunnis supported them – up from 14 percent in 2003.{5}  An October 2006 poll by the British Ministry of Defense found similar results.{6}  And a January 2005 poll by Zogby International found that 53 percent of Sunnis supported attacks on US troops at that time.{7}
Impact: Terrorism
Resolving the conflict in Iraq would incentivize other countries to aid the US in counterrorism

(J. Scott Carpenter, Matthew Levitt & Michael Jacobson, all three are fellows at The Washington Institute for Near East Policy, 2009, “Confronting the Ideology of Radical Extremism”, Journal of National Security and Law Policy, Volume 3 issue 301 page 319-320)
The Obama administration needs to view the spread of the ideology of radical extremism with an urgency and seriousness comparable to the Administration’s view of the spread of violent groups animated by that ideology. Obviously, the government’s first priority is to prevent radical extremist groups from using violence to achieve their goals. The government also needs to elevate in bureaucratic priority and public consciousness the need to deter the spread of radical extremist ideology. At the same time, the United States must make very clear that it does not consider Islam itself a danger; it is only the distorted version of Islam perpetrated by radical extremists that is a threat.The ultimate objective of U.S. public diplomacy, democracy promotion, and counterradicalization efforts should be to encourage and support mainstream Muslims who are competing with extremists and offering an alternative vision for society. International attention has been largely focused on the global issues cited by al Qaeda, such as Iraq, Guantnamo, Kashmir, and, above all, the Arab-Israeli conflict. Resolving these issues would not only further our counterradicalization efforts, but also would increase other countries’ willingness to cooperate with the United States on counterterrorism matters. However, these developments alone would not end the radicalization process. The Obama administration must also focus on ensuring that the radical extremists’ global narrative does not resonate in individuals’ psyche. Despite some common features, nuclear and radiological terrorism are in fact quite distinct and different types of terrorism. Nuclear terrorism involves the use of nuclear weapons, where large amounts of energy are released when highly enriched uranium or plutonium atoms split during the process of fission. The consequences and destruction wrought from even a crude nuclear weapon may be incredibly devastating due to the heat, pressure and radiation generated. Radiological dispersion devices expose people to radiation, for instance through a "dirty bomb," in which radioactive laboratory waste or civilian nuclear fuel rods would be wrapped around a conventional explosive and detonated, spreading poison and contamination. While acute deaths may occur, the primary impact on health and life would be through long-term effects like cancer development. A radiological device detonated by terrorists would require the evacuation and decontamination of the immediate area, disrupting the local economy. Given the relative simplicity of constructing a dirty bomb and the vast availability of radioactive materials, scenarios involving radioactive substances have been assumed to be more probable than acts of nuclear terrorism. The psychological impact of either type of device may be severe. Hospitals would be overrun by injured and worried people from the surrounding area.
Impact: Kurdish Conflict
U.S. military presence acts as a buffer, allowing the genocide of Kurds and angering Turkey

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Fall 2009, Cato Institute( Middle East Vortex: An Unstable Iraq and Its Implications for the Region, http://www.cato.org/north-africa-middle-east-persian-gulf)
The government in Baghdad understandably worries about losing the reve- nue from Kirkuk’s oil. Both Shiite and Sunni Arab leaders also suspect that a Kurdish regional government with a dramatically enhanced source of revenue would be even more inclined to pursue independent policies on a wide range of issues. Kurdish-Arab tensions have already grown so severe that Secretary of Defense Robert Gates made an unexpected trip to Iraq to urge both sides to back away from a dangerous confrontation. General Ray Odierno, the top US commander in Iraq, admitted that the Arab-Kurdish feud—especially over the status of Kirkuk—is the “number one driver of instabilities” in the country.15 Tensions in both the area around Kirkuk and in Nineveh prov- ince became so pronounced in August 2009 that Odierno suggested that US troops be deployed to create a buffer between Kurds and Arabs to prevent an explosion. Turkey is agitated about the prospect that its Turkmen brethren might become an even more discriminated against minority than they are now.17 Even more important, Ankara fears that control of Kirkuk’s oil wealth would enable Kurdistan to become a major economic and political player in the region and allow Kurdish leaders to cast off all pretenses that Kurdistan is anything other than an independent state. Such an entity, Turkish officials worry, would be an irresistible magnet for Turkey’s own restless Kurdish minority and risk fragmenting the country.18 Ankara has repeatedly indicated that it might take forcible action if Kirkuk is incorporated into Kurdistan.19

Kurdish tension makes instability inevitable, U.S. staying after withdrawal date only worsens it

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Fall 2009, Cato Institute( Middle East Vortex: An Unstable Iraq and Its Implications for the Region, http://www.cato.org/north-africa-middle-east-persian-gulf)
Given the Kurdish-Arab tensions in Iraq, the uneasy relations—to put it mildly—between Iraqi Kurdistan and neighboring states, simmering Sunni-Shiite tensions within Iraq, and the potential for a regional Sunni- Shiite proxy fight, the long-term prognosis for Iraq and regional stability is not good. Indeed, we may come to regard the period between mid-2007 and mid-2009 as a relatively quiet interlude between two turbulent and violent periods. Some members of the foreign policy community fear precisely that kind of outcome, and they advocate that the Obama administration abandon, or at least postpone, its plans to withdraw US forces from Iraq by the end of 2011.33

Their diagnosis may well be correct, but their policy prescription is both futile and dangerous. The United States has already lost more than forty- three hundred troops (plus thousands more seriously wounded) and spent nearly $700 billion in direct expenditures in its nation-building venture. Yet crucial systemic and structural factors make it unlikely that Iraq will ever be a stable, united, democratic country. Proponents of keeping US troops in Iraq indefinitely would simply have America spend even more blood and treasure in pursuit of an unattainable objective. The unpleasant reality is that, regard- less of when American forces leave Iraq, both that country and the wider region are probably in for a nasty period of instability. Iraq is the vortex in a turbulent part of the world, and there is little the United States can do to prevent its destructive impact.

Impact: Violence

Continued Presence would antagonize Iraqis-especially Sadrist terrorists

Max Fisher, Associate Editor of Atlantic Wire, 7/6/2010, “Atlantic Wire” (“What Biden faced in Iraq”, http://www.theatlanticwire.com/opinions/view/opinion/What-Biden-Faced-in-Iraq-4226/)
Vice President Joe Biden spent the Fourth of July in Baghdad, where he addressed some of the 80,000 U.S. soldiers still in the country and met with Iraqi political leaders to discuss the electoral stalemate in which the Iraqi national government has been stuck for four months. Neither current Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki nor former interim Prime Minister Ayad Allawi has secured a sufficient parliamentary majority to establish the government's leadership and determine who will be prime minister. Here are the challenges that Biden confronted in his trip and that the U.S. and Iraq, going forward, must contend with.Push to Resolve Dispute Before Ramadan The Associated Press' Lara Jakes writes, "Top Obama administration officials have been reluctant to visit Iraq since its deadlocked March election failed to produce a clear winner. Biden's trip may signal the U.S. is stepping up its efforts to hammer out an agreement among Iraqi political rivals and get a new government in place as soon as possible. ... Parliament has only about a month to end the impasse before the start of Ramadan in August, when little official business gets done in the Arab world. Adding to the urgency, all but 50,000 U.S. troops are set to leave Iraq by the end of August in a test of whether the fledgling democracy's security forces are ready to protect its people from insurgents and other terror threats." Demonstrating Long-Term U.S. Interest in Iraq The New York Times' Tim Arango writes, "The visit is likely to be seen by some through the prism of American re-engagement in Iraq, and as an answer to critics who say that the Obama administration has shown a lack of focus in setting policy for the United States' future relationship with this country. ... Several [Iraqi] political leaders welcomed his visit, expressing hope that more robust American diplomacy could resolve Iraq's political paralysis.  Can Biden Persuade Maliki to Compromise? The pseudonymous IraqPundit wonders, "Nouri Al Maliki continues to fight to keep his position as prime minister. The other groups in the Shiite list have made it clear they do not support his quest to keep his job. Many people here say Maliki figures if he drags this out, other politicians will give up and tell him he can stay prime minister. Who knows? Maybe Biden really can persuade them to reach an agreement." Don't Antagonize Sadrists With Delayed Withdrawal Liberal blogger Juan Cole urges the U.S. to hold to its Status of Force Agreement (SOFA), which schedules the withdrawal. "While the SOFA could be tinkered with, there are powerful forces working against that outcome. The Sadrists, fundamentalist Shiites who follow cleric Muqtada al-Sadr, may well be kingmakers of the new government, and they are dead set against any change to the SOFA timetables. The Sadrists are highly politically networked and their relative success in the March 7 parliamentary elections attests to their political strength even today. They could prove spoilers of any attempt by the US to drag its feet on withdrawal, since they can put thousands of protesters and hundreds of guerrillas in the street." Biden: Iraqi Parliamentarians Like U.S. Founders The New York Times' Tim Arango reports:

Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr. drew an analogy to the signers of the Declaration of Independence on Sunday in exhorting Iraqi leaders to end the paralysis that has stalled the formation of a government since the parliamentary elections four months ago.When they signed that declaration, many of them did not even like one another," Mr. Biden, making his fourth trip to Baghdad as vice president, told a group of Iraqi leaders at a Fourth of July reception at the residence of the United States ambassador, Christopher R. Hill. "My plea to you is to continue what you started," he said.  
Impact: International Perception
U.S. Presence in Iraq is incredibly unpopular in both Iraq and the international community

Robert Gard Jr., Lieutenant General and Director of Monterey Institute for International Studies and John Johns, Brigadier General and academic dean at National Defense University, Nov. 2005, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2005/11/00_gard-johns_there-are-risks-if-the-us-withdraws.htm 
Not only do most Europeans view us in a negative light, but our image in the Muslim world is even worse: only about one fifth of Turks, Pakistanis or Jordanians -- to name three U.S. allies -- view us positively. It is true that American military power is respected and prestigious because it is the strongest in the world; but being regarded as a stubborn bully focused exclusively on our own interests as seen by the Administration does not give our nation the kind of image or credibility we desire and need. It is significant that polls show 80% of Iraqis want the American military to depart. At a recent conference, Iraqi leaders called for the departure of American troops and even suggested that insurgents are justified in killing coalition troops. The war against extremists cannot be won primarily through the use of force—it is foremost a war of ideas. We are losing that war and our Iraqi policy is one of the contributors to that condition. The U.S. cannot rebuild its credibility by extending the occupation, but rather by reforming the botched reconstruction program to restore a consistent supply of water, electricity and gasoline to Iraq’s civilian population, and by talking with all parties in the country and region to help rebuild its political structure.
Continued U.S. presence in Iraq would result in negative international perception

Robert Gard Jr., Lieutenant General and Director of Monterey Institute for International Studies and John Johns, Brigadier General and academic dean at National Defense University, Nov. 2005, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2005/11/00_gard-johns_there-are-risks-if-the-us-withdraws.htm
International cooperation will be undermined: The number of countries assisting the U.S. in Iraq, most of which provide few troops, has already fallen by a quarter, from 34 last year to 25 today; and five more are due to leave by year's end. Recently South Korea announced the reduction of its commitment. Furthermore, the international cooperation necessary to confront terrorism may deteriorate further by the continued suspicion of, and hostility toward, the United States in most other countries. A recent Pew Center international poll shows that the United States is held in low esteem across the globe, particularly in the Muslim world, largely as a result of the U.S. Administration’s foreign policies; and the war in Iraq continues to be deeply unpopular internationally, including with the populaces of our allies. Most countries believe that the invasion and occupation of Iraq has made the world a less safe place. Many are also suspicious that the United States intends to establish permanent bases in Iraq to secure the flow of oil from the region, a charge the Administration has not denied.
Impact: Khalilzad 95
These regional nuclear wars escalate to global extinction

Zalmay Khalilzad, Deputy Sec of Def, WQ Spring 1995
A world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and receptive to American values - democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, renegade states, and low level conflicts. Finally, US leadership would help preclude the rise of another global rival, enabling the US and the world to avoid another cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange.

2AC Insurgency

1. Continued Presence would antagonize Iraqis-especially Sadrist terrorists

Max Fisher, Associate Editor of Atlantic Wire, 7/6/2010, “Atlantic Wire” (“What Biden faced in Iraq”, http://www.theatlanticwire.com/opinions/view/opinion/What-Biden-Faced-in-Iraq-4226/)

Vice President Joe Biden spent the Fourth of July in Baghdad, where he addressed some of the 80,000 U.S. soldiers still in the country and met with Iraqi political leaders to discuss the electoral stalemate in which the Iraqi national government has been stuck for four months. Neither current Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki nor former interim Prime Minister Ayad Allawi has secured a sufficient parliamentary majority to establish the government's leadership and determine who will be prime minister. Here are the challenges that Biden confronted in his trip and that the U.S. and Iraq, going forward, must contend with.Push to Resolve Dispute Before Ramadan The Associated Press' Lara Jakes writes, "Top Obama administration officials have been reluctant to visit Iraq since its deadlocked March election failed to produce a clear winner. Biden's trip may signal the U.S. is stepping up its efforts to hammer out an agreement among Iraqi political rivals and get a new government in place as soon as possible. ... Parliament has only about a month to end the impasse before the start of Ramadan in August, when little official business gets done in the Arab world. Adding to the urgency, all but 50,000 U.S. troops are set to leave Iraq by the end of August in a test of whether the fledgling democracy's security forces are ready to protect its people from insurgents and other terror threats." Demonstrating Long-Term U.S. Interest in Iraq The New York Times' Tim Arango writes, "The visit is likely to be seen by some through the prism of American re-engagement in Iraq, and as an answer to critics who say that the Obama administration has shown a lack of focus in setting policy for the United States' future relationship with this country. ... Several [Iraqi] political leaders welcomed his visit, expressing hope that more robust American diplomacy could resolve Iraq's political paralysis.  Can Biden Persuade Maliki to Compromise? The pseudonymous IraqPundit wonders, "Nouri Al Maliki continues to fight to keep his position as prime minister. The other groups in the Shiite list have made it clear they do not support his quest to keep his job. Many people here say Maliki figures if he drags this out, other politicians will give up and tell him he can stay prime minister. Who knows? Maybe Biden really can persuade them to reach an agreement." Don't Antagonize Sadrists With Delayed Withdrawal Liberal blogger Juan Cole urges the U.S. to hold to its Status of Force Agreement (SOFA), which schedules the withdrawal. "While the SOFA could be tinkered with, there are powerful forces working against that outcome. The Sadrists, fundamentalist Shiites who follow cleric Muqtada al-Sadr, may well be kingmakers of the new government, and they are dead set against any change to the SOFA timetables. The Sadrists are highly politically networked and their relative success in the March 7 parliamentary elections attests to their political strength even today. They could prove spoilers of any attempt by the US to drag its feet on withdrawal, since they can put thousands of protesters and hundreds of guerrillas in the street." Biden: Iraqi Parliamentarians Like U.S. Founders The New York Times' Tim Arango reports:

Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr. drew an analogy to the signers of the Declaration of Independence on Sunday in exhorting Iraqi leaders to end the paralysis that has stalled the formation of a government since the parliamentary elections four months ago.When they signed that declaration, many of them did not even like one another," Mr. Biden, making his fourth trip to Baghdad as vice president, told a group of Iraqi leaders at a Fourth of July reception at the residence of the United States ambassador, Christopher R. Hill. "My plea to you is to continue what you started," he said.  

2. By destroying the infrastructure of the nation and killing innocent civilians, animosity towards the US is created. Terrorist groups are able to capitalize on anti-US sentiment to increase recruitment. All their cards about the differences in belief between terrorist groups and civilians are irrelevant; civilians can still use the Taliban to accomplish their goal of attacking US forces.

3. Despite Instability, Iraq Wants the U.S. Gone—Attempts to Impose Democracy are Rejected by Sectarian Politics.  

Toby Dodge, Senior Consulting Fellow for the Middle East at the IISS and Reader in International Politics at Queen Mary, University of London, 3-25-10, Survival, “The US and Iraq: Time to Go Home,” http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/780565_731197592_920295827.pdf

Public pressure and parliamentary compromise, however, were unable to guarantee a free and fair election. The usefulness of sectarianism was still too strong a lure even for a successful prime minister to resist. In a country with few checks and balances, those seeking to manipulate the state for their own electoral advantage have found it easy to do. On 7 January 2010, the Justice and Accountability Commission (the organisation charged with pursuing the de-Ba’athification process
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set in train by the Americans in 2003) issued edicts seeking to ban 511 individual candidates and 14 party lists from the elections.13 On the night before the election they banned another 50 candidates.14 Those advocating and backing the mass exclusion of candidates must have known that, at the very least, it would inflame sectarian tensions and encourage politically motivated violence. Ali Faysal al-Lami, the head of the Justice and Accountability Commission, is also running for election in a coalition dominated by the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq. This blatant conflict of interest is emblematic of a system where governmental institutions have been colonised by political parties and run as private fiefdoms. The lack of a legal basis for the exclusion of 511 candidates shows how tenuous the rule of law is in Iraq. The only piece of legislation passed by the Iraqi parliament that deals with de-Ba’athification is the Justice and Accountability Law of January 2008. This stipulates that high-ranking former ex-Ba’athists are subject to de-Ba’athification. However, al-Lami made it clear in a public statement that the most influential politician to be banned from the elections, Saleh al-Mutlaq, was not excluded under this legislation.15 Given that Mutlaq was expelled from the Ba’ath Party in 1977, helped draft the new Iraqi constitution and had led a party that won 11 seats in the 2005 elections, it was difficult to see any legal logic that could be deployed to exclude him from the March elections.16 The United States was apparently taken by surprise at the number of excluded candidates. During Joe Biden’s seventeenth visit to Baghdad in late January, he tried to find a compromise that would allow the majority of those excluded to run.17 Unfortunately, Biden only triggered accusations of American interference in the electoral process from, amongst others, al-Lami and key members of the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq’s coalition,18 and he failed to obtain the lasting compromise he was looking for. When Biden met with Maliki, the Iraqi prime minister simply restated his support for the exclusions.19

4. Not adhering to the timeline would increase insurgency. 

Marc Lynch, associate professor of political science and international affairs at George Washington University, 2/23/10, Foreign Policy (Iraq contingencies, http://lynch.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/23/iraq_contingencies)

But none of those issues would be resolved by an American effort to delay its military drawdown. They generally fall into the "sub-optimal" rather than the "catastrophic" category. An American decision to delay the drawdown would not likely be welcomed by Iraqis in the current political environment. Nor would it generate more leverage for the U.S. over internal Iraqi affairs. Iraq's future is not really about us, if it ever was -- not a function of American military levels, commitment, or caring, but rather of internal Iraqi power struggles and dynamics. This doesn't mean that the U.S. should do nothing, of course. It should be actively involved diplomatically, with the Embassy doing all it can to push for compromises and for political accommodation on crucial issues. I agree with the Kagans that the U.S. should do more to active the non-military aspects of the SFA and consolidate the long-term relationship. It should do all it can to ensure a free and fair election in a few weeks, and to calm nerves during the coalition formation and transition period to follow. After the election serious discussions should (and will) be commenced about the long-term future relationship between the U.S. and Iraq. But none of those efforts should interfere with the strategic imperative of continuing the drawdown of forces, or with recognizing the new political realities in the U.S.-Iraqi relationship.
2AC Overstretch
1. Heg collapse causes global nuclear conflict – ensures the US is drawn back in

Lieber 2005 – PhD from Harvard, Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown, former consultant to the State Department and for National Intelligence Estimates (Robert, “The American Era”, pages 53-54, WEA)
Withdrawal from foreign commitments might seem to be a means of evading hostility toward the United States, but the consequences would almost certainly be harmful both to regional stability and to U.S. national interests. Although Europe would almost certainly not see the return to competitive balancing among regional powers (i.e., competition and even military rivalry between France and Germany) of the kind that some realist scholars of international relations have predicted,21 elsewhere the dangers could increase. In Asia, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan would have strong motivation to acquire nuclear weapons – which they have the technological capacity to do quite quickly. Instability and regional competition could also escalate, not only between India and Pakistan, but also in Southeast Asia involving Vietnam, Thailand, Indonesia, and possibly the Philippines. Risks in the Middle East would be likely to increase, with regional competition among the major countries of the Gulf region (Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq) as well as Egypt, Syria, and Israel. Major regional wars, eventually involving the use of weapons of mass destruction plus human suffering on a vast scale, floods of refugees, economic disruption, and risks to oil supplies are all readily conceivable. Based on past experience, the United States would almost certainly be drawn back into these areas, whether to defend friendly states, to cope with a humanitarian catastrophe, or to prevent a hostile power from dominating an entire region. Steven Peter Rosen has thus fittingly observed, “If the logic of American empire is unappealing, it is not at all clear that the alternatives are that much more attractive.”22 Similarly, Niall Ferguson has added that those who dislike American predominance ought to bear in mind that the alternative may not be a world of competing great powers, but one with no hegemon at all. Ferguson’s warning may be hyperbolic, but it hints at the perils that the absence of a dominant power, “apolarity,” could bring “an anarchic new Dark Age of waning empires and religious fanaticism; of endemic plunder and pillage in the world’s forgotten regions; of economic stagnation and civilization’s retreat into a few fortified enclaves.”
2. Extend Khalilzad and Florig – US military leadership is key to preventing multiple scenarios for extinction.

3. Hegemony Solves multiple scenarios for conflict 

Thayer, B.A.  (Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University) [Bradley, In Defense of Primacy, The National Interest, December (lexis)] December 2006
THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics. Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)."  Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned--between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the 
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interests of the United States.  Critics have faulted the Bush Administration for attempting to spread democracy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's critics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or stabilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Perhaps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Afghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threatened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy.  Washington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western-style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive.  Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable.
4. Hegemony is sustainable and solves global war – there is no alternative 

Robert Knowles (Assistant Professor – New York University School of Law) 2009 “american hegemony and the foreign affairs constitution” Arizona State Law Journal, Vol. 41 Lexis 

First, the "hybrid" hegemonic model assumes that the goal of U.S. foreign affairs should be the preservation of American hegemony, which is more stable, more peaceful, and better for America's security and prosperity, than the alternatives. If the United States were to withdraw from its global leadership role, no other nation would be capable of taking its place. 378 The result would be radical instability and a greater risk of major war. 379 In addition, the United States would no longer benefit from the public goods it had formerly produced; as the largest consumer, it would suffer the most. Second, the hegemonic model assumes that American hegemony is unusually stable and durable. 380 As noted above, other nations have many incentives to continue to tolerate the current order. 381 And although other nations or groups of nations - China, the European Union, and India are often mentioned - may eventually overtake the United States in certain areas, such as manufacturing, the U.S. will remain dominant in most measures of capability for decades. According to 2007 estimates, the U.S. economy was projected to be twice the size of China's in 2025. 382 The U.S. accounted for half of the world's military spending in 2007 and holds enormous advantages in defense technology that far outstrip would-be competitors. 383 Predictions of American decline are not new, and they have thus far proved premature. 384 
2AC Soft Power
1. Extend Stelzer – US soft power on the brink now, allies are perceiving a slap in the face and outstretched hands to enemies

2. Plan Solves: First Step To Repair American Image And Hegemony Is Immediate Withdrawal From Iraq

Odom, 7(William E, Lieutenant General (Retired), United States Army Adjunct Professor of Political Science Yale University, American Hegemony, PROCEEDINGS OF THE AMERICAN PHILOSOPHICAL SOCIETY VOL. 151, NO. 4, DECEMBER 2007, http://www.amphilsoc.org/sites/default/files/1510403.pdf)
As a spectacular example of how to squander American hegemony— fiscally, militarily, politically, and morally—the war in Iraq will probably turn out to be the greatest strategic mistake in American history. Can we still save the American empire? Or is it too late? We can, but we must act soon. The first step must be withdrawal from Iraq. That invasion was never in American interests. Rather, it advanced the interests of Iran by avenging Saddam’s invasion of that country. And it advanced al Qaeda’s interests by making Iraq open for its cadres. They are killing both Americans and Iraqis there in growing numbers, and taking their newly gained skills to other countries. Many reports suggest that al Qaeda was in desperate condition by spring 2002 and that only after the U.S. invasion of Iraq did its recruiting powers recover and its funding sources replenish its coffers. Apparently, President Bush came to Osama bin Laden’s rescue in his nadir. The irony would be comical if it were not so tragic. All the debate today over the tactical mistakes we have made in Iraq is beside the point. All of the unhappy consequences were destined to occur once the invasion started. Most worrisome, the war has paralyzed the United States strategically. The precondition for regaining diplomatic and military mobility is withdrawal, no matter what kind of mess is left behind. The United States bears the blame for it, but it cannot avoid the consequences by “staying the course.” Every day we remain on that course increases the costs and makes the eventual defeat larger. Only after the United States withdraws can it possibly rally sufficient international support to prevent the spread of the damage beyond the region, and it might bring some order to the region as well. It cannot do that, however, unless it alters or abandons at least five of its present policies, policies that have become so perverse that they are generating the very things they were meant to prevent. The first is our nuclear nonproliferation policy. It was meant to maintain regional stability. Our pursuit of it has accelerated proliferation and created instability. The lesson that Iran and others must draw is that if they acquire nuclear weapons, Washington will embrace them, as it has India and Pakistan. Earlier, the United States let Israel proliferate, and that adds to the incentives for all Arab states to proliferate as well. Our nonproliferation policy in Northeast Asia has worsened our relations with South Korea to the point of pushing Seoul toward the Chinese security orbit. At the same time, it has allowed North Korea to diminish U.S. influence in the region while China has increased its own. That opens the path to a unified Korea without U.S. troops and with nuclear weapons, a sure formula for prompting Japanese acquisition of nuclear weapons. The second perverse policy is the so-called “global war on terrorism.” As many critics have pointed out, terrorism is not an enemy. It is a tactic. The United States has a long record of supporting terrorists and using terrorist tactics. The slogans of the war on terrorism today merely make the United States look hypocritical to the rest of the world. A prudent American president would end the present policy of “sustained hysteria,” order the removal of most of the new safety barriers in Washington and elsewhere, treat terrorism as a serious but not a strategic problem, encourage Americans to regain their confidence, and refuse to let al Qaeda keep us in a state of fright. The third perverse policy, spreading democracy, is a very bad practice. By now, it should be clear why I say so. We should try to spread constitutional order, not democracy, which, if it is implemented before a constitution is truly accepted, is almost certain to be illiberal, allowing varying degrees of tyranny over minorities. It makes sense to support individual rights and liberties everywhere, but it is wrong-headed to assume that democratic voting procedures—easy to implement— will assure such liberties. The fourth misguided policy is the Defense Department’s military redeployment plans. They are hollowing out NATO long before new members in Eastern Europe have achieved constitutional breakthroughs and transformed their militaries. Europe may create its own unified military over time, but the European Union is nowhere near that goal today. NATO, therefore, remains critical for Europe’s internal and external security. Its influence and political capacity are directly proportional to the size of U.S. forces deployed in Europe. Finally, the energy policy of “no energy policy” ensures more shocks ahead while funneling trillions of dollars into the hands of those in the Middle East and Southwest Asia who may not wish us well. And it emboldens Russian leaders smarting with feelings of acute imperial nostalgia. A serious energy policy would include putting several dollars’ tax on every gallon of motor fuel. The resulting revenue could be put into american hegemony  a Manhattan Project–like crash program to find other kinds of energy for motor transport and to invigorate the nuclear power industry with safer technology and increased efficiency. It could also be 
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used to modernize the railways, letting high-speed trains drain off air passenger traffic from air travel, especially on the East and West Coasts and between several large midwestern and southwestern cities. As these issues reveal, the accumulating undesirable consequences of America’s unilateralist diplomacy, its war policies, and its neglect of the more important foreign and domestic challenges may have already reached a point where American hegemony is irreversibly waning. Yet I believe it is still worth trying to save it. American power has been used to achieve a remarkable amount of good in the world since World War II. We are now seeing that it can also be used to cause a lot of evil. I do not subscribe to the oft-voiced view that the only way to prevent its use for the latter end is to weaken it dramatically and thereby remove the temptation. Were that to happen, not only Americans but many others in the world would be the poorer for it. 
3. This prevents extinction – Florig explains that legitimacy is key to engaging in the global system and preventing nuclear war

Afghanistan Add-On

1. More presence is needed to stabilize Afghanistan. The surge helped but isn’t enough.

Jeff Schogol, staff writer for Stars and Stripes and former soldier. 04-28-10. Stars and Stripes http://www.stripes.com/news/report-still-not-enough-troops-for-afghanistan-operations-1.101665
ARLINGTON, Va. — Despite the addition of more than 50,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan over the past year, there still aren’t enough forces to conduct operations in the majority of key areas, according to a congressionally mandated report released Wednesday on progress in Afghanistan. Coalition forces have decided to focus their efforts on 121 key districts in Afghanistan, but right now, NATO has enough forces to operate in only 48 of those districts, the report said.

2. Troops Withdrawn from Iraq Will be Redeployed to Afghanistan 

Peter Baker, 2/27/09, NY times, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/28/washington/28troops.html
President Obama declared the beginning of the end of one of the longest and most divisive wars in American history on Friday as he announced that he would withdraw combat forces from Iraq by August 2010 and all remaining troops by December 2011.  The decision, outlined before thousands of camouflage-clad Marines here, underscored the transformation in national priorities a month after Mr. Obama took office as he prepared to shift resources and troops from increasingly stable Iraq to increasingly volatile Afghanistan. “Every nation and every group must know, whether you wish America good or ill, that the end of the war in Iraq will enable a new era of American leadership and engagement in the Middle East,” Mr. Obama said. “And that era has just begun.”  The president’s venue underscored the shift in emphasis. About 8,000 Marines stationed here will ship out soon to Afghanistan, part of the 17,000-troop buildup he ordered. The Marines applauded when he promised to bring troops home from Iraq.
3. Afghan instability immediately escalates without stronger US presence– the drug trade provides routes for expanding conflict. Aff solves the drug trade.

Lal 2006 [Rollie, PhD, Asst. Prof. @ Vlerick Management School – Leuven, “Central Asia and its Asian

Neighbors,” http://stinet.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=A450305&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
The relationship between the Central Asian states and their neighbors is complex and heavily influenced by the situation in Afghanistan. Afghanistan forms the link between regions, and it has endured a great deal of meddling from various sides, as in the past few decades, the United States, Pakistan, India, Iran, Russia, Uzbekistan, and other countries have attempted to push for a friendly government in Afghanistan. Since September 11, 2001, and the fall of the Taliban, Afghanistan has also gained in importance as a feasible key transport route for increased trade and security cooperation between the countries of Central Asia and India and Pakistan.1 Stability in Afghanistan has had a profound effect on Central Asian security as both religious radicalism and drugs emanating from Afghanistan threaten the region. During the Afghan-Soviet war, the United States in effect, through Pakistan, supported fundamentalist Islamic teachings and military training of Afghan, Pakistani, and other Central Asian militants in an effort to expel the Soviet Union from Afghanistan.2 The growth of Islamic fundamentalism from the Afghan-Soviet war accelerated the spread of a religious ideology throughout the formerly communist countries. The Taliban trained Uzbek, Tajik, and Uighur radicals, spurring the growth of destabilizing fundamentalist movements throughout the region.3 In 1992, leaders of the Islamic Renaissance Party (IRP) fled Tajikistan to take refuge and regroup in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iran, and Russia.4 During the 1990s, Afghanistan also became a haven for the IMU.5 Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan all moved to support the anti-Taliban Northern Alliance in the 1990s in the hopes of defeating the fundamentalist threat.6 The Central Asian states remain concerned by the continued presence of militants in Afghanistan and, now, Pakistan, and also by the booming drug trade that passes through Afghanistan and Central Asia into Europe and Russia.7 Narcotics flow from Afghanistan via multiple routes in the region to foreign markets, and populations of these transit corridors are increasingly consumers of the drugs as well. Traffickers transport opiates north through Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan on to Russia, and west through Iran and Turkmenistan to Turkey and Europe.8 Tajikistan has made efforts to stem the flow of drugs across its border from Afghanistan, establishing two antidrug agencies in Afghanistan to coordinate military and nonmilitary operations with international troops and Afghan forces in the border areas.9 Since the fall of the Taliban, many local leaders have retained considerable power and maintain some ability to destabilize the Kabul government. In addition, various renegade militant groups and remnants of the Taliban continue to operate in parts of Afghanistan, particularly near the Pakistani border. The ability of these groups to move nimbly across the border to evade counterterrorism forces and border patrols has been a cause for consternation among Afghan border patrols has been a cause for consternation among Afghanistan’s neighbors. Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Kazakhstan, and Kyrgyzstan are concerned that Afghanistan could revert to a haven for terrorist training, sending the militants back into their countries to destabilize regimes.11 A political vacuum in Afghanistan has traditionally drawn its neighboring countries in to compete for influence. Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan have an interest in fostering trade and transport linkages both with and through Afghanistan, but they face difficulties in maintaining security for the routes.12 Iran has been successful in moving forward with an agreement to trade goods with Uzbekistan through Afghanistan. This agreement has facilitated Uzbekistan’s access to needed ports for export.13
4. Loss in Afghanistan sparks regional and nuclear war; it’s the greatest threat to world peace.

MacKenzie 09 Lewis MacKenzie, retired major-general and the first commander of the United Nations peacekeeping forces in Sarajevo, Oct. 17, 2009, Globe and Mail

The doomsday scenario that would follow a Taliban resumption of power in Afghanistan is much deadlier today than it was in 1989 when the Russians were evicted. Once firmly established as the government in Kabul, the Taliban could and would focus their energies and talents on the real prize, Pakistan, where their brothers in arms have managed to advance, in one case, within 100 kilometres of the capital, Islamabad. With Afghanistan under their control, a reinforced Taliban would have greater potential to close that gap and bring the control of Pakistan's nuclear arsenal and delivery systems within reach. The odds are that once it appeared that the Taliban would be successful, al-Qaeda would be their newest friend. India, another nuclear power, would never tolerate such a scenario. Its guaranteed intervention would certainly wake up the rest of the neighbourhood – China, Russia and Iran. Now if that wouldn't threaten world peace, nothing would.
Afghanistan Add-On
Most equipment from Iraq is sent to Afghanistan.

Mike Mount, Senior Pentagon Producer. 04-02-10. CNN Blogs. http://afghanistan.blogs.cnn.com/2010/04/02/massive-effort-to-move-military-out-of-iraq-into-afghanistan/
 WASHINGTON – As the U.S. military starts a drawdown of troops in Iraq, it finds itself in the midst of the largest logistical movement of weapons, vehicles and other equipment since the build-up to World War II, according to the general in charge of the operation.

Millions of pieces of equipment, from large mine resistant troop carriers and Humvees to the smallest of pieces like cots and combat radios, are being thoroughly scrutinized as they come out of Iraq and mostly sent to the war effort thousands of miles away in Afghanistan to help in the troop build up there, according to the commander of the operation, Lt. Gen. William Webster.

All military equipment and troops will either go to America, Afghanistan, or stay in Iraq.

Mike Mount, Senior Pentagon Producer. 04-02-10. CNN Blogs. http://afghanistan.blogs.cnn.com/2010/04/02/massive-effort-to-move-military-out-of-iraq-into-afghanistan/
As the equipment is moved, the military has to make a decision on what to do with each piece: put it in Afghanistan, ship it back to the U.S. or leave it in Iraq.

"Some of it goes into Afghanistan; some of it goes back to the Army to be reset back in the depots and then returned to our soldiers who are training back in" the United States, Webster said.
All military supplies from Iraq will be used to solve overstretch, mostly in Afghanistan.
LA Times 03-18-09. The Seattle Times. http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/nationworld/2008877086_iraqexit18.html?syndication=rss
The American withdrawal from Iraq marks the beginning of one of the largest relocations of military hardware and manpower in recent years. But much of the equipment will not be returning to the United States.
Instead, some will remain with the Iraqi security forces and some will be shipped to Afghanistan. Millions of tons of armor and weaponry will be used to restock U.S.-run warehouses across the Middle East — in case it is needed in the future.
The plans follow a pattern set by the military for the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003 and again for the military troop buildup in 2007, when the Defense Department drew on equipment stored around the Persian Gulf region, including in massive facilities in Kuwait and Qatar.

Equipment removed from Iraq will be sent to those warehouses, officials said, to ensure that the military is able to respond to a variety of contingencies, including possible Iranian aggression or renewed violence in Iraq.

Other countries don’t want US involvement and the US will stockpile to solve overstretch.

LA Times 03-18-09. The Seattle Times. http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/nationworld/2008877086_iraqexit18.html?syndication=rss
Other countries in the Middle East are watching as the U.S. plans unfold. Many foreign officials want to ensure that the U.S. drawdown in Iraq does not leave them unprotected. But the United States remains unpopular in the region, and citizens in most Arab countries do not want a large U.S. presence on their territory.
Military experts believe that stockpiling weaponry is a good solution, avoiding the provocation posed by having troops on the ground but giving the United States a head start in case military intervention is needed.
Afghanistan Add-On

Instability In This Region Of The World Risk Nuclear Exchange

AHARI Professor of National Security and Strat @ Warfighting School 2001
M. Ehsan Ahrari – Professor of National Security and Strategy of the Joint and Combined Warfighting School at the Armed Forces Staff College in Norfolk, Virginia “JIHADI GROUPS, NUCLEAR PAKISTAN, AND THE NEW GREAT GAME”  www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/ssi/jihadi.pdf
South and Central Asia constitute a part of the world where a well-designed American strategy might help avoid crises or catastrophe. The U.S. military would provide only one component of such a strategy, and a secondary one at that, but has an important role to play through engagement activities and regional confidence-building. Insecurity has led the states of the region to seek weapons of mass destruction, missiles, and conventional arms. It has also led them toward policies which undercut the security of their neighbors. If such activities continue, the result could be increased terrorism, humanitarian disasters, continued low-level conflict and potentially even major regional war or a thermonuclear exchange. A shift away from this pattern could allow the states of the region to become solid economic and political partners for the United States, thus representing a gain for all concerned.

Middle East instability results in global escalation and nuclear war

Ian O. Lesser, Woodrow Wilson Center Public Policy Scholar and Adjunct Staff Member @ Rand, 2004, The Future Security Environment in the Middle East

Several factors contribute to the prominence of WMD and ballistic missiles in Middle Eastern security today. First, the Middle East is the place where unconventional weapons and missiles have been used, at least in a limited, tactical fashion, in modern conflict. Egypt employed chemical weapons in Yemen in the 1960s, and Libya is alleged to have used them in Chad. They were reportedly employed in Afghanistan and, more recently, in Sudan. Iraq used them against the Kurds, and they were employed on a large scale by both sides in the Iran-Iraq war. Missiles were used in the 1973 Arab-Israeli war (Egyptian Scuds and Syrian Frog-7s), in the “war of the cities” between Iran and Iraq, in the civil war in Yemen, and during the 1991 Gulf War. They have been fired, ineffectively, at Italian territory by Libya. Threats to employ these systems are a regular feature of confrontation in the region, and on its periphery.   Second, even without use, the Middle East is a leading area of proliferation. Most of the world’s leading WMD proliferators are arrayed along an arc stretching from North Africa to Pakistan (and nuclear and missile tests in South Asia may affect proliferation norms in the Middle East). The presence of active conflicts and flashpoints across the region means that the possession of WMD is not just a matter of national prestige and strategic weight, but a very real factor in military balances and warfighting.   Third, the prominence of WMD in the Middle Eastern security environment is accompanied by great uncertainty about the motivations and strategic culture of regional actors. The ways of thinking about WMD, especially nuclear weapons and missiles, developed during the Cold War, are often assumed to have less relevance in a Middle Eastern setting. The question of whether “rogue” proliferators will act rationally and can be deterred in the conventional sense is unclear. In this and other contexts, the prospect of conflict involving WMD in the Middle East raises a variety of uncomfortable issues for Western strategists, and presumably for regional actors themselves. The ongoing Palestinian-Israeli confrontation, with the risk of regional escalation, lends greater weight and immediacy to these issues.   Fourth, the pace and character of WMD proliferation in the Middle East is of intense interest to extraregional actors. Russia, China, North Korea, and potentially others are leading suppliers of weapons, materials, and the technological know-how for developing indigenous capabilities. Pursuit of Middle East peace and access to the region’s energy supplies are extraordinarily prominent issues in international affairs, and will compel continued American and Western attention. For these and other reasons, the region is demanding of Western military presence and intervention. Proliferation can interact with the Middle East peace process and stability in the Gulf and the Mediterranean. The potential for new nuclear powers in the region, coupled with the deployment of missiles of increasing range, could profoundly alter the calculus of Western intervention and engagement in the Middle East. So, too, could a shift to a “world of defenses,” operationally and strategically. And as the 2003 war against Iraq shows, the issue of WMD possession and potential use can be a casus belli in its own right.   Finally, and to a growing extent, American concerns about WMD capabilities in the Middle East reflect a more profound concern about the security of the U.S. homeland itself, especially after September 11. The prominence of international terrorism with ties to the Middle East together with the growing lethality of the “new terrorism” pose the risk of terrorist use of WMD on American territory. The easy mobility of people, materials, and technology means that proliferation in the Middle East is not a remote phenomenon for the United States and its allies. Whether delivered by missiles or couriers, highly destructive weapons are the most dramatic illustration of the transregional character of the new security environment. The growing reach of these weapons challenges traditional notions of regional security. Asia, the Middle East, Europe, Eurasia, and the Western Hemisphere are now far more interdependent in security terms. The spread of WMD in the Middle East affects security on a global basis, and developments far afield can influence patterns of proliferation inside the region.

Bioterror Add-On
Threat of bioterrorist attack is real and preventable but requires cooperation with international community to thwart attempt

(Bob Graham and Jim Talent, Former Senator Bob Graham is the Chair and Former Senator Jim Talent is the Vice Chair of the Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism, July 27 2009,  “Bioterrorism: Redefining Prevention” Biosecurity and Bioterrorism: Biodefense Strategy, Practice, and Science Volume: 7 Issue 2)

Given the vast differences in the weaponization of nuclear and biological technologies, it is important to have a biological weapons prevention strategy that does not merely involve crossing out ‘‘nuclear’’ and adding ‘‘bio.’’ There will be some similarities of approach, which we have detailed in our report: for example, preventing a biological attack will require continued support and investment in international treaties, such as the Biological Weapons Convention and UN Resolution 1540. It will also require that U.S. labs are safe and secure and that personnel who work in them are trustworthy. But as a recently released Defense Science Board report asserted, ‘‘A determined adversary cannot be prevented from obtaining very dangerous materials for nefarious purposes. . . . The best we can do is to make it more difficult. We need to recognize this reality and be prepared to mitigate the effects of a biological attack. We, as a nation, are not prepared.’’ There is, indeed, a great deal of work to do, but biological weapons give the good guys opportunities that nuclear weapons don’t: a biological weapon can be prevented from causing mass lethality after an attack. This cannot happen after a nuclear detonation, but it is theoretically possible to significantly limit the loss of life after the deliberate infliction of disease. It may be an expansion of what is normally thought of as prevention, but it capitalizes on the unique traits of biology. There may be a time period after an attack when a prepared, efficient response could limit the size and scope of the attack by orders of magnitude. A well-prepared nation can use the incubation period of a disease-causing agent to its people’s advantage. As we wrote in our report, ‘‘A prompt response with effective medical countermeasures, such as antibiotics and vaccination, can potentially blunt the impact of an attack and thwart the terrorists’ objectives.’’ Some have referred to this as ‘‘pushing the decimal point to the left.’’ Casualties would not be counted in hundreds of thousands, tens of thousands, or even thousands. In addition to saving lives, limiting the effectiveness of a biological weapon makes it less attractive to those who wish to inflict harm by using it.
A bioweapon attack now would be as devastating as a hit from a WMD – fully developing our capacity would reduce them to the effectiveness of a car bomb

(Bob Graham and Jim Talent, Former Senator Bob Graham is the Chair and Former Senator Jim Talent is the Vice Chair of the Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism, July 27 2009,  “Bioterrorism: Redefining Prevention” Biosecurity and Bioterrorism: Biodefense Strategy, Practice, and Science Volume: 7 Issue 2)

The investment for making a bioweapon is small and getting smaller, and the outcome could be destabilizing for the nation that is attacked, with spillover effects to other countries, particularly if the weapon is contagious. As the old saying goes, ‘‘An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure.’’ But for biological weapons, preventing an attack from causing mass lethality may be a matter of delivering an antibiotic or another medical countermeasure in a timely way. Fully developing our capacity to limit a biological attack means that future WMD commissions tasked with assessing U.S. security could note that biological attacks are a horrible, regrettable crime that could claim innocent lives—similar to improvised explosive devices or car bombs—but they do not have the potential for mass destruction. A major part of our biodefense strategy should be based on reaching a level of preparedness that will effectively remove bioweapons from the category of WMD. This will happen neither quickly nor cheaply, but it will be well worth the investment.
Solvency

Current timeline withdrawal promotes Iraqi peace and democracy

Raed Jarrar, political analyst and Senior Fellow with Peace Action, 2.25.2010,

http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/02/25-0 
Obama should not forget that he is the Commander-in-Chief, and should stand up to the Pentagon. Iraq is broken, but the US military occupation is not a part of the solution. We cannot fix what the military occupation has damaged by prolonging it, neither can we help Iraqis build a democratic system by occupying them. We cannot protect Iraqis from other interventions by continuing our own. The first step in helping Iraqis work for a better future is sticking to the time-based withdrawal plan that Obama has promised and the two governments have agreed upon. President Obama should send a clear message to the Iraqi people to confirm that he is going to fulfill his promises and abide by the binding security agreement with Iraq, and this message must also be clear to the American people in this pivotal elections year.

Solvency

Politics in Iraq and the U.S. may prevent strategic drawdown unless done by current timeline

Toby Dodge, Senior Consulting Fellow for the Middle East at the IISS and Reader in International Politics at Queen Mary, University of London, 3/25/10, Routledge Publishing Group (The U.S. and Iraq: Time for the U.S. to Go, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all~content=a920295827~frm=titlelink)
Faced with a rapidly reduced military presence on the ground, the Obama administration has few choices. Calls for a renewed US commitment to Iraq do not take into account two major stumbling blocks. The first are the electoral mandates of Obama and Maliki. Obama won the presidency on an unambiguous platform of drawing down US troops and ending the military commitment to Iraq. This played a decisive role in his victory over Hillary Clinton in the Democratic primaries and over John McCain in the general election.24 During the presidential campaign, Obama explicitly dealt with the issue that a drawdown might lead to increased violence. In November 2007 he said he believed that ‘there will be a spike in violence as we make a transition. Keep in mind that I think that there’s going to be more violence over the long haul by us not changing the course, so I’m weighing – again – bad options.’ Ricks would rightly counter that the US residual force he is proposing was included in Obama’s election campaign. This force was going to be used to train the Iraqi military, fight al-Qaeda and deal with the ‘potential re-emergence of Shia militias’. However, this is where American election promises and Washington policy clash with the realities of Iraqi politics. The commitment to remove all US troops from Iraq by the end of 2011 came from the lengthy and antagonistic negotiations surrounding the drafting of the Status of Forces Agreement. As the negotiations dragged on, Maliki increasingly couched his opposition to its more objectionable clauses in terms of Iraqi national sovereignty. The popular approval this won him encouraged an even tougher negotiating stance. Whoever emerges as prime minister in the aftermath of March’s elections will not have a mandate to renegotiate the agreement. Conversely, any move to extend the presence of US troops in Iraq and increase their visibility on the streets of Baghdad would be extremely unpopular. Iraqi public opinion has always been hostile to a US military presence in the country. A prime minister who sought to extend that presence would be courting profound popular discontent. The treatment of Joe Biden in Baghdad in January brings to mind the comments of veteran Iraq watcher Patrick Cockburn that the ‘Americans have always over-estimated the extent to which they make the weather in Baghdad’. US influence in Iraq was at its height during the 2003–04 rule of the Coalition Provisional Authority and then again during George W. Bush’s ‘surge’ in 2007–08. During the surge the number of US combat troops increased and they were aggressively repositioned amongst the Iraqi population. This change in US policy and troop posture did lead to a steady decline in Iraqi civilian deaths. But throughout the surge, at the peak of American influence, US ability to shape the behaviour of Iraq’s ruling elite remained minimal. Today, key actors in the sectarian violence of 2005–07 remain unpunished and retain senior positions in the Iraqi cabinet. Ricks is right to argue that the surge represented ‘a change in American attitudes, with more humility about what could be done ... and with quietly but sharply reduced ambitions’.27 Those sharply reduced ambitions targeted the most violent non-state actors in and around Baghdad and succeeded in break- ing the capacity of both al-Qaeda in Mesopotamia and the Jaish al-Mahdi. The surge could not, however, alter the political logic that has shaped Iraqi politics since 2005, change the main players at the head of the state or force leading Iraqi politicians to engage in meaningful reconciliation. A final reason for the removal of the US military presence in Iraq is the sheer number of problems now facing the country: the weak and highly politicised rule of law, the profound corruption that finds protection at the highest levels of the Iraqi political elite, and the dominance of that unpop- ular and formally exiled elite all have origins in decisions taken either in Washington itself or by American diplomats working for the Coalition Provisional Authority and their successors operating in the Green Zone from 2003 until 2007. After a military presence of seven years, the argu- ment that an extended commitment of another two or three years will fix the problems created under occupation does not stand up to scrutiny. If the US presence has failed to create a stable, sustainable post-war settlement in Iraq by now, why would the continued presence of 50,000 troops after 2011 make a difference? Given the record of the US occupation and the profound limitations of America’s present stature, the Obama administration is right to continue to draw down. But in remembering the egregious mistakes of its predeces- sor the administration should not claim victory as it exits Iraq. It should not, as Biden did in the midst of the de-Ba’athification crisis, claim all is well in Baghdad. A more honest and realistic approach would recognise the impossible legacy left by the Bush administration. The damage the previous administration did so much to encourage would then be minimised with the help of US allies and multilateral organisations. In short, after seven years of American occupation, it is time to go home.
Solvency

Target dates for troop reduction good – shows US isn’t being forced out, encourages Iraqi leadership and increases US bargaining power

(Thomas Kelly, Masters in Strategic Studies from US Army War College, 2008, “Crossroads in Iraq”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA479077, page 11)

Equally important, their plan would allow for the gradual reduction of U.S. forces, giving the advisors ample time and resources to improve the overall success of the advisory mission.5 They also argue that setting target dates for withdrawal from Iraq will undercut any notion that the U.S. is being forced out of Iraq and will, simultaneously, confirm that the U.S. is not interested in any long-term occupation of Iraq. Miller and Brimley also feel that a timeline for repositioning of U.S. forces will encourage the Iraqi leadership to work together while increasing U.S. bargaining power to leverage other states to assist in the rebuilding of Iraq.6

Phased withdrawal solves overstretch - would free up troops for other uses 
(Thomas Kelly, Masters in Strategic Studies from US Army War College, 2008, “Crossroads in Iraq”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA479077, page 15)

One of the greatest advantages to a phased withdrawal is that predetermined timelines can greatly enhance long-term planning. If the concept is to not replace any units once they depart, then second and third order force management and equipment decisions can be better forecasted within the military. Not replacing units after they depart frees those units for possible deployment in support of any other strategic scenarios that support U.S. global interests. Indeed, the current five brigade surge in Iraq has all the surge units departing without identified replacements. Already one Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU) and one army brigade have left Iraq without being replaced. During the first six months of 2008 another four army brigades and two Marine battalions are scheduled to depart Iraq without being replaced by any units.15 The fact that one MEU and one brigade have transparently left Iraq recently, without being replaced, supports the concept that a phased withdrawal may be successfully executed with minimal turbulence or significant causalities or increased civilian violence. Korb believes that the estimated $10 billion per month cost of sustaining the current footprint would gradually diminish as U.S. forces phase out of Iraq, and those funds could be utilized for other programs either within Iraq or elsewhere within the Department of Defense or Department of State. A pre-determined timeline-based withdrawal from Iraq would allow for maximum use of all U.S. military security assets to defend departing ground and air movements out of Iraq. Enemy forces might be able to inflict some sporadic and serious physical damage to departing convoys, but, under a heightened predetermined time-phased security blanket, enemy forces would be decimated by increased allied air and ground cover
Solvency

Phased withdrawal working now – doesn’t lead to civilian violence 
(Thomas Kelly, Masters in Strategic Studies from US Army War College, 2008, “Crossroads in Iraq”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA479077, page 15)

One of the greatest advantages to a phased withdrawal is that predetermined timelines can greatly enhance long-term planning. If the concept is to not replace any units once they depart, then second and third order force management and equipment decisions can be better forecasted within the military. Not replacing units after they depart frees those units for possible deployment in support of any other strategic scenarios that support U.S. global interests. Indeed, the current five brigade surge in Iraq has all the surge units departing without identified replacements. Already one Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU) and one army brigade have left Iraq without being replaced. During the first six months of 2008 another four army brigades and two Marine battalions are scheduled to depart Iraq without being replaced by any units.15 The fact that one MEU and one brigade have transparently left Iraq recently, without being replaced, supports the concept that a phased withdrawal may be successfully executed with minimal turbulence or significant causalities or increased civilian violence. Korb believes that the estimated $10 billion per month cost of sustaining the current footprint would gradually diminish as U.S. forces phase out of Iraq, and those funds could be utilized for other programs either within Iraq or elsewhere within the Department of Defense or Department of State. A pre-determined timeline-based withdrawal from Iraq would allow for maximum use of all U.S. military security assets to defend departing ground and air movements out of Iraq. Enemy forces might be able

to inflict some sporadic and serious physical damage to departing convoys, but, under a heightened predetermined time-phased security blanket, enemy forces would be decimated by increased allied air and ground cover. 
Timetable for withdrawal maximizes troop safety

(Thomas Kelly, Masters in Strategic Studies from US Army War College, 2008, “Crossroads in Iraq”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA479077, page 15)

One of the greatest advantages to a phased withdrawal is that predetermined timelines can greatly enhance long-term planning. If the concept is to not replace any units once they depart, then second and third order force management and equipment decisions can be better forecasted within the military. Not replacing units after they depart frees those units for possible deployment in support of any other strategic scenarios that support U.S. global interests. Indeed, the current five brigade surge in Iraq has all the surge units departing without identified replacements. Already one Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU) and one army brigade have left Iraq without being replaced. During the first six months of 2008 another four army brigades and two Marine battalions are scheduled to depart Iraq without being replaced by any units.15 The fact that one MEU and one brigade have transparently left Iraq recently, without being replaced, supports the concept that a phased withdrawal may be successfully executed with minimal turbulence or significant causalities or increased civilian violence. Korb believes that the estimated $10 billion per month cost of sustaining the current footprint would gradually diminish as U.S. forces phase out of Iraq, and those funds could be utilized for other programs either within Iraq or elsewhere within the Department of Defense or Department of State. A pre-determined timeline-based withdrawal from Iraq would allow for maximum use of all U.S. military security assets to defend departing ground and air movements out of Iraq. Enemy forces might be able

to inflict some sporadic and serious physical damage to departing convoys, but, under a heightened predetermined time-Jarrarphased security blanket, enemy forces would be decimated by increased allied air and ground cover. 

Solvency

U.S. Must Keep its Promise to Withdraw Despite Instability—Commitment Amends International Relations, Which are Key to Creating a Stable Iraq

Edward N. Luttwak, CSIS senior associate, 2005, Foreign Affairs, “Iraq: The Logic of Disengagement,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60424/edward-n-luttwak/iraq-the-logic-of-disengagement
Given all that has happened in Iraq to date, the best strategy for the United States is disengagement. This would call for the careful planning and scheduling of the withdrawal of U.S. forces from much of the country--while making due provisions for sharp punitive strikes against any attempt to harass the withdrawing forces. But it would primarily require an intense diplomatic effort, to prepare and conduct parallel negotiations with several parties inside Iraq and out. All have much to lose or gain depending on exactly how the U.S. withdrawal is carried out, and this would give Washington a great deal of leverage that could be used to advance U.S. interests. The United States cannot threaten to unleash anarchy in Iraq in order to obtain concessions from others, nor can it make transparently conflicting promises about the country's future to different parties. But once it has declared its firm commitment to withdraw--or perhaps, given the widespread conviction that the United States entered Iraq to exploit its resources, once visible physical preparations for an evacuation have begun--the calculus of other parties will change. In a reversal of the usual sequence, the U.S. hand will be strengthened by withdrawal, and Washington may well be able to lay the groundwork for a reasonably stable Iraq. Nevertheless, if key Iraqi factions or Iraq's neighbors are too shortsighted or blinded by resentment to cooperate in their own best interests, the withdrawal should still proceed, with the United States making such favorable or unfavorable arrangements for each party as will most enhance the future credibility of U.S. diplomacy. The United States has now abridged its vastly ambitious project of creating a veritable Iraqi democracy to pursue the much more realistic aim of conducting some sort of general election. In the meantime, however, it has persisted in futile combat against factions that should be confronting one another instead. A strategy of disengagement would require bold, risk-taking statecraft of a high order, and much diplomatic competence in its execution. But it would be soundly based on the most fundamental of realities: geography that alone ensures all other parties are far more exposed to the dangers of an anarchical Iraq than is the United States itself.

Solvency

Iranian negotiations are key to preventing them from going nuclear

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 7/27/07,  Cato Institute (Talk to Iran, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=8619)

A U.S. diplomatic initiative involving Iran would require similar characteristics. Direct, high-level negotiations between Washington and Tehran — far more rigorous than the sporadic U.S.-Iranian talks on Iraq — would be imperative. A useful step would be for President Bush to appoint a prominent special envoy, perhaps former secretary of state James Baker, to represent the United States. Moreover, those negotiations would have to concern more than Iran's nuclear program or the future of Iraq. Indeed, they would need to encompass the entire range of U.S.-Iranian relations. Topics would have to include removal of U.S. and U.N. economic sanctions and the restoration of diplomatic relations between the two countries, as well as the explicit end of Tehran's quest to build nuclear weapons. One should have no illusions about such an initiative. The obstacles to success would be even greater than they have been with North Korea. Whereas North Korea is a small, impoverished state, Iran is a midsize power with considerable political and economic clout. And although Russia helps Iran with its nuclear program, it lacks the patronage power that China has exerted on its client North Korea. The nature of a resolution of the nuclear issue would also likely be different. North Korea has (at least in principle) agreed to give up its entire nuclear program in exchange for concessions from the United States, Japan and South Korea. It is unlikely that Tehran would agree to such a comprehensive de-nuclearization. Washington may have to accept that reality and focus on achieving sufficient international safeguards to ensure that material from a nuclear power program was not diverted to weapons production.All of these obstacles are daunting, but if Washington does not adopt a strategy similar to its recent approach toward North Korea, it will soon face highly unpleasant options: accepting Iran as a nuclear-weapons state or launching military strikes to prevent that result.

Iraq negotiations are the critical part of US-Iran relations
George Friedman, chief executive of global intelligence firm, 3/1/ 2010,  Stratfor  Global Intelligence (Thinking About the Unthinkable: A U.S.-Iranian Dealhttp://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20100301_thinking_about_unthinkable_usiranian_deal)
Iraq, not nuclear weapons, is the fundamental issue between Iran and the United States. Iran wants to see a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq so Iran can assume its place as the dominant military power in the Persian Gulf. The United States wants to withdraw from Iraq because it faces challenges in Afghanistan — where it will also need Iranian cooperation — and elsewhere. Committing forces to Iraq for an extended period of time while fighting in Afghanistan leaves the United States exposed globally. Events involving China or Russia — such as the 2008 war in Georgia — would see the United States without a counter. The alternative would be a withdrawal from Afghanistan or a massive increase in U.S. armed forces. The former is not going to happen any time soon, and the latter is an economic impossibility. Therefore, the United States must find a way to counterbalance Iran without an open-ended deployment in Iraq and without expecting the re-emergence of Iraqi power, because Iran is not going to allow the latter to happen. The nuclear issue is simply an element of this broader geopolitical problem, as it adds another element to the Iranian tool kit. It is not a stand-alone issue. The United States has an interesting strategy in redefining problems that involves creating extraordinarily alliances with mortal ideological and geopolitical enemies to achieve strategic U.S. goals. First consider Franklin Roosevelt’s alliance with Stalinist Russia to block Nazi Germany. He pursued this alliance despite massive political outrage not only from isolationists but also from institutions like the Roman Catholic Church that regarded the Soviets as the epitome of evil. Now consider Richard Nixon’s decision to align with China at a time when the Chinese were supplying weapons to North Vietnam that were killing American troops. Moreover, Mao — who had said he did not fear nuclear war as China could absorb a few hundred million deaths — was considered, with reason, quite mad. Nevertheless, Nixon, as anti-Communist and anti-Chinese a figure as existed in American politics, understood that an alliance (and despite the lack of a formal treaty, alliance it was) with China was essential to counterbalance the Soviet Union at a time when American power was still being sapped in Vietnam. Roosevelt and Nixon both faced impossible strategic situations unless they were prepared to redefine the strategic equation dramatically and accept the need for alliance with countries that had previously been regarded as strategic and moral threats. American history is filled with opportunistic alliances designed to solve impossible strategic dilemmas. The Stalin and Mao cases represent stunning alliances with prior enemies designed to block a third power seen as more dangerous. It is said that Ahmadinejad is crazy. It was also said that Mao and Stalin were crazy, in both cases with much justification. Ahmadinejad has said many strange things and issued numerous threats. But when Roosevelt ignored what Stalin said and Nixon ignored what Mao said, they each discovered that Stalin’s and Mao’s actions were far more rational and predictable than their rhetoric. Similarly, what the Iranians say and what they do are quite different.
Solvency

Withdrawal from Iraq would bolster US ability to project influence in the region
Frederic Wehrey, et. al- Dalia Dassa Kaye, Jessica Watkins, Jeffrey Martini, Robert A. Guffey, Rand Corperation analysts, 2010, Rand Corperation, (The Iraq Effect: The Middle East After the Iraq War http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG892)

Regional concerns related to growing Iranian influence after the war were compounded by a perception that the heavy U.S. commitment in Iraq constrained its ability to project power and enforce regional security. Specifically, the difficulties of prosecuting the war in Iraq have fed the view that the American “moment” in the Middle East may be waning, or at a minimum, that the war has clipped the Americans’ wings. However, despite diminished standing in the region, the United States remains the balancer of choice, and the U.S. drawdown from Iraq may enable the United States to regain regional confidence if it proceeds smoothly.The draining effect of the war in Iraq on U.S. resources and mili- tary readiness is advanced as the principal reason behind the United States’ declining influence in the region (al-Rukabi, 2008). Despite recent improvement in the security situation in Iraq, many regional observers believe that the war in Iraq has revealed the limits of U.S. power. Similarly, the rise of Iranian influence inside Iraq and the con- tinued development of its missile technology and nuclear program are cited as harbingers of a new regional security order, in which Iran will play an increasingly assertive role at the expense of U.S. interests (Harb, 2008). In an article in the Arab Journal of Political Science, ‘Abdullah al-Shaiji observes,Iraq has become a theatre for Iran to settle scores with the United States and [for Iran] to increase the periphery of its power and its presence in the region, to play the role of the principal authority in the region, and to take hold of the trump cards, from West- ern Afghanistan to southern Iraq and from Yemen to the Persian Gulf. (al-Shaiji, 2008, p. 152) Events in Lebanon are also advanced as evidence of Iran’s grow- ing influence in regional affairs. Specifically, Hizballah’s staying power in the 2006 war with Israel, its ability to dictate the terms of the 2008 prisoner exchange, and its political gains vis-à-vis the March 14 major- ity coalition are all cited as further evidence of Iranian gains and erosion of U.S. power. For example, in reference to Hizballah’s May 2008 show of force in Beirut, one Arab commentator observed,

A2 Plan > Middle Eastern Instability

Success or Failure of Withdrawal Irrelevant in Middle Eastern Stability

Frederic Wehrey et al, Senior Policy Analyst for Rand Corporation, 1/10, Dalia D Kaye, Jessica Watkins, Jeffrey Martini, Robert A Guffey, “The Iraq Effect: The Middle East After the Iraq War,” 

http://www.ncci-library.org/jspui/bitstream/123456789/445/1/RAND%20-%20The%20Iraq%20Effect%20-%20The%20Middle%20East%20After%20the%20Iraq%20War%20(2010).pdf 

To be sure, whether Iraq “succeeds” (i.e., continues on its current trajectory of reduced violence and some degree of political reconciliation) or “fails” (i.e., returns to widespread sectarian or ethnic violence and instability) will greatly affect the long-term position and prospects of the Iraqi state. But while regional actors are by no means insulated from such developments, regional trend lines are unlikely to shift significantly in response to internal Iraqi outcomes. For example, renewed violence in Iraq and massive repression and exclusion of the Sunni minority would no doubt anger Sunni Arab regimes and publics and would undermine Iran’s outreach efforts to the broader region. But Iran’s regional influence does not depend just on its leverage in Iraq, which, even under the best of circumstances, would still face resistance because of Iraqi nationalist sentiment. Even in the event of failure in Iraq, Iran is likely to continue its pursuit of other regional levers of influence that are of greater concern to its Arab neighbors, such as its ties to militant groups fighting Israel, as well as its pursuit of nuclear capabilities. Indeed, such levers would prove valuable to any type of Iranian leadership, but they are certainly valuable to hard-liners, who are attempting to consolidate power after the contested 2009 elections. Or, on the other hand, if the United States successfully withdraws from Iraq, leaving it with some level of stability, its improved regional credibility is not likely to deter regional states from continuing to pursue a hedging strategy with respect to Iran and to diversify extraregional security relationships by developing closer ties to such states as China and Russia.

A2 Alt Causes to Soft Power Decline

1. American soft power is low now because of excessive militarization—that’s Hinnebusch in 7.  The plan will be perceived as a move away from militarization and permanent occupancy, increasing soft power.
2. Iraq is key to Middle East relations because of its history of international involvement.  The Middle East is the center of international relations—it is found at the crossroads of Asian and European trade routes and historically, international presence is there.  Improvements in perception spills over internationally.
[
] Obama is trying to please our enemies, while neglecting our allies—that’s Stelzer in 10.  The plan appeases both enemies and allies, enabling Obama to focus on Afghanistan and Iran, increasing soft power.

[
] The War in Iraq consumes money.  Removing troops reduces costs for soldiers, operations, and technological maintenance.  The plan betters the international economy and increases soft power.
[
] Afghan instability immediately escalates without stronger US presence– the drug trade provides routes for expanding conflict. Aff solves the drug trade.

Lal 2006 [Rollie, PhD, Asst. Prof. @ Vlerick Management School – Leuven, “Central Asia and its Asian

Neighbors,” http://stinet.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=A450305&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
The relationship between the Central Asian states and their neighbors is complex and heavily influenced by the situation in Afghanistan. Afghanistan forms the link between regions, and it has endured a great deal of meddling from various sides, as in the past few decades, the United States, Pakistan, India, Iran, Russia, Uzbekistan, and other countries have attempted to push for a friendly government in Afghanistan. Since September 11, 2001, and the fall of the Taliban, Afghanistan has also gained in importance as a feasible key transport route for increased trade and security cooperation between the countries of Central Asia and India and Pakistan.1 Stability in Afghanistan has had a profound effect on Central Asian security as both religious radicalism and drugs emanating from Afghanistan threaten the region. During the Afghan-Soviet war, the United States in effect, through Pakistan, supported fundamentalist Islamic teachings and military training of Afghan, Pakistani, and other Central Asian militants in an effort to expel the Soviet Union from Afghanistan.2 The growth of Islamic fundamentalism from the Afghan-Soviet war accelerated the spread of a religious ideology throughout the formerly communist countries. The Taliban trained Uzbek, Tajik, and Uighur radicals, spurring the growth of destabilizing fundamentalist movements throughout the region.3 In 1992, leaders of the Islamic Renaissance Party (IRP) fled Tajikistan to take refuge and regroup in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iran, and Russia.4 During the 1990s, Afghanistan also became a haven for the IMU.5 Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan all moved to support the anti-Taliban Northern Alliance in the 1990s in the hopes of defeating the fundamentalist threat.6 The Central Asian states remain concerned by the continued presence of militants in Afghanistan and, now, Pakistan, and also by the booming drug trade that passes through Afghanistan and Central Asia into Europe and Russia.7 Narcotics flow from Afghanistan via multiple routes in the region to foreign markets, and populations of these transit corridors are increasingly consumers of the drugs as well. Traffickers transport opiates north through Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan on to Russia, and west through Iran and Turkmenistan to Turkey and Europe.8 Tajikistan has made efforts to stem the flow of drugs across its border from Afghanistan, establishing two antidrug agencies in Afghanistan to coordinate military and nonmilitary operations with international troops and Afghan forces in the border areas.9 Since the fall of the Taliban, many local leaders have retained considerable power and maintain some ability to destabilize the Kabul government. In addition, various renegade militant groups and remnants of the Taliban continue to operate in parts of Afghanistan, particularly near the Pakistani border. The ability of these groups to move nimbly across the border to evade counterterrorism forces and border patrols has been a cause for consternation among Afghan border patrols has been a cause for consternation among Afghanistan’s neighbors. Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Kazakhstan, and Kyrgyzstan are concerned that Afghanistan could revert to a haven for terrorist training, sending the militants back into their countries to destabilize regimes.11 A political vacuum in Afghanistan has traditionally drawn its neighboring countries in to compete for influence. Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan have an interest in fostering trade and transport linkages both with and through Afghanistan, but they face difficulties in maintaining security for the routes.12 Iran has been successful in moving forward with an agreement to trade goods with Uzbekistan through Afghanistan. This agreement has facilitated Uzbekistan’s access to needed ports for export.13
A2 Alt Causes to Overstretch
[
] The War in Iraq consumes money.  Removing troops reduces costs for soldiers, operations, and technological maintenance.  The plan lessens economic stresses and overstretch.
[
] Military presence in Iraq diverts resources from Afghanistan, causing overstretch. Withdrawn troops are redeployed to Afghanistan, resolving this overstretch.
LA Times 03-18-09. The Seattle Times. http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/nationworld/2008877086_iraqexit18.html?syndication=rss
The American withdrawal from Iraq marks the beginning of one of the largest relocations of military hardware and manpower in recent years. But much of the equipment will not be returning to the United States. Instead, some will remain with the Iraqi security forces and some will be shipped to Afghanistan. Millions of tons of armor and weaponry will be used to restock U.S.-run warehouses across the Middle East — in case it is needed in the future. The plans follow a pattern set by the military for the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003 and again for the military troop buildup in 2007, when the Defense Department drew on equipment stored around the Persian Gulf region, including in massive facilities in Kuwait and Qatar. Equipment removed from Iraq will be sent to those warehouses, officials said, to ensure that the military is able to respond to a variety of contingencies, including possible Iranian aggression or renewed violence in Iraq.
[
] Overstretch is exacerbated by lack of soft power since the U.S. is less capable of achieving their agenda, leading to military intervention.  The plan increases soft power because we maintain a commitment—that’s Jarrar—and so there is less need for military overstretch.
A2 Iran Power Vacuum

1. Uniqueness goes affirmative- Iran is attempting to assert power in Iraq regardless of US pullout. It means that there is only a risk that withdrawal stops them.

2. Regardles of the Pullout date, Iran will be looming next door

George Will, Pulizter prize winning journalist, phD @ Princeton,  9/4/2009, Opinion (One Way Or Another, Leaving Iraq, Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/03/AR2009090301866.html)

More than 725 Iraqis have been killed by terrorism since the June 30 pullback of U.S. forces from the cities. All U.S. combat units are to be withdrawn from the country within a year. Up to 50,000 can remain as "advisers" to an Iraqi government that is ostentatious about its belief that the presence of U.S. forces is superfluous and obnoxious. The advisers are to leave by the end of 2011, by which time the final two years of the U.S. military presence will have achieved . . . what? Already that presence is irrelevant to the rising chaos, which the Iraqi government can neither contain nor refrain from participating in: Security forces seem to have been involved in the recent robbery of a state-run bank in central Baghdad. Post columnist David Ignatius correctly argues that "without the backstop of U.S. support," Iraq is "desperately vulnerable" to Iranian pressure. He also reports, however, that an Iraqi intelligence official says Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki's links with Iran are so close that he "uses an Iranian jet with an Iranian crew for his official travel." Whenever U.S. forces leave, Iran will still be Iraq's neighbor.

3. Sticking to SOFA will boost the US ability to discuss Iraq with Iran

Daniel Serwer, VP of the Center for Post-Conflict Peace and Stability Operations, and Sam Parker, Iraq Program Officer in the Center for Post-Conflict, Peace, and Stability Operations, USIP Peace Brief Dec ‘8, “Iraq in the Obama Administration” http://www.usip.org/resources/iraq-in-the-obama-administration

That said, Iran can also be helpful, provided the right incentives.  It intervened to help end fighting between Sadrists and ISF in early 2008, once it was clear that its "special groups" within the Sadrist movement were losing the battle.  Tehran appears, for the moment, to have reined in violence by special groups, although training activities are continuing.   The U.S. and Iran share to some degree an interest in a stable Iraq governed by a popularly elected parliament and prime minister, but the U.S. wants a strong Iraq while Iran wants a weak one. 

In general, the incentive structure facing neighboring regimes is changing.  For much of the Iraq war, several of Iraq's neighbors either actively undermined U.S. efforts in Iraq or merely declined to play a positive role out of fear of a long-term U.S. presence and of further efforts at regime change throughout the region.  Now that it is apparent that these developments are not likely, supporting stability in Iraq has become a more prominent concern.

The SOFA's formal commitment to U.S. withdrawal and a new U.S. president who has been critical of Bush Administration policies in the Middle East present an opportunity for the U.S. to capitalize on this change in incentive structure and secure more robust regional cooperation in Iraq.  Iraq is and will inevitably continue to be the scene of competition between the Arab regimes and Iran, and the potential for Turkish incursion in northern Iraq is a perennial concern.  Despite the competing and conflicting interests in the region, there is also a mutual interest in stability and in keeping Iraq's problems contained.
4. Discussing Iraq is critical to US Iran negotations
George Friedman, chief executive of global intelligence firm, 3/1/ 2010,  Stratfor  Global Intelligence (Thinking About the Unthinkable: A U.S.-Iranian Dealhttp://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20100301_thinking_about_unthinkable_usiranian_deal)
Iraq, not nuclear weapons, is the fundamental issue between Iran and the United States. Iran wants to see a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq so Iran can assume its place as the dominant military power in the Persian Gulf. The United States wants to withdraw from Iraq because it faces challenges in Afghanistan — where it will also need Iranian cooperation — and elsewhere. Committing forces to Iraq for an extended period of time while fighting in Afghanistan leaves the United States exposed globally. Events involving China or Russia — such as the 2008 war in Georgia — would see the United States without a counter. The alternative would be a withdrawal from Afghanistan or a massive increase in U.S. armed forces. The former is not going to happen any time soon, and the latter is an economic impossibility. Therefore, the United States must find a way to counterbalance Iran without an open-ended deployment in Iraq and without expecting the re-emergence of Iraqi power, because Iran is not going to allow the latter to happen. The nuclear issue is simply an element of this broader geopolitical problem, as it adds another element to the Iranian tool kit. It is not a stand-alone issue. The United States has an interesting strategy in redefining problems that involves creating extraordinarily alliances with mortal ideological and geopolitical enemies to achieve strategic U.S. goals. First consider Franklin Roosevelt’s alliance with Stalinist Russia to block Nazi Germany. He pursued this alliance despite massive political outrage not only from isolationists but also from institutions like the Roman Catholic Church that regarded the Soviets as the epitome of evil. Now consider Richard Nixon’s decision to align with China at a time when the Chinese were supplying weapons to North Vietnam that were killing American troops. Moreover, Mao — who had said he did not fear nuclear war as China could absorb a few hundred million deaths — was considered, with reason, quite mad. Nevertheless, Nixon, as anti-Communist and anti-Chinese a figure as existed in American politics, understood that an alliance (and despite the lack of a formal treaty, alliance it was) with China was essential to counterbalance the Soviet Union at a time when American power was still being sapped in Vietnam. Roosevelt and Nixon both faced impossible strategic situations unless they were prepared to redefine the strategic equation dramatically and accept the need for alliance with countries that had previously been regarded as strategic and moral threats. American history is filled with opportunistic alliances designed to solve impossible strategic dilemmas. The Stalin and Mao cases represent stunning alliances with prior enemies designed to block a third power seen as more dangerous. It is said that Ahmadinejad is crazy. It was also said that Mao and Stalin were crazy, in both cases with much justification. Ahmadinejad has said many strange things and issued numerous threats. But when Roosevelt ignored what Stalin said and Nixon ignored what Mao said, they each discovered that Stalin’s and Mao’s actions were far more rational and predictable than their rhetoric. Similarly, what the Iranians say and what they do are quite different.

5. Iranian negotiations are key to preventing Iran from going nuclear

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 7/27/07,  Cato Institute (Talk to Iran, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=8619)

A U.S. diplomatic initiative involving Iran would require similar characteristics. Direct, high-level negotiations between Washington and Tehran — far more rigorous than the sporadic U.S.-Iranian talks on Iraq — would be imperative. A useful step would be for President Bush to appoint a prominent special envoy, perhaps former secretary of state James Baker, to represent the United States. Moreover, those negotiations would have to concern more than Iran's nuclear program or the future of Iraq. Indeed, they would need to encompass the entire range of U.S.-Iranian relations. Topics would have to include removal of U.S. and U.N. economic sanctions and the restoration of diplomatic relations between the two countries, as well as the explicit end of Tehran's quest to build nuclear weapons. One should have no illusions about such an initiative. The obstacles to success would be even greater than they have been with North Korea. Whereas North Korea is a small, impoverished state, Iran is a midsize power with considerable political and economic clout. And although Russia helps Iran with its nuclear program, it lacks the patronage power that China has exerted on its client North Korea. The nature of a resolution of the nuclear issue would also likely be different. North Korea has (at least in principle) agreed to give up its entire nuclear program in exchange for concessions from the United States, Japan and South Korea. It is unlikely that Tehran would agree to such a comprehensive de-nuclearization. Washington may have to accept that reality and focus on achieving sufficient international safeguards to ensure that material from a nuclear power program was not diverted to weapons production.All of these obstacles are daunting, but if Washington does not adopt a strategy similar to its recent approach toward North Korea, it will soon face highly unpleasant options: accepting Iran as a nuclear-weapons state or launching military strikes to prevent that result.

6. Iranian nuclearization leads to nuclear war
Stanley Kurtz, senior fellow at the Ethics and Public Policy Center, 8/26/2006, National Review (Our fallout shelter future, http://article.nationalreview.com/289370/our-fallout-shelter-future/stanley-kurtz)

Rosen assumes (rightly I believe) that proliferation is unlikely to stop with Iran. Once Iran gets the bomb, Turkey and Saudi Arabia are likely to develop their own nuclear weapons, for self-protection, and so as not to allow Iran to take de facto cultural-political control of the Muslim world. (I think you’ve got to at least add Egypt to this list.) With three, four, or more nuclear states in the Muslim Middle East, what becomes of deterrence? A key to deterrence during the Cold War was our ability to know who had hit whom. With a small number of geographically separated nuclear states, and with the big opponents training satellites and specialized advance-guard radar emplacements on each other, it was relatively easy to know where a missile had come from. But what if a nuclear missile is launched at the United States from somewhere in a fully nuclearized Middle East, in the middle of a war in which, say, Saudi Arabia and Iran are already lobbing conventional missiles at one another? Would we know who had attacked us? Could we actually drop a retaliatory nuclear bomb on someone without being absolutely certain? And as Rosen asks, What if the nuclear blow was delivered against us by an airplane or a cruise missile? It might be almost impossible to trace the attack back to its source with certainty, especially in the midst of an ongoing conventional conflict. More Terror We’re familiar with the horror scenario of a Muslim state passing a nuclear bomb to terrorists for use against an American city. But imagine the same scenario in a multi-polar Muslim nuclear world. With several Muslim countries in possession of the bomb, it would be extremely difficult to trace the state source of a nuclear terror strike. In fact, this very difficulty would encourage states (or ill-controlled elements within nuclear states — like Pakistan’s intelligence services or Iran’s Revolutionary Guards) to pass nukes to terrorists. The tougher it is to trace the source of a weapon, the easier it is to give the weapon away. In short, nuclear proliferation to multiple Muslim states greatly increases the chances of a nuclear terror strike. Right now, the Indians and Pakistanis “enjoy” an apparently stable nuclear stand-off. Both countries have established basic deterrence, channels of communication, and have also eschewed a potentially destabilizing nuclear arms race. Attacks by Kashmiri militants in 2001 may have pushed India and Pakistan close to the nuclear brink. Yet since then, precisely because of the danger, the two countries seem to have established a clear, deterrence-based understanding. The 2001 crisis gives fuel to proliferation pessimists, while the current stability encourages proliferation optimists. Rosen points out, however, that a multi-polar nuclear Middle East is unlikely to follow the South Asian model. Deep mutual suspicion between an expansionist, apocalyptic, Shiite Iran, secular Turkey, and the Sunni Saudis and Egyptians (not to mention Israel) is likely to fuel a dangerous multi-pronged nuclear arms race. Larger arsenals mean more chance of a weapon being slipped to terrorists. The collapse of the world’s non-proliferation regime also raises the chances that nuclearization will spread to Asian powers like Taiwan and Japan.And of course, possession of nuclear weapons is likely to embolden Iran, especially in the transitional period before the Saudis develop weapons of their own. Like Saddam, Iran may be tempted to take control of Kuwait’s oil wealth, on the assumption that the United States will not dare risk a nuclear confrontation by escalating the conflict. If the proliferation optimists are right, then once the Saudis get nukes, Iran would be far less likely to make a move on nearby Kuwait. On the other hand, to the extent that we do see conventional war in a nuclearized Middle East, the losers will be sorely tempted to cancel out their defeat with a nuclear strike. There may have been nuclear peace during the Cold War, but there were also many “hot” proxy wars. If conventional wars break out in a nuclearized Middle East, it may be very difficult to stop them from escalating into nuclear confrontations. Duck! What would life be like in such a world? Rosen argues that we must lose no time in constructing a specialized radar and satellite warning network trained on the Middle East. Without knowing who’s sending missiles against us, we cannot strike back or deter. Rosen also argues that even a somewhat leaky anti-missile defense system is going to be a must. A star-wars-type missile-defense system may have seemed powerless against the massive might of the old Soviet nuclear force. But against a growing nuclear power with a small arsenal, or against Islamic radicals who manage to commandeer an isolated nuclear-armed missile, an anti-missile defense could make a real difference. This leads us to what may be Rosen’s most striking recommendation. “Duck and cover” is back! In a post-proliferation world, we are going to be raising another generation of children (probably several generations of children) marked by nerve-wracking “retention drills.” And get ready...the fallout shelter is coming back, too. Given the Soviets’ overwhelmingly large nuclear arsenal — capable of turning the entire United States to dust in the event of a major nuclear exchange — fallout shelters came to seem like a joke. But when dealing with a possible strike from a single weapon, or at most a mere handful of weapons, the logic of the fallout shelter is compelling. We’re going to need to be able to evacuate our cities in the event of a direct attack, or to avoid radiation plumes from cities that have already been struck. Tens or hundreds of thousands of lives could be saved by such measures. But what about the problem of retaliation? Is there a middle way between the seemingly intolerable option of doing nothing to respond to a nuclear strike on New York or Washington, and indiscriminate nuclear retaliation against a country that may not even have attacked us? Rosen says the answer is a massive conventional campaign to take over and transform the countries that have struck us. That may seem intolerable now, but the public will demand no less in the wake of a nuclear attack on American soil. So this is the upshot of Rosen’s remarkable article. Now let’s think through the implications. Dead Doves For starters, the dovish Democrats are doomed. In “Hawkish Gloom,” I pointed in broad terms to the imminent hawkification of the United States. Well, Rosen’s detailed account of a post-proliferation world makes it clear that the revitalized George McGovern-Howard Dean wing of the Democratic party cannot survive much past the moment when Iran gets the bomb. As soon as that happens, we’re going to plunged into a proliferation crisis and a new Cold War, at least as dangerous as the first Cold War (arguably more so). At that point, the Democrats are going to beg Joe Lieberman to come back and give them his blessing. It turns out that we really are going to see a purge of the Democratic doves, and the accession of a Truman-like party, although it will probably take quite a few election cycles before the Democrats finally manage to remove taint of their Ned Lamont wing. Funny how the very thing the doves don’t want — a preemptive strike on Iran, is the only thing that can save them. A nuclear Iran, followed by cascading proliferation throughout the Middle East and beyond, means the death of the dove. Even a negotiated and verifiable agreement to put an end to Iran’s nuclear program is inconceivable without the sort of credible threat of force the doves have made impossible to sustain. A fully nuclearized, multi-polar Middle East will put us onto a permanent war footing. With Americans building fallout shelters, running evacuation drills, and otherwise preparing for a terrorist nuclear strike, dovishness won’t even be an option. Our political choices will probably be of two types. Exactly how hawkish shall we be, and how shall we shape our alliances? After Iran gets the bomb, the fantasy that we can handle the post-9/11 world with our tiny military is going to disappear. As Rosen points out, the only middle way between helpless acceptance of nuclear terror and massive nuclear retaliation against countries that may not even have attacked us, is going to be through conventional invasions. Before, and certainly after a nuclear attack (even a terrorist and/or Iranian nuclear strike on Israel or Saudi Arabia), Americans will be forced to raise a large army capable of transforming the Middle East before final Armageddon strikes. 
A2 T-Substantial

1. The plan is a reduction in all military forces and PMCs from Iraq. This number totals about 340,000.

(Los Angeles Times, 7-4-10, “Contractors outnumber troops in Iraq”, http://articles.latimes.com/2007/jul/04/nation/na-private4)
More than 180,000 civilians -- including Americans, foreigners and Iraqis -- are working in Iraq under U.S. contracts, according to State and Defense department figures obtained by the Los Angeles Times.Including the recent troop buildup, 160,000 soldiers and a few thousand civilian government employees are stationed in Iraq.

2. Substantially means important or essential – In the context of the aff, this means troops important or essential to the goals of Operation Iraqi Freedom

(Miriam-Webster Online Dictionary, 2010, http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/substantially)

Main Entry: sub·stan·tial Pronunciation: \səb-ˈstan(t)-shəl\

Function: adjective

Date: 14th century1 a : consisting of or relating to substance b : not imaginary or illusory : real, true c : important, essential
3. The aff is a reduction of troops essential to the stated goals of the United States’ missions in Iraq and in private military contractors which outnumber the troops.

4. Standards 

a. The aff is on-face topical under “substantially” – we meet both qualitative and quantitative definitions of substantial. Not only does the aff guarantee the reduction of 160,000 soldiers, but it also removes 180,000 PMCs, both an important and large reduction.

b. Limits – Our definition ensures that any reduction made is one that is of significance, limiting out affs that take out specific arms or aircraft that might have harms but aren’t of importance to a military mission

5. Not a voting issue, we’re more than reasonably topical
A2 T-PMCs Not Presence

1. We meet: A. Private contractors are 15% of US military presence

John Pike, renowned security commentator and policy advisor, GlobalSecurity 4/27 ‘5, “Mercenary / Private Military Company (PMC)” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/para/mercenary.htm
Estimates of the number of private international security personnel range from 15,000 to 20,000. That is as much as 15 percent of the total US presence of about 130,000 soldiers. These private contractors -- who most often work for corporations, diplomats, or journalists -- have no accountability to the US military. These private security contractors can earn up to $1,000 a day. NATO forces have used private soldiers for security in the Balkans. But the proportion of private security personnel to regular military soldiers was no greater than 10 percent.
B. US officially classifies PMCs as support component of forces under the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review

Thurnher 8 Judge Advocate, U.S. Army. Presently assigned as Brigade Judge Advocate, 4th Brigade Combat Team, 4th Infantry Division, Fort Carson, Colo. LL.M., 2007, The Judge Advocate General's Legal Ctr. & Sch., U.S. Army, Charlottesville, Va.; J.D., 2004, The College of William and Mary; B.S., 1996, University of Virginia. “Drowning in Blackwater: How Weak Accountability over Private Security Contractors Significantly Undermines Counterinsurgency Efforts” 2008 Army Law. 64
First, the United States has relied more upon contractors in Iraq than in previous operations. n22 The United States is estimated to have had over 180,000 contractors supporting its operations in Iraq in 2007. n23 Thus, contractors are one of the largest contributors of manpower in the deployed area. n24 These contractors have been considered part of the Department of Defense (DOD) "Total Force" since the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review. n25
2. Counter Interpretation: Military presence in Iraq is anything that provides security.

Kaplan, 2008 ( Fred, March 25 2008, “What Does Bush Mean by "Victory in Iraq?”, http://www.slate.com/id/2187386 )

Gen. Petraeus has said many times that there is no strictly military victory to be had in Iraq. The goal of the surge—and, at this point, of the U.S. military presence generally—is to provide enough security, especially in Baghdad, to let the Iraqi factions settle their sectarian disputes and form a unified government. If this political goal isn't achieved, then the surge will have been for naught. And lately, Petraeus has expressed disappointment that the Iraqis have made so little progress on that path.

3. We meet the counter interpretation: PMCs provide security and support in Iraq.

4. Prefer the counter interpretation:

a. ground—we increase negative links by including PMCs and other U.S. forces.

b. limits—the affirmative definition limits out PMCs, an important and substantial part of Iraqi military presence.  

5.  We’re reasonably topical: we remove military presence, comprised of U.S. troops and PMCs, providing adequate education and fairness.  There is no abuse or reason to vote the affirmative down.

6. The definition of “presence” varies based on the location of military presence and is an unresolvable question.  It explodes the topic.  Default to a more narrowing definition: that of “substantial.” 

7. We’re a substantial decrease in military presence: we remove all military forces and PMCs from Iraq. This number totals about 340,000.

(Los Angeles Times, 7-4-10, “Contractors outnumber troops in Iraq”, http://articles.latimes.com/2007/jul/04/nation/na-private4)
More than 180,000 civilians -- including Americans, foreigners and Iraqis -- are working in Iraq under U.S. contracts, according to State and Defense department figures obtained by the Los Angeles Times.Including the recent troop buildup, 160,000 soldiers and a few thousand civilian government employees are stationed in Iraq.

A2 Redeployment DA: Afghanistan

1. More presence is needed to stabilize Afghanistan. The surge helped but isn’t enough.

Jeff Schogol, staff writer for Stars and Stripes and former soldier. 04-28-10. Stars and Stripes http://www.stripes.com/news/report-still-not-enough-troops-for-afghanistan-operations-1.101665
ARLINGTON, Va. — Despite the addition of more than 50,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan over the past year, there still aren’t enough forces to conduct operations in the majority of key areas, according to a congressionally mandated report released Wednesday on progress in Afghanistan. Coalition forces have decided to focus their efforts on 121 key districts in Afghanistan, but right now, NATO has enough forces to operate in only 48 of those districts, the report said.

2. Troops Withdrawn from Iraq Will be Redeployed to Afghanistan 

Peter Baker, 2/27/09, NY times, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/28/washington/28troops.html
President Obama declared the beginning of the end of one of the longest and most divisive wars in American history on Friday as he announced that he would withdraw combat forces from Iraq by August 2010 and all remaining troops by December 2011.  The decision, outlined before thousands of camouflage-clad Marines here, underscored the transformation in national priorities a month after Mr. Obama took office as he prepared to shift resources and troops from increasingly stable Iraq to increasingly volatile Afghanistan. “Every nation and every group must know, whether you wish America good or ill, that the end of the war in Iraq will enable a new era of American leadership and engagement in the Middle East,” Mr. Obama said. “And that era has just begun.”  The president’s venue underscored the shift in emphasis. About 8,000 Marines stationed here will ship out soon to Afghanistan, part of the 17,000-troop buildup he ordered. The Marines applauded when he promised to bring troops home from Iraq.
3. Afghan instability immediately escalates without stronger US presence– the drug trade provides routes for expanding conflict. Aff solves the drug trade.

Lal 2006 [Rollie, PhD, Asst. Prof. @ Vlerick Management School – Leuven, “Central Asia and its Asian

Neighbors,” http://stinet.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=A450305&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
The relationship between the Central Asian states and their neighbors is complex and heavily influenced by the situation in Afghanistan. Afghanistan forms the link between regions, and it has endured a great deal of meddling from various sides, as in the past few decades, the United States, Pakistan, India, Iran, Russia, Uzbekistan, and other countries have attempted to push for a friendly government in Afghanistan. Since September 11, 2001, and the fall of the Taliban, Afghanistan has also gained in importance as a feasible key transport route for increased trade and security cooperation between the countries of Central Asia and India and Pakistan.1 Stability in Afghanistan has had a profound effect on Central Asian security as both religious radicalism and drugs emanating from Afghanistan threaten the region. During the Afghan-Soviet war, the United States in effect, through Pakistan, supported fundamentalist Islamic teachings and military training of Afghan, Pakistani, and other Central Asian militants in an effort to expel the Soviet Union from Afghanistan.2 The growth of Islamic fundamentalism from the Afghan-Soviet war accelerated the spread of a religious ideology throughout the formerly communist countries. The Taliban trained Uzbek, Tajik, and Uighur radicals, spurring the growth of destabilizing fundamentalist movements throughout the region.3 In 1992, leaders of the Islamic Renaissance Party (IRP) fled Tajikistan to take refuge and regroup in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iran, and Russia.4 During the 1990s, Afghanistan also became a haven for the IMU.5 Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan all moved to support the anti-Taliban Northern Alliance in the 1990s in the hopes of defeating the fundamentalist threat.6 The Central Asian states remain concerned by the continued presence of militants in Afghanistan and, now, Pakistan, and also by the booming drug trade that passes through Afghanistan and Central Asia into Europe and Russia.7 Narcotics flow from Afghanistan via multiple routes in the region to foreign markets, and populations of these transit corridors are increasingly consumers of the drugs as well. Traffickers transport opiates north through Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan on to Russia, and west through Iran and Turkmenistan to Turkey and Europe.8 Tajikistan has made efforts to stem the flow of drugs across its border from Afghanistan, establishing two antidrug agencies in Afghanistan to coordinate military and nonmilitary operations with international troops and Afghan forces in the border areas.9 Since the fall of the Taliban, many local leaders have retained considerable power and maintain some ability to destabilize the Kabul government. In addition, various renegade militant groups and remnants of the Taliban continue to operate in parts of Afghanistan, particularly near the Pakistani border. The ability of these groups to move nimbly across the border to evade counterterrorism forces and border patrols has been a cause for consternation among Afghan border patrols has been a cause for consternation among Afghanistan’s neighbors. Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Kazakhstan, and Kyrgyzstan are concerned that Afghanistan could revert to a haven for terrorist training, sending the militants back into their countries to destabilize regimes.11 A political vacuum in Afghanistan has traditionally drawn its neighboring countries in to compete for influence. Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan have an interest in fostering trade and transport linkages both with and through Afghanistan, but they face difficulties in maintaining security for the routes.12 Iran has been successful in moving forward with an agreement to trade goods with Uzbekistan through Afghanistan. This agreement has facilitated Uzbekistan’s access to needed ports for export.13
4. Loss in Afghanistan sparks regional and nuclear war; it’s the greatest threat to world peace.

MacKenzie 09 Lewis MacKenzie, retired major-general and the first commander of the United Nations peacekeeping forces in Sarajevo, Oct. 17, 2009, Globe and Mail

The doomsday scenario that would follow a Taliban resumption of power in Afghanistan is much deadlier today than it was in 1989 when the Russians were evicted. Once firmly established as the government in Kabul, the Taliban could and would focus their energies and talents on the real prize, Pakistan, where their brothers in arms have managed to advance, in one case, within 100 kilometres of the capital, Islamabad. With Afghanistan under their control, a reinforced Taliban would have greater potential to close that gap and bring the control of Pakistan's nuclear arsenal and delivery systems within reach. The odds are that once it appeared that the Taliban would be successful, al-Qaeda would be their newest friend. India, another nuclear power, would never tolerate such a scenario. Its guaranteed intervention would certainly wake up the rest of the neighbourhood – China, Russia and Iran. Now if that wouldn't threaten world peace, nothing would.
A2 Immediate Withdrawal CP

1. Perm – Do the plan and all non-mutually exclusive parts of the counterplan 
2. Immediate Withdrawal Guarantees Violence and Instability for Centuries—Lebanon Proves

Ryan Crocker, Dean and executive professor, George Bush School of Government and Public Service, Texas A&M University, 7/10, National Interest, “Dreams of Babylon,” Ebsco, http://web.ebscohost.com
My two years in Iraq as ambassador from 2007 to 2009 saw some significant developments, a virtuous circle following the vicious spiral of 2006 when the February al-Qaeda bombing of the Golden Mosque in Samarra, one of Shia Islam's most revered sites, triggered an escalating wave of sectarian violence that brought the country to the verge of civil war. President Bush's "new way forward," popularly known as the surge, changed the dynamics. Sunnis in Anbar, confident that we had their backs, turned against al-Qaeda. As this Awakening moved into Baghdad, Iraqi Shia began to notice that Sunnis were now fighting a common enemy. As extremist Shia militias like Jaish al-Mahdi became less necessary for security, they became less popular, and in early 2008 al-Maliki could order his forces to confront them in Basra and Baghdad's Sadr City with the full support of the population. Iraqi Sunnis in turn saw al-Maliki behaving as a nationalist rather than a sectarian leader and rejoined his government that summer. Landmark legislation on provincial powers (a major step toward resolving Iraq's states' rights issues), a reform of the controversial de-Baathification regulations and budget allocations for the Kurdistan region passed in the National Assembly as political leaders were able to fashion compromises in an atmosphere of dramatically reduced violence. Iraqis certainly deserve the credit for this transformation; but it would not have happened without intensive, sustained U.S. engagement, particularly by those in the military who carried the surge forward. The hardest months of my life came in the first half of 2007, as our casualties mounted with no guarantee that the strategy would work. But it did, and the people of both nations owe a tremendous debt to those who fought to secure the Iraqi population, one hard block at a time. It was good to see al-Maliki lay a wreath in Arlington National Cemetery last summer to honor their sacrifice. But the surge was not the only strategy that helped to bring calm. We were engaged at all levels--political, economic and diplomatic. My colleagues and I spent countless hours with Iraqi political figures throughout the country, working to find compromises, suggesting alternatives, even providing drafts. We were in the backrooms and on the floor of the assembly at key moments. For some time to come, we will remain the indispensable partner. It is noteworthy that when our two agreements on U.S. troop withdrawal and what the postwar country would look like came to a vote on Thanksgiving Day 2008, they had the support of all Iraqi political factions except the Sadrists. And even the Sadrists are now publicly acknowledging the success of the surge and U.S. involvement in stabilizing Iraq. It is vital that this engagement continue. Iraq is not yesterday's war. Strategic patience is often in short supply in this country. It is not a new problem for us, and it is not limited to Iraq. My time in the Foreign Service, from Lebanon in the early 1980s to Iraq twenty-five years later, was in many respects service in a long war. Dates such as 4/18 and 10/23--the bombings of the U.S. embassy and Marine Corps barracks in Beirut in 1983--were seared into my memory well before 9/11. I learned a few lessons along the way. One is we need to be careful about what we get into. It is a complex, volatile region with long experience in dealing with outside interventions--our adversaries often do not organize for the war until some point after we think we have already won it. But a second lesson is that we need to be even more careful about what we propose to get out of. Disengagement can have greater consequences than intervention. Our withdrawal from Lebanon in 1984 was a victory for Syria and Iran who created and used Hezbollah against us with devastating consequences. They drew conclusions about our staying power, and when I stepped off the helicopter in Baghdad on a warm night in March 2007 as the new American ambassador, I had the eerie feeling that I was back in Lebanon a quarter of a century earlier. Iran and Syria had again combined efforts against us, this time supporting Jaish al-Mahdi and al-Qaeda instead of Hezbollah (in fact, Hezbollah trainers were working with Jaish al-Mahdi). The surge confounded their expectations--we stepped forward instead of back. But they almost succeeded. When then-commander of U.S. forces in Iraq General David Petraeus and I testified before Congress in September 2007, the surge was starting to make a difference. But Americans, and much of Congress, were tired of the war. A major theme in our testimony was that we needed to consider that the costs of disengaging from Iraq could be far greater than those of continued involvement. Al-Qaeda would have had a base on Arab soil from which to plan operations throughout the region--and beyond. Iran and Syria would have won a major victory over the United States, fundamentally realigning the entire area with very grave consequences for the security of our allies, as well as our own. We continue to pay for our loss in Lebanon more than a quarter of a century ago. The costs of defeat in Iraq would have been exponentially higher.
3. Solvency Deficit:
A.  Withdrawing instantly leaves a power vacuum for the insurgents to fill.  Withdrawing by Obama’s plan assists in the formation of a government, preventing instability and resurgence of the insurgence.  That’s Crocker.

B.  Breaking SOFA will look like America’s attempt to protect U.S. interests, further damaging international relations and credibility.  Additionally, breaking the U.S.’s word will be negatively perceived—that’s Preble.

4. Withdrawal will not be instant—removing all troops, infrastructure, weapons and technology from Iraq will take time. This will give the impression that we’re dragging our feet. Saying instant withdrawal and taking months to leave will greatly harm perception of the U.S. The counterplan can’t access our soft power scenario; only following the SOFA guarantees full aff solvency. 

5. There’s no net benefit, you’re just doing the exact same thing as the aff. 

A2 Maintain Presence CP 

1. Military presence in Iraq empirically doesn’t solve.

Lee Hamilton. Vice Chairman of the 9/11 Commission and member of the President’s Homeland Security Advisory Council. Congressman from Indiana from 1965-1999

07-26-10. Indystar. http://www.indystar.com/article/20100726/OPINION12/7260304/1002/OPINION/Remember-Iraq-You-should
National reconciliation, which the surge was supposed to create the space for, has not occurred.

The clearest indicator of a dangerous stagnation is election results. In the nearly five months since Iraqis risked their lives to go to the polls, no government has formed and parliament has met for only 18 minutes. All the while, more than 100 public figures have been killed in an assassination campaign meant to tilt the political balance of power.
2. The US will continue to be engaged in Iraq despite withdrawal; we will be able to establish government.

Lee Hamilton. Vice Chairman of the 9/11 Commission and member of the President’s Homeland Security Advisory Council. Congressman from Indiana from 1965-1999

07-26-10. Indystar. http://www.indystar.com/article/20100726/OPINION12/7260304/1002/OPINION/Remember-Iraq-You-should
Iraq has a long way to go on its path to stability and democracy. Our preliminary military withdrawal should not be interpreted as disengagement. If Iraq's leaders seek reconciliation and stability, America can support their efforts. We cannot do it for them. The U.S. must continue to focus attention and resources on Iraq.

A2 PMCs PIC

1. Solvency deficit:
A. Leaving PMCs in Iraq fuels insurgency 

Moshe Schwartz, January 19, 2010, Specialist in Defense Acquisition, CRS Report for Congress, The Department of Defense’s Use of Private Security Contractors in Iraq and Afghanistan: Background, Analysis, and Options for Congress,  http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R40835.pdf
According to many analysts, these events have in fact undermined the U.S. mission in Iraq and Afghanistan.48 An Iraqi Interior Ministry official, discussing the behavior of private security contractors, said “Iraqis do not know them as Blackwater or other PSCs but only as Americans.”49 One senior military officer reportedly stated that the actions of armed PSCs “can turn an entire district against us.”50 Some analysts also contend that PSCs can be a direct threat to the legitimacy of the local government. These analysts argue that if counter-insurgency operations are a competition for legitimacy but the government is allowing armed contractors to operate in the country without the contractors being held accountable for their actions, then the government itself can be viewed as not legitimate in the eyes of the local population. These analysts point to the recent court decision dismissing the case against former Blackwater employees as a case in point where the legitimacy of the U.S. and local government is being undermined by the actions of PSCs.51 The perception that DOD and other government agencies are deploying PSCs who abuse and mistreat people can fan anti-American sentiment and strengthen insurgents, even when no abuses are taking place. There have been reports of an anti-American campaign in Pakistan, where stories are circulating of U.S. private security contractors running amok and armed Americans harassing and terrifying residents.52 U.S. efforts can also be undermined when DOD has ties with groups that kill civilians or government officials, even if the perpetrators were not working for DOD when the killings took place. In June 2009, the provincial police chief of Kandahar, Afghanistan, was killed by a group that worked as a private security contractor for DOD.53 Pointing to the example of the killing of the police chief in Kandahar, some analysts have also argued that the large-scale use of armed contractors in certain countries can undermine the stability of fragile governments. In a paper for the U.S. Army War College, Colonel Bobby A. Towery wrote After our departure, the potential exists for us to leave Iraq with paramilitary organizations that are well organized, financed, trained and equipped. These organizations are primarily motivated by profit and only answer to an Iraqi government official with limited to no control over their actions. These factors potentially make private security contractors a destabilizing influence in the future of Iraq.  

B. PMCs act illegally and foster anti-American sentiment 
Marcus Raskin and Devin West, October 10, Paths For Reconstruction in the 21st Century A PROJECT OF THE INSTITUTE FOR POLICY STUDIES, Collateral Damage: A U.S. Strategy in War?
There are now almost as many contrac-tors in Iraq as there are U.S. military person-nel, which number around 190,000.55 The in-vasive presence of contractors fuels discon-tent with the occupation as unemployment runs as high as 40% and Iraqis see well-paid contractors daily who do seemingly little to reconstruct the country.56 The lack of security and high levels of violence in Iraq further in-flate the already hefty price of contractors. Companies add as much as 25% to their cost estimates to pay for security to protect their employees working in Iraq. 

Former head of the Coalition Provisional Authority L. Paul Bremer gave security con-tractors a green light to act recklessly in 2004 when he declared all contractors immune from prosecution. In late 2007 the UN re-ported that security contractors were killing Iraqi civilians indiscriminately.57 The use of force by contractors has become so rampant the UN has demanded that security firms con-trol the actions of their employees and has threatened to charge contractors with crimes against humanity and war crimes for the mur-der of civilians. The use of force against civil-ians by security contractors has infuriated Iraqis and fueled tensions between the popu-lation and occupying forces. In one instance of unprovoked force, contractors working for Blackwater USA opened fire and killed 17 ci-vilians. Al Jazeera quoted a UN official as say-ing "international humanitarian rights law ap-plies to them [contactors] as well."58 None of the crimes committed by security contractors, however, has been prosecuted by the U.S., suggesting that U.S. authorities feel Americans are above the law in Iraq.

C. PMCs are perceived as U.S. military force,  so negative perceptions of PMCs spill over into U.S. relations.
2. Perm: do the plan and all non-mutually exclusive parts of the counter plan
3. PICs bad

A. Steals aff ground—it forces the aff to debate their own plan, killing clash and mooting the 8 minutes of the 1ac
B. Justifies vague plan texts—this is uniquely abusive because it destroys neg ground and prevents topic specific education
C. Justifies instrinsic and severance perms.  Perm do the counterplan.
D. Running the net benefit as a DA checks abuse
A2 Article 140 Condition CP 

1. Perm – Do the plan and all non-mutually exclusive parts of the counterplan. 

2. Perm – Withdraw all combat troops by August 31st, 2010 and condition the removal of the remaining 50,000 non-combat troops on the implementation of Article 140.


A. Iraq combat operations heighten violence and resistance against our forces – we cannot risk keeping combat troops there after the deadline. Even if the GOI agrees to constitutional reform, it could be months before it is actually implemented, which would keep our combat troops in Iraq long after the deadline. 

3. Combat operations result in increased Iraqi violence and could breakout into a widespread violent conflict, destroying Iraqi relations and forcing withdrawal under unfavorable circumstances

Timothy R. Reese, U.S. Army Colonel and Chief of Baghdad Operations Command Advisory Team, 7.30.2009, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/31/world/middleeast/31advtext.html?pagewanted=1 
Our combat operations are currently the victim of circular logic. We conduct operations to kill or capture violent extremists of all types to protect the Iraqi people and support the GOI. The violent extremists attack us because we are still here conducting military operations. Furthermore, their attacks on us are no longer an organized campaign to defeat our will to stay; the attacks which kill and maim US combat troops are signals or messages sent by various groups as part of the political struggle for power in Iraq. The exception to this is AQI which continues is globalist terror campaign. Our operations are in support of an Iraqi government that no longer relishes our help while at the same time our operations generate the extremist opposition to us as various groups jockey for power in post-occupation Iraq.


The GOI and ISF will continue to squeeze the US for all the “goodies” that we can provide between now and December 2011, while eliminating our role in providing security and resisting our efforts to change the institutional problems prevent the ISF from getting better. They will tolerate us as long as they can suckle at Uncle Sam’s bounteous mammary glands. Meanwhile the level of resistance to US freedom of movement and operations will grow. The potential for Iraqi on US violence is high now and will grow by the day. Resentment on both sides will build and reinforce itself until a violent incident break outs into the open. If that were to happen the violence will remain tactically isolated, but it will wreck our strategic relationships and force our withdrawal under very unfavorable circumstances.

4. Keeping troops longer than the plan galvanizes insurgency and crushes credibility in Iraq—Extend Jarrar.
5. Perm – Do the plan and request implementation of Article 140 afterwards. 

A. If Maliki really will say yes to constitutional reform, there’s no point in blackmailing him. We should withdraw first for full solvency of the affirmative plan, and then simply request that constitutional reform be implemented after our withdrawal is complete. 

B. Threatening to stay until Article 140 is passed still gives us the image of an invader because we are actively trying to change the Iraqi government even in our withdrawal, that’s Preble. This means that the counterplan doesn’t access our soft power advantage because the U.S. would still be using force to get its way. Only the perm gets full solvency of both the case impacts and the net-benefit. 

C. Because the counterplan would likely have Obama keep combat troops in after the August 31st deadline, this will demonstrate his weakness and kill soft power even more, that’s Florig. 

6. Maliki is against continued pressure from the US – He’ll reject Article 140 implementation because he feels threatened by the U.S.

Reuters, 2009 [Waleed Ibrahim, staff writer for Reuters, “Iraq's Maliki says Biden criticism "out of date"”, Feb. 10th, http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/LA518641.htm] 
"I think our administration is going to have to be very deeply involved. We are going to have to get in there and be much more aggressive in forcing them to deal with these issues," Biden said. Asked about Biden's remarks on Tuesday, Maliki, an increasingly assertive leader whose followers won surprise victories in provincial elections last month, fired back. "I believe talk about applying pressure on the Iraqi government or taking hard measures against it no longer works," he said at a news conference in Baghdad with visiting French President Nicolas Sarkozy. "Such speech is out of date, because the government of Iraq knows its responsibilities and acts accordingly in a strong way." Obama and Biden both campaigned on pledges to withdraw U.S. troops rapidly from Iraq and frequently accused the administration of former President George W. Bush of failing to press Iraqi leaders to make political compromises. But Maliki has bristled at suggestions that Baghdad needed further prodding to enact laws aimed at reconciling the sects which waged years of warfare against each other, killing tens of thousands of Iraqis after the 2003 U.S.-led invasion. "It was we who launched national reconciliation," he said.    

7.  Al-Maliki has obstructed implementation of Article 140 in the past, and he opposes its implementation now 

Mahmoud Othman, Iraqi Parliament MP, 10.3.2009, The Kurdish Globe, http://www.kurdishglobe.net/displayArticle.jsp?id=C3CAFA6857C5DA88EAD5A6A8583D0981
Holding the referendum means implementing the last part of Article 140 [of the Constitution]. The first part of the article concerning normalization has yet to be completed. Many obstacles hinder the implementation. Also, there are many attempts to delay it. It is hard to explain in one point. According to my point of view, there was a big mistake. We strongly took part in al-Maliki's government, and that was good at that time. At first he gave many promises, but gradually he escaped from fulfilling them-such as executing Article 140. We always had demands, but they were only words-not actions. Two years ago, we had a good opportunity when most of the ministers-of Sadr, Sunnis, and Allawi blocs-withdrew from al-Maliki's Cabinet. Only the Kurds remained with him. I think we should have used the withdrawal card at that time or set conditions to fulfill our demands. With our withdrawal, the government would have collapsed. I think this was our major mistake, because when you do politics with another side, everyone keeps his own interests.

8. Implementation of Article 140 will spawn violence and tensions among ethnic groups in Iraq

Sumedba Senanayake, “Iraq; Ethnic Tensions Increasing In Oil-Rich City, November 2, 2006 , http://www.rferl.org/content/article/1072472.html
September was seen as one of the bloodiest months in Kirkuk, as the city witnessed an unprecedented surge in violence. According to the U.S. military, there have been 20 suicide bombings and 63 roadside bombs since August. For many, the attacks were seen as a warning to stop the implementation of Article 140, as well as an attempt to accentuate the ethnic tensions within the city. The wave of violence has increased tensions among the Kurdish, Arab, and Turkoman populations, and the next 18 months may witness even more violence as the referendum nears.  The stakes are extremely high. With Kirkuk housing the second-largest oil fields in Iraq and accounting for 70 percent of Iraq's natural-gas deposits, the issue of oil revenues further underscores the strategic importance of the city.  
A2 Security K
1. The plan puts power in the hands of the Iraqi government and civilians.  This creates a community approach in which western conceptions of security are reconsidered in favor of the preferences of the civilians.  A community approach has the best chance of challenging Western security discourse and creating global peace.
2. The plan removes forces, challenging the historical assumption that the west must prevail.  We challenge security discourse with a concrete policy action that is perceived and has repercussions internationally.
3. We should balance criticism and policy relevance – blanket rejection fails.

Michael Nicholson, IR @ Sussex, ‘2K “What’s the use of international relations” Review of International Studies 26 p. 186-187
In an ideal world we would know everything, but the range of knowledge and skills required to investigate the social world means that no single scholar can work in more than a small handful of areas. Thus, to talk of the discipline as if it were some vague holistic entity being too close to policy or too far away is very misleading. Some people are close, and some are distant from policymaking. However, the various scholars in the various places are involved in a mass of partly competing and partly complementary programmes which, if they were all present in one person, or, indeed, in a few, would represent extreme psychological disturbance. It may well be true that some of us could broaden our horizons and work both at the policy end and the theoretical end of the spectrum. I would accept it as a criticism of the work I have done that it would have been enriched if I had been more overtly politically engaged. There is a limit, however, as to how far this can go. There has, moreover, to be some fundamental research into the nature of the international system and, indeed, to the whole nature of human behaviour in order to back up those areas closer to policy. We should aim for evidence-based International Relations, not prejudice-based as a great deal is. To make claims for a special expertise where one does not exist can be both fraudulent and sometimes disastrous. Swaggering macho strategists should tend to their statistics before giving academic respectability to testosterone inspired acts of policy. The statistician behind them is a much humbler though necessary creature than these would-be 9 Martin Hollis and Steve Smith, Explanation and Understanding in International Relations (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991). 10 Karl R. Popper, The Logic of Scientific Discovery (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1959); Conjectures and Refutations: the Growth of Scientific Knowledge (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1968).  Indeed, a statistician has been defined, no doubt by some innumerate opponent, as someone who wanted to be a chartered accountant but lacked the charisma. Such work, divorced from direct policy intervention but crucial for it to be effective, is a requirement. Someone has to do it.
4. Perm: do the plan and then the alternative.

5. Perm: do both
A. double bind—either the alt is unable to solve because they can only influence SOFA, meaning all other instances of security overwhelm solvency, or the perm solves because all other instances overwhelm one instance of security.
6. Alternative results in the perpetuation of western discourse: rejecting yes/no answers to policy fails to create real change and will default to the status quo.
7. Turn: total rejection of US leadership increases imperialism and colonialism.  We should pragmatically reform leadership through the plan.

Christian REUS-SMIT IR @ Australian Nat’l ‘4 American Power and World Order p. 121-123

My preference here is to advocate a forward-leaning, prudential strategy of institutionally governed change. By `forward-leaning', I mean that the progressive realization of cosmopolitan values should be the measure of success​ful politics in international society. As long as gross viola​tions of basic human rights mar global social life, we, as individuals, and the states that purport to represent us, have obligations to direct what political influence we have to the improvement of the human condition, both at home and abroad. I recommend, however, that our approach be prudent rather than imprudent. 
[CARD CONTINUES NO TEXT DELETED]

[CARD CONTINUES NO TEXT DELETED]

Historically, the violence of inter-state warfare and the oppression of imperial rule have been deeply corrosive of basic human rights across the globe. The institutions of international society, along with their constitutive norms, such as sover​eignty, non-intervention, self-determination and limits on the use of force, have helped to reduce these corrosive forces dramatically. The incidence of inter-state wars has declined markedly, even though the number of states has multiplied, and imperialism and colonialism have moved from being core institutions of international society to practices beyond the pale. Prudence dictates, therefore, that we lean forward without losing our footing on valu​able institutions and norms. This means, in effect, giving priority to institutionally governed change, working with the rules and procedures of international society rather than against them. What does this mean in practice? In general, I take it to mean two things. First, it means recognizing the principal rules of international society, and accepting the obligations they impose on actors, including oneself. These rules fall into two broad categories: procedural and substantive. The most specific procedural rules are embodied in insti​tutions such as the United Nations Security Council, which is empowered to 'determine the existence of any threat to peace, breach of the peace or act of aggression' and the measures that will be taken 'to maintain or restore international peace and security'.28 More general, yet equally crucial, procedural rules include the cardinal principle that states are only bound by rules to which they have consented. Even customary international law, which binds states without their express consent, is based in part on the assumption of their tacit consent. The substantive rules of international society are legion, but perhaps the most important are the rules governing the use of force, both when force is permitted (jus ad bellum) and how it may be used (jus in bello). Second, working with the rules and procedures of international society also means recognizing that the principal modality of in​novation and change must be communicative. That is, establishing new rules and mechanisms for achieving  cosmopolitan ends and international public goods, or modifying existing ones, should be done through persua​sion and negotiation, not ultimatum and coercion. A pre​mium must be placed, therefore, on articulating the case for change, on recognizing the concerns and interests of others as legitimate, on building upon existing rules, and on seeing genuine communication as a process of give and take, not demand and take. Giving priority to institutionally governed change may seem an overly conservative strategy, but it need not be. As explained above, the established procedural and substantive rules of international society have de​livered international public goods that actually further cosmopolitan ends, albeit in a partial and inadequate fash​ion. Eroding these rules would only lead to increases in inter-state violence and imperialism, and this would almost certainly produce a radical deterioration in the protection of basic human rights across the globe. Saying that we ought to preserve these rules is prudent, not con​servative. More than this, though, we have learnt that the institutions of international society have transformative potential, even if this is only now being creatively exploited. 

8. Strategic planning to prevent crisis escalation avoids future spirals of insecurity.  Total descuritization is impossible. 

PH Liotta, Pell Center for IR & Public Policy, ‘5 [Security Dialogue 36.1, “Through the Looking Glass: Creeping Vulnerabilities and the Reordering of Security,” p. 65-6]
Although it seems attractive to focus on exclusionary concepts that insist on  desecuritization, privileged referent objects, and the ‘belief’ that threats and  vulnerabilities are little more than social constructions (Grayson, 2003), all  these concepts work in theory but fail in practice. While it may be true that  national security paradigms can, and likely will, continue to dominate issues  that involve human security vulnerabilities – and even in some instances  mistakenly confuse ‘vulnerabilities’ as ‘threats’ – there are distinct linkages  between these security concepts and applications. With regard to environ-  mental security, for example, Myers (1986: 251) recognized these linkages  nearly two decades ago: 

National security is not just about fighting forces and weaponry. It relates to water-sheds, croplands, forests, genetic resources, climate and other factors that rarely figure  in the minds of military experts and political leaders, but increasingly deserve, in their  collectivity, to rank alongside military approaches as crucial in a nation’s security.  Ultimately, we are far from what O’Hanlon & Singer (2004) term a global  intervention capability on behalf of ‘humanitarian transformation’. Granted,  we now have the threat of mass casualty terrorism anytime, anywhere – and  states and regions are responding differently to this challenge. Yet, the  global community today also faces many of the same problems of the 1990s:  civil wars, faltering states, humanitarian crises. We are nowhere closer to  addressing how best to solve these challenges, even as they affect issues of  environmental, human, national (and even ‘embedded’) security.  Recently, there have been a number of voices that have spoken out on what  the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty has  termed the ‘responsibility to protect’:10 the responsibility of some agency or  state (whether it be a superpower such as the United States or an institution  such as the United Nations) to enforce the principle of security that sovereign  states owe to their citizens. Yet, the creation of a sense of urgency to act – even  on some issues that may not have some impact for years or even decades to come– is  perhaps the only appropriate first response. The real cost of not investing in  the right way and 
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early enough in the places where trends and effects are  accelerating in the wrong direction is likely to be decades and decades of  economic and political frustration – and, potentially, military engagement.  Rather than justifying intervention  (especially military), we ought to be justifying investment.  Simply addressing the immensities of these challenges is not enough.  Radical improvements in public infrastructure and support for better  governance, particularly in states and municipalities (especially along the  Lagos–Cairo–Karachi–Jakarta arc), will both improve security and create the  conditions for shrinking the gap between expectations and opportunity.  A real debate ought to be taking place today. Rather than dismissing ‘alternative’ security foci outright, a larger examination of what forms of security  are relevant and right among communities, states, and regions, and which  even might apply to a global rule-set – as well as what types of security are  not relevant – seems appropriate and necessary. If this occurs, a truly  remarkable tectonic shift might take place in the conduct of international  relations and human affairs. 

Perhaps, in the failure of states and the international community to respond  to such approaches, what is needed is the equivalent of the 1972 Stockholm  conference that launched the global environmental movement and estab-  lished the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP), designed to  be the environmental conscience of the United Nations. Similarly, the UN  Habitat II Conference in Istanbul in 1996 focused on the themes of finding  adequate shelter for all and sustaining human development in an increas-  ingly urbanized world. Whether or not these programs have the ability to  influence the future’s direction (or receive wide international support) is a  matter of some debate. Yet, given that the most powerful states in the world  are not currently focusing on these issues to a degree sufficient to produce  viable implementation plans or development strategies, there may well need  to be a ‘groundswell’ of bottom-up pressure, perhaps in the form of a global  citizenry petition to push the elusive world community toward collective  action. 

Recent history suggests that military intervention as the first line of response  to human security conditions underscores a seriously flawed approach.  Moreover, those who advocate that a state’s disconnectedness from globalization is inversely proportional to the likelihood of military (read: US)  intervention fail to recognize unfolding realities (Barnett, 2003, 2004). Both  middle-power and major-power states, as well as the international com-  munity, must increasingly focus on long-term creeping vulnerabilities in  order to avoid crisis responses to conditions of extreme vulnerability.  Admittedly, some human security proponents have recently soured on the  viability of the concept in the face of recent ‘either with us or against us’ power  politics (Suhrke, 2004). At the same time, and in a bit more positive light, some  have clearly recognized the sheer impossibility of international power politics  continuing to feign indifference in the face of moral categories. As Burgess  (2004: 278) notes, ‘for all its evils, one of the promises of globalization is the  unmasking of the intertwined nature of ethics and politics in the complex  landscape of social, economic, political and environmental security’.  While it is still 

not feasible to establish a threshold definition for human  security that neatly fits all concerns and arguments (as suggested by Owen,  2004: 383), it would be a tragic mistake to assume that national, human, and  environmental security are mutually harmonious constructs rather than  more often locked in conflictual and contested opposition with each other.  Moreover, aspects of security resident in each concept are indeed themselves  embedded with extraordinary contradictions. Human security, in particular,  is not now, nor should likely ever be, the mirror image of national security.  Yet, these contradictions are not the crucial recognition here. On the  contrary, rather than focusing on the security issues themselves, we should  be focusing on the best multi-dimensional approaches to confronting and  solving them. One approach, which might avoid the massive tidal impact  of creeping vulnerabilities, is to sharply make a rudder shift from constant  crisis intervention toward strategic planning, strategic investment, and  strategic attention. Clearly, the time is now to reorder our entire approach to  how we address – or fail to address – security.  

Negative: Status Quo Solves

SOFA On Schedule—Status Quo Solves Case
Huffington Post, 7/30/10, “Good News From Iraq,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-weigant/good-news-from-iraq_b_631510.html
There has been a lot of media attention given lately to the military, our troops, and our war strategy. Almost without exception, this attention has focused on Afghanistan. Of course, there's a good reason for this, since President Obama just removed the commanding general from Afghanistan and replaced him. And the Senate just confirmed General David Petraeus to take over the American war effort there. But with all of this attention -- especially the attention of Republican senators on Obama's "timetable for withdrawal" of the current Afghanistan "surge" effort next July, what is noticeable by its absence is any discussion of how our timetable for withdrawal is going in Iraq. In all the media discussion of Afghanistan, there has been virtually no mention of what's happening currently in Iraq. 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. 
Negative: Status Quo Solves

The SOFA deadline is legally binding 

[Marc Lynch, Associate Professor of Political Science and the Director of the Institute for Middle East Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University, 2/23/2010,  “Iraq contingencies,” Foreign Policy, http://lynch.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/23/iraq_contingencies]
There's been a mini-boom of late in commentary urging Obama to delay his timeline for drawing down U.S. forces, or at least to "do more" --  the Kagans are shocked, shocked to discover that Iranians are influential in Iraq, Jackson Diehl just wants Obama to care more about Iraq (without any hint of what policies might follow). They should be ignored. The administration is handling Iraq calmly, maturely, and patiently,  has demonstrated in word and deed its commitment to its drawdown policy, and has tried hard to thread a devilish needle of trying to shape events without triggering an extremely potent Iraqi backlash. It is possible, if not likely, that there could be slippage on the August deadline of getting to 50,000 troops, mainly because the elections slipped all the way to March. That's one of the reasons I always was skeptical of pegging the drawdown to the elections, but that ship has long since sailed. But the SOFA target of December 2011 for a full U.S. withdrawal is a legal deadline, not a political one. It could only be changed at the request of the Iraqi government, and not by American fiat. While Iraqi politicians may say in private that they may be open to a longer U.S. presence, very few will say so in public -- because it would be political suicide in a nationalist, highly charged electoral environment.
Negative: Status Quo Solves

Sticking to a timeline impractical and unrealistic – last troops to exit likely to be delayed up to 15 months

(Thomas Kelly, Masters in Strategic Studies from US Army War College, 2008, “Crossroads in Iraq”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA479077, page 17)
A predetermined timeline movement can take on a life of its own, with movement dates trumping all other considerations and planning factors. Such an atmosphere can generate conditions for poor decision making at critical decision points. For example, a decision to place speed over security (if previous movements during the withdrawal have not been attacked) could be disastrous if the enemy has been simply planning and waiting for the ultimate opportunity to inflict maximum damage on departing U.S. forces. The withdrawal would then transition into a retrograde under pressure which is notoriously difficult to execute, especially if a large slice of ground security forces have already left Iraq. Also, since the door will shut for new replacements during the withdrawal, it is likely the final departing troops could have their tours extended well past 12 or even 15 months.
Negative: Vulnerable Troops

Poor decisions made during withdrawal could lead to massive attack on vulnerable troops

(Thomas Kelly, Masters in Strategic Studies from US Army War College, 2008, “Crossroads in Iraq”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA479077, page 17)
A predetermined timeline movement can take on a life of its own, with movement dates trumping all other considerations and planning factors. Such an atmosphere can generate conditions for poor decision making at critical decision points. For example, a decision to place speed over security (if previous movements during the withdrawal have not been attacked) could be disastrous if the enemy has been simply planning and waiting for the ultimate opportunity to inflict maximum damage on departing U.S. forces. The withdrawal would then transition into a retrograde under pressure which is notoriously difficult to execute, especially if a large slice of ground security forces have already left Iraq. Also, since the door will shut for new replacements during the withdrawal, it is likely the final departing troops could have their tours extended well past 12 or even 15 months.

Negative: Military Presence Good
Setting up long-term US military presence key to laying groundwork for military and economic cooperation with Iraq

(Thomas Kelly, Masters in Strategic Studies from US Army War College, 2008, “Crossroads in Iraq”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA479077, page 19-20)
A long-term U.S. force structure inside Iraq could also facilitate the return and resettlement of many Iraqi refugees. Since the U.S. would only be repositioning these forces within Iraq, this consolidation could take place over a 12 month period without causing any undue turbulence within the country. As security conditions continue to improve within Iraq the U.S. could begin to gradually phase out of direct combat and advisory roles and begin to develop long-term bilateral military and economic pacts with the government of Iraq. Indicators of further improved security conditions would be continued reductions in U.S. and Iraqi deaths caused by the insurgency. An ongoing improvement in reduced casualties would be fostered by the continued U.S. presence on the ground. As Iraq becomes even more stable and secure, the remaining contingent of U.S. forces could concentrate on joint training with the Iraq military. Once the U.S. footprint has been established at the five key locations mentioned above, a large and steady flow of U.S. funds should be poured into maintaining those bases and supporting a range of development projects within Iraq. The development of long-term U.S. bases in Iraq would create a significant economic stimulus to the regions that end up supporting those bases. Additional U.S. funds could be invested into general infrastructure improvements throughout Iraq which would further stabilize the country. 33
Negative: Impact Turn

Withdrawal Risks Corruption, Poverty, and Radicalization
Frederic Wehrey et al, Senior Policy Analyst for Rand Corporation, 1/10, Dalia D Kaye, Jessica Watkins, Jeffrey Martini, Robert A Guffey, “The Iraq Effect: The Middle East After the Iraq War,” 

http://www.ncci-library.org/jspui/bitstream/123456789/445/1/RAND%20-%20The%20Iraq%20Effect%20-%20The%20Middle%20East%20After%20the%20Iraq%20War%20(2010).pdf 

Although the surge has been credited with restoring a measure of stability to Iraq, tensions had surfaced by mid-2009 regarding the integration of the Majalis al-Sahwa [Awakening Councils], intraShi‘a power struggles, and the legitimacy of provincial governance.18 Regional Arab states, particularly in the Gulf, remain fundamentally suspicious of the Maliki government, and promises to open embassies made in mid-2008 have not materialized. This hesitation suggests deep ambivalence among Iraq’s neighbors about Iraq’s place in the regional order and, in particular, about the prospect of a return to sectarian internecine conflict. Should this happen, however, the trend lines identified in this monograph, particularly in the domestic societal realm, would not significantly change— in many respects, the worst effects of “failure” in Iraq have already been felt in the 2006–2007 time frame, and neighboring states have proven largely resilient. Saudi interlocutors in particular had noted that the kingdom had nearly written off Iraq to Iranian influence and sectarian chaos by late 2006 and were pursuing a policy of containing the state’s implosion up until mid-2008.19 If internal stability deteriorates, the impetus to intervene would certainly be stronger in the absence of a significant U.S. troop presence, although conventional military intervention is probably remote, with the exception of Turkey. Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Syria, and other Gulf states are likely to pursue a mix of subversion, strategic communication, and the funding of tribal allies and political partners while eschewing conventional military intervention. Much will depend on the trajectory of Iraq’s weakening: The emergence of ungovernable areas outside the central government’s control, viable political opposition movements, smuggling networks, or tribal or sectarian-based militias would be compelling magnets for outside intervention, both through official channels and from actors outside the government’s control. Failure in Iraq could have more-significant consequences for the refugee challenge. Syria and Jordan are not likely to accept additional refugees into their countries in the event of renewed violence in Iraq, and this could lead to the establishment of refugee camps. As we know from other cases, refugee camps can lead to increased poverty, desperation, and—ultimately—radicalization. On the other hand, if stability in Iraq continues to improve, some refugees may consider returning to Iraq, greatly reducing the long-term negative effects of this crisis. That said, even under the improving stability of the 2008–2009 period, very low numbers of refugees have been returning to Iraq. This suggests that, in the long term, the refugee challenge is likely to be problematic regardless of the outcome in Iraq, given the large numbers of Iraqis likely to remain in the diaspora under any scenario. In terms of terrorism trends, the worsening of internecine strife and the collapse of government control in key areas could invite increased jihadist recruitment and training. In many respects, however, al-Qa‘ida’s enterprise in Iraq may never again reach the level it attained in 2005–2006. The memory of its draconian rule in al-Anbar is still fresh, and tribal intolerance will deter al-Qa‘ida from establishing a strong foothold. From the outside, such prospects would be a deterrent for jihadist volunteers seeking a new front. Other areas, such as Somalia or Yemen, are more promising from the jihadist perspective
Negative: Impact Turn
Plan Allows Iran to Develop and Improve Nuclear and Ballistic Missiles
In terms of its conventional military, some of Iran’s capabilities are threatening to Western and allied Gulf interests, particularly on the naval front. Iran’s mining capability, antiship cruise missiles, and innovative “swarming” tactics could impede maritime access in the Strait of Hormuz. The IRGC also possesses a significant arsenal of short- and medium-range ballistic missiles that can reach the small Persian Gulf states, Afghanistan, Israel, eastern Turkey, and most of Saudi Arabia. Although these missiles are currently inaccurate and thus have limited military utility, improvements in their range, ability to carry unconventional warheads, and accuracy would significantly enhance Iran’s ability to threaten large population centers, economic infrastructure, and military bases. Overall, however, Iran’s conventional capability remains mired in conventional doctrine due to bureaucratic inertia in procurement and frequent infighting between the IRGC and conventional forces. Most of its equipment is out of date and poorly maintained, and its ground forces suffer from both personnel and equipment shortages. The Iranian Air Force, in particular, has outdated aircraft and is no match for its neighbors and certainly not for U.S. airpower.14 This conventional inferiority contributes to Tehran’s nuclear ambitions. Although questions remain about the pace and nature of the Iranian program, there is little doubt that Tehran is actively seeking an indigenous uranium enrichment capability that will, at the very least, allow a nuclear breakout capacity.15 Finally, Iran also exerts significant regional influence through “soft” power projection, such as reconstruction aid, infrastructure development, media, and financial investments.16 Despite these strategic gains, it is important to understand how the Iraq War may have affected Iranian threat perceptions. For example, the invasion of Iraq brought the threatening presence of U.S. ground forces to Iran’s doorstep, and despite the scheduled drawdown, Iran remains concerned about the potential reintroduction of U.S. forces into Iraq under the terms of the U.S.-Iraq Status of Forces Agreement. And while Iran benefits from some degree of instability in Iraq to keep residual U.S. forces distracted and to dilute the ability of the central government in Baghdad to exert control over the southern provinces, it is also worried about uncontained Iraqi instability spilling over its borders (see, for example, Dehghani, 2003).17 Indeed, the Iraq War has exacerbated transnational threats that affect Iran’s internal stability, such as ethnic separatism and Sunni radicalism (Ehteshami, 2004, p. 187). Iran is particularly concerned over its increasing Kurdish challenge since the Iraq War (there are 4 million Kurds in Iran), particularly the internal threat from the resurgent Kurdistan Free Life Party (PJAK), which maintains close links to the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK).
Negative: Impact Turn

Troop withdrawal leaves the military unable to respond to act beyond self-defense – leaves Iraq vulnerable to regional war

(Thomas Kelly, Masters in Strategic Studies from US Army War College, 2008, “Crossroads in Iraq”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA479077, page 16)
Yet risks remain for a timeline- based pullback from Iraq. The quicker U.S. forces are repositioned out of Iraq, the less able the military will be to respond to any threats within Iraq. The first U.S. security priority during a withdrawal would be to cover the movement of forces out of Iraq; the second priority would be to protect the remaining U.S. units; the third priority would be protecting the civilian population within Iraq. It remains to be seen if, after the surge forces are withdrawn, the pre-surge U.S. presence will be able to keep the peace within Iraq. Troops in withdrawal are not in fighting dispositions and their ability to do anything beyond force protection is limited. In Phase 2 of the Miller and Brimley plan it is doubtful that a force of 20,000 to 60,000 could prevent a regional war or stop the development of additional al Qaeda safe havens. Indeed, a reduced force might be limited to simply securing its own respective bases and subsistence convoys. Such a reduced presence might set up a situation similar to that currently faced by the British forces remaining in Basra which have turned over control of their region to Iraqi forces and are focused now primarily on self defense. Miller and Brimley’s fallback plans also lack sufficient forces to deter new al Qaeda footholds or stem regional conflicts. Their plan C in particular does not allow for any credible U.S. military response beyond defending the departure of U.S. forces. The Korb plan of preventing a power vacuum with an off shore MEF and some forces in the Kurdish region and at the Embassy is even more tenuous and exposes remaining forces to increased risk and limited effectiveness beyond self defense. Regardless of the size of the remaining U.S. presence within Iraq, those forces will still require logistical support. Not everything can be adequately resupplied by air (fuel, for example) and ground convoys will still need maintenance, refuel and rest locations between remaining U.S locations.
Sticking a timeline risks chaos in Iraq

(Thomas Kelly, Masters in Strategic Studies from US Army War College, 2008, “Crossroads in Iraq”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA479077, page 19-20)
To depart Iraq by predetermined timelines before long-term stability is achieved risks collapsing Iraq into chaos. A timeline driven withdrawal would focus the majority of U.S. efforts on defending the retrograde, and, as the U.S. force decreases in size, so will its ability to respond to aggression inside Iraq and the region generally.
Negative: Impact Turn

American focus on withdrawal date complicates strategy and a vacuum that Iran and insurgents will fill

Ned Parker, Iraq correspondant for “L.A. Times”, 6/25/10, L.A. Times (“Iraqi officials see U.S. as neglecting the country”, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/25/world/la-fg-iraq-drift-20100626)


Iraqi officials are eager to take back control of their country. But some worry that the U.S. administration is blinding itself to the need for continued engagement. "They deal with and treat Iraq as an ordinary country," said a senior Iraqi official said, who also spoke on condition of anonymity. "This is all wishful." Iraq still is plagued by armed groups and the constant threat of violence. Chronic shortages of electricity this summer have led to widespread protests and forced a government minister to resign. A stalemate over the formation of the next government could drag well into fall.
The United States for years played a role in all aspects of Iraqi governance, including developing basic services, helping revive the economy and providing security. In 2008, the U.S. negotiated the transfer of security responsibility back to the Iraqi government. Iraqi officials cite instances that they say showed the Americans being caught by surprise: A veto by the country's Sunni vice president last fall delayed elections by two months, and an attempt by Shiite politician Ahmad Chalabi, once a U.S. favorite, to bar more than 500 candidates from running in parliamentary elections that reignited sectarian tensions. One Iraqi official said the U.S. Embassy, led by Ambassador Christopher Hill, appears to be hindered by a lack of attention from the White House. "Hill is a very good man, bright man. He has learned a lot over the last year, but Iraq doesn't work by diplomatic books. It needs something more than diplomacy, but his mission has been defined," the official said. "I don't believe they comprehend the challenges." Iraq policy is under the domain of Vice President Joe Biden. White House officials say Biden chairs monthly meetings on Iraq in the White House situation room, and that both he and Obama receive regular reports in the president's daily brief, a secret document provided by top officials. But Obama has not chaired a meeting on Iraq since last year, and according to one prominent Iraqi political figure, many Iraqis are worried that Biden does not have the clout to coordinate U.S. policy. Iraq's political class complains of what it sees as often flat-footed responses and a newfound aloofness from Washington. "We don't have a feeling for Mr. Obama, honestly. We don't know him," said Mithal Alusi, a lawmaker in the outgoing parliament who has advocated close ties with the U.S.
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. "As they see us coming out, this is going to give us a boost," the official said. Embassy and military officials in Baghdad disputed the perception that the United States was not engaged in laying the groundwork for a close long-term relationship with Iraq. In a joint statement, they said they were "focused on achieving the vision of an enduring strategic partnership between the United States and a sovereign, stable, self-reliant Iraq. "They cited budding ties in areas such as healthcare and agriculture, and said they were fostering business relations as well.
But the senior U.S. military officer said he saw few signs that the embassy or military were concentrating on a long-term strategy. "Personally, I think [the military] is adrift," the officer said. "Everyone is spending more time drawing down rather than executing policy…. People aren't thinking about new programs, policies or a legacy." Embassy officials were not reaching out to Iraqi leaders the way they once did, he said. Senior Iraqi politicians say they feel that little actually has been done in developing the foundations of a relationship based on politics, business and cultural exchanges. "We hear about the responsible withdrawal of Obama, but not a lot of things are happening with soft power, and that is creating a vacuum of Western presence, if you like," said former Iraqi National Security Advisor Mowaffak Rubaie. "We were hoping to have relationships [in the field of] culture, education, economics, science, agriculture and industry with the U.S. and U.K. But it is not happening with the same speed that we are implementing the [withdrawal].
Negative: Politics Link

SOFA is Bipartisan—Republicans and Democrats Cooperated and Compromised to Accomplish Goals
Huffington Post, 7/30/10, “Good News From Iraq,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-weigant/good-news-from-iraq_b_631510.html
Our actual "timetable for withdrawal" in Iraq was set in stone by none other than President George W. Bush, right before he left office. Less than two months before Obama's inauguration, Bush signed a "Status Of Forces Agreement" (SOFA) with the Iraqi government. This document covers all the legalities of American forces in Iraq, and it charts the end of American involvement in the country with very specific milestones. The first of these was met last summer, when American forces withdrew from Iraqi cities, and handed over control of many operations to the Iraqi government and the Iraqi military. The final milestone will be reached at the end of 2011, when all American troops are slated to be gone from Iraq for good. 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. Obama, the pundits say, is trying to "have it both ways" on his position on the Afghanistan withdrawal (slated for July of next year). He is trying to placate critics on the right by saying "we're not going to turn out the lights and disappear overnight" -- in other words, answering the same "precipitous withdrawal" criticism leveled at him during the campaign over the Iraq withdrawal. But, at the same time, Vice President Joe Biden is out there reassuring the left that Obama is not going to just pull ten soldiers out of Afghanistan and say "see, we've started the withdrawal," and is privately telling folks that a goodly number of troops will indeed be coming home on this schedule. Hence the "having it both ways" critique.
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