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 Inherency—AT—Odierno’s report

Gen. Odierno agrees that troops may have to stay—uncertainty over Iraqi elections, Kurdish conflict

Lara Jakes, Associated Press Writer, July 6, 2010, Chron World News, “AP Interview: Odierno eyes UN forces for Iraq,” http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/ap/world/7096174.html, RG

A security agreement between the U.S. and Iraqi governments requires all American forces to leave the country by the end of 2011. There are currently about 77,500 U.S. troops here. It's widely believed that Iraq's leaders may ask the United States to leave at least some troops behind to give the nation's uneven army and police forces more time to train. Odierno maintained that decision would be up to the incoming Iraqi government, whose leadership is still contested after no clear winner emerged from the March parliamentary elections. But he left open the possibility that some U.S. troops might stay. "I don't see a large U.S. presence here. I really don't," he said. "They might want technical support, but again, that's their decision, not ours." After a military clash between Kurds and Arabs in eastern Diyala province in 2008, Odierno this year ordered U.S. forces to set up security checkpoints in the disputed territories. He instructed that the checkpoints be guarded by Kurdish troops as well as soldiers from the Arab-led Iraqi army. The intent was to unite Kurds and Arabs against a common enemy — al-Qaida insurgents who exploit regional tensions — instead of fighting each other. The Iraqi checkpoints mostly have been peaceful, but clashes continue to break out between Kurdish and Arab forces.

Inherency—AT—Biden’s commitment

Biden’s declaration is just aimed at calming politicians—political uncertainty could delay withdrawal

Zvi Bar’el, Middle Eastern affairs analyst for Haaretz Newspaper, former managing editor, former correspondent in Washington, June 9, 2010, Haaretz Daily Newspaper, “When it comes to Iraq, Iran loves a power vacuum,” http://www.haaretz.com/print-edition/features/when-it-comes-to-iraq-iran-loves-a-power-vacuum-1.295033, RG

Almost three months after the elections in Iraq, which were widely praised, there is still no government in that country and there is no sign that a government will be established in the near future. The result is that the American army has not yet received instructions to begin its planned withdrawal, and it is in no way clear that it will be able to pull out before a stable government is set up that can take over the security tasks from the Americans. It is true that the number of American soldiers in Iraq dropped last week to 92,000 and for the first time since the war, their number in Iraq is lower than the number of American soldiers in Afghanistan. The fear is that if a government is not established soon in Iraq, the next stage - a further drop to 50,000 troops - will be delayed. Vice President Joe Biden, who is coordinating the withdrawal, has declared that even if a government is not formed, the army will begin pulling out, but it seems that declarations of this kind are aimed mainly at calming the politicians in Baghdad and preventing the sides from using the American plan to their own advantage. 

Inherency – Risk of Violence

Increased sectarian violence and extremism makes meeting the SOFA timetable impossible

The Guardian, May 12, 2010, Martin Chulov, “Iraq violence set to delay US troop withdrawal,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/may/12/iraq-us-troop-withdrawal-delay, RG

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.

Inherency – Risk of Violence

Won’t withdraw by timeline—uncertainty over elections, military officials want delay

International Herald Tribune, April 29, 2010, Peter Baker and Rod Nordland, “Should U.S. change its Iraq script?; Obama wants troops out by deadline despite uncertainty over election,” Lexis, RG

But the resistance to revisiting the deadline has drawn concern from former American officials, including some who participated in formulating the Obama policy last year. The original plan anticipated Iraqi elections in December and the formation of a new government at least 60 days afterward. Instead, the elections did not take place until March and produced a near tie between the parties of Prime Minister Nuri Kamal al-Maliki and former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi. And now the two are fighting through the courts and recounts. Ryan C. Crocker, the former American ambassador to Iraq who was appointed by President George W. Bush and later made recommendations to Mr. Obama regarding the drawdown, said the administration should consider extending the August deadline. ''I am a little bit nervous,'' Mr. Crocker, now dean of the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, said in a recent interview. ''The elections were later than expected, and there were very close results between Maliki and Allawi, which suggest it's going to be a very long process. We may not even have a new government until we're at the August deadline. I'd like the U.S. to retain the original flexibility.'' Meghan L. O'Sullivan, a former deputy national security adviser to Mr. Bush who oversaw Iraq policy, also said August might be too soon. ''I'm for a shift away from the current rigid deadline to something more flexible, more reflective of the fluid and tense situation in Iraq, where the last thing the Iraqis really need is for the United States to be focused more on exit than anything else at a moment of high political uncertainty,'' she said. Two former officials who worked on Iraq policy in the Obama administration said that after it became clear how late the elections would be, Gen. Ray Odierno, the commander in Iraq, wanted to keep 3,000 to 5,000 combat troops in northern Iraq after the Aug. 31 deadline. But the officials, who spoke on condition of anonymity because of the delicacy of the matter, said it was clear that the White House did not want any combat units to remain.


Inherency – Risk of Violence

Withdraw will be delayed—electoral uncertainty, violence

Dale McFeatters, staff writer, April 30, 2010, Korea Times, “Paralysis in Iraq could delay US exit,” Lexis, RG

This electoral uncertainty is on top of a court-ordered manual recount of 2.4 million ballots from Baghdad. Roughly, al-Maliki is backed by the Shiites and Allawi, also a Shiite, is backed by the Sunnis. While there has been sporadic strife, car bombs, drive-by shootings and mortar fire, no one is expecting a return to the kind of wholesale violence that followed the 2005 elections. For one reason, the Iraqi military and police are now much stronger, but there is a chance that the paralysis at the top could trickle down to the peacekeepers. All of this is of pressing interest to the United States because the lack of an effective government could affect the timetable for American troops departing Iraq. President Obama has called for all but 50,000 troops to be out of the country by the end of August.

Always a risk of delay—withdrawal timeline subject to Iraqi government conditions

Reuters, February 22, 2010, “U.S. won’t alter Iraq drawdown without deterioration,” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE61L4OH20100222, RG

(Reuters) - The United States would only slow down its troop withdrawal from Iraq if there were a serious deterioration in security conditions, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said on Monday. "Before we would consider recommending anything like that we would have to see a pretty considerable deterioration of the situation in Iraq and we don't see that certainly at this point," Gates told reporters at the Pentagon. The March 7 parliamentary ballot is seen as a critical test for Iraq, which is trying to move beyond years of sectarian carnage between Shi'ites and Sunnis and revamp its war-battered economy and oil sector. A reduction in violence over the past year has raised hopes of a smooth transition as U.S. forces draw down in Iraq ahead of a complete withdrawal by the end of 2011. The top U.S. military commander in Iraq, General Ray Odierno, told reporters earlier on Monday that he still expected to reduce U.S. troop levels in Iraq to 50,000 by the end of August, from about the current 96,000. But Odierno also signaled he could slow the pace of this year's withdrawal if the situation deteriorated following March elections -- a scenario he did not expect to see.

No certain timetable—further violence could delay withdrawal

The Washington Post, May 14, 2010, Ernesto Londono and Craig Whitlock, “Despite political uncertainties in Iraq, U.S. sticking with drawdown plan,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/13/AR2010051305655.html, RG

American commanders said they would contemplate asking the White House for a delay of the Sept. 1 deadline only if the political process were to collapse completely, a scenario they see as unlikely. But they say they worry that further delay in efforts to create a governing coalition could paralyze basic Iraqi institutions they have spent years trying to jump-start, including the military, police force and justice system. The March 7 elections produced no clear winner and have led to extensive jockeying among various parties to create a workable government. Among the parties in contention for a place in the new coalition is the movement of anti-American cleric Moqtada al-Sadr, a Shiite political faction with close ties to Iran and a large militia. U.S. officials are concerned that it could end up controlling one of the ministries that oversees the army or police. The Sadrists recently reached a tentative deal to band together with a faction affiliated with Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki to form the next government, though sticking points remain. Although Shiite militias have kept a low profile in recent months, Iraqi and U.S. officials say that could change if political fights escalate, especially if some factions feel left out of the new government. The threat posed by Sunni insurgents has been somewhat reduced in recent months, after the arrests and slayings of dozens of suspected leaders, including the deaths of the top two commanders of al-Qaeda in Iraq. But the groups retain the capacity to carry out significant attacks, as they did Monday with strikes that killed dozens across the country. U.S. officials said they hope to keep about 50,000 troops in Iraq until at least next spring and perhaps longer, saying they could conceivably compress the rest of the drawdown to the final four or five months of 2011. When troop levels drop to 50,000, the civilian contractor-to-soldier ratio is expected to increase as contractors take on more duties now performed by troops. The military expects it will have 75,000 contractors employed in Iraq by the end of the summer doing everything from base security to advanced weapons training. U.S. military officials say they expect to retain a thinning but significant presence along the Iranian and Syrian borders, long a gateway for weapons and fighters. Small border outposts along the Iranian border have allowed the military in recent years to collect valuable intelligence on what it calls malign Iranian influence. U.S. officials say they also plan to keep a significant force along disputed territories in northern Iraq, where forces loyal to the regional Kurdish government and units of the conventional Iraqi army have come close to armed conflict in recent years.
Inherency

Uncertain political landscape and recent violence makes withdrawal uncertain

Bloomberg, July 21, 2010, Viola Gienger, “Iraq’s political impasse raises concerns in Congress about troop drawdown,” http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-07-20/iraq-s-political-impasse-raises-concerns-in-congress-about-troop-drawdown.html, RG

Iraq’s failure to form a government four months after elections prompted concern in the U.S. Congress as senators heard from President Barack Obama’s nominee to be his next envoy to the Persian Gulf nation. “It’s not clear whether a resolution is days, weeks or months away,” Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman John Kerry, a Massachusetts Democrat, said during a hearing in Washington yesterday to consider James Jeffrey’s nomination as ambassador. Jeffrey currently is the ambassador to Turkey. The delay reflects unresolved issues of how to distribute oil revenue and divide power among the country’s ethnic groups, lawmakers and the nominee said. It also raises the risks and costs of the planned U.S. military drawdown, they said. While security and services such as water, electricity, health care and education have improved, longer-term prospects remain uncertain, said Jeffrey, who previously was a deputy at the U.S. Embassy in Baghdad. “All these things are showing positive indicators,” Jeffrey told the committee. “We don’t know at this point how sustainable this will be.” Iraq’s goal of doubling oil production will require “rapid deployment” of the contracts that have been signed and a ramp- up of Iraq’s own investments to support the sector, the nominee said. “That might be a bit ambitious,” Jeffrey said. Still, he said he expects to see “very extensive growth” in Iraqi oil production. Iraq holds the world’s third-largest oil reserves. Military Advisers Jeffrey would replace Ambassador Christopher Hill as the U.S. military completes the withdrawal of its combat forces by the end of August. That will leave 50,000 troops to advise and assist their Iraqi counterparts, while the State Department seeks to train thousands of Iraqi police to maintain order. “The uncertain political situation creates risks for our transition plans,” said Indiana Senator Richard Lugar, the top Republican on the committee. “Our military has been involved in areas of governance far beyond security, and turning over those critical responsibilities will be challenging.” 

Violence/Instability High Now

Instability high and expected to rise—election conflict

UPI, April 7, 2010, “Sectarian Violence’s Return in Iraq Feared,” http://www.upi.com/Top_News/US/2010/04/07/Sectarian-violences-return-in-Iraq-feared/UPI-77491270648595/, RG

BAGHDAD, April 7 (UPI) -- The increased violence in Iraq has caused some Iraqis to voice fear a sectarian war is near. In the past week, explosions over three days in and around Baghdad killed nearly 150 people, prompting some people to worry the sectarian violence of 2006 and 2007 may return, the Los Angeles Times reported Wednesday. "People will get sick and tired," Hassan Aboudi, an Iraqi civilian, told the Times. "We don't wish this thing, but what will happen now? There are people without leaders." Others said political sides were trying to undercut each other after the March 7 parliamentary elections failed to produce a decisive winner and left current Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki in a contest with former Prime Minister Iyad Allawi, a secular Shiite whose coalition won a plurality. Both sides are trying to form a coalition government, but the exercise has disintegrated along sectarian lines.

Inherency 1AC

We have no intention of pulling out

Tom Engelhardt 4/25/10, Tom Engelhardt, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com. He is the author of The End of Victory Culture, a history of the Cold War and beyond, as well as of a novel, The Last Days of Publishing. His latest book, The American Way of War. “Why We Won’t Leave Afghanistan or Iraq” http://www.middle-east-online.com/english/?id=38613 |JC

Unfortunately, whatever the administration, the urge to stay has seemed a constant. It’s evidently written into Washington’s DNA and embedded deep in domestic politics where sure-to-come "cut and run" charges and blame for "losing" Iraq or Afghanistan would cow any administration. Not surprisingly, when you look behind the main news stories in both Iraq and Afghanistan, you can see signs of the urge to stay everywhere. In Iraq, while President Obama has committed himself to the withdrawal of American troops by the end of 2011, plenty of wiggle room remains. Already, the New York Times reports, General Ray Odierno, commander of US forces in that country, is lobbying Washington to establish “an Office of Military Cooperation within the American Embassy in Baghdad to sustain the relationship after... Dec. 31, 2011.” (“We have to stay committed to this past 2011,” Odierno is quoted as saying. “I believe the administration knows that. I believe that they have to do that in order to see this through to the end. It’s important to recognize that just because US soldiers leave, Iraq is not finished.”) If you want a true gauge of American withdrawal, keep your eye on the mega-bases the Pentagon has built in Iraq since 2003, especially gigantic Balad Air Base (since the Iraqis will not, by the end of 2011, have a real air force of their own), and perhaps Camp Victory, the vast, ill-named US base and command center abutting Baghdad International Airport on the outskirts of the capital. Keep an eye as well on the 104-acre US embassy built along the Tigris River in downtown Baghdad. At present, it’s the largest “embassy” on the planet and represents something new in “diplomacy,” being essentially a military-base-cum-command-and-control-center for the region. It is clearly going nowhere, withdrawal or not. In fact, recent reports indicate that in the near future “embassy” personnel, including police trainers, military officials connected to that Office of Coordination, spies, US advisors attached to various Iraqi ministries, and the like, may be more than doubled from the present staggering staff level of 1,400 to 3,000 or above. (The embassy, by the way, has requested $1,875 billion for its operations in fiscal year 2011, and that was assuming a staffing level of only 1,400.) Realistically, as long as such an embassy remains at Ground Zero Iraq, we will not have withdrawn from that country. Similarly, we have a giant US embassy in Kabul (being expanded) and another mega-embassy being built in the Pakistani capital Islamabad. These are not, rest assured, signs of departure. Nor is the fact that in Afghanistan and Pakistan, everything war-connected seems to be surging, even if in ways often not noticed here. President Obama’s surge decision has been described largely in terms of those 30,000-odd extra troops he’s sending in, not in terms of the shadow army of 30,000 or more extra private contractors taking on various military roles (and dying off the books in striking numbers); nor the extra contingent of CIA types and the escalating drone war they are overseeing in the Pakistani tribal borderlands; nor the quiet doubling of Special Operations units assigned to hunt down the Taliban leadership; nor the extra State department officials for the “civilian surge”; nor, for instance, the special $10 million “pool” of funds that up to 120 US Special Operations forces, already in those borderlands training the paramilitary Pakistani Frontier Corps, may soon have available to spend “winning hearts and minds.” Perhaps it’s historically accurate to say that great powers generally leave home, head elsewhere armed to the teeth, and then experience the urge to stay. With our trillion-dollar-plus wars and yearly trillion-dollar-plus national-security budget, there’s a lot at stake in staying, and undoubtedly in fighting two, three, many Afghanistans (and Iraqs) in the years to come.

Inherency 1AC
Military deadlines have no teeth 

David Swanson 5/13/10, Swanson served as press secretary for Dennis Kucinich's 2004 presidential campaign. From 2000 to 2003, Swanson was the communications coordinator for ACORN, the Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now, Swanson is the Washington Director of Democrats.com. He is a board member of Progressive Democrats of America, the Backbone Campaign, and Voters for Peace, a convenor of the legislative working group of United for Peace and Justice, chair of the UFPJ working group on Accountability and Prosecution, and a member of the Robert Jackson Steering Committee, “Obama Scraps Iraq Withdrawal” http://pubrecord.org/special-to-the-public-record/7615/obama-scraps-iraq-withdrawal/ |JC

So, we elected a president who promised a withdrawal from Iraq that he, or the generals who tell him what to do, is now further delaying. And, of course, the timetable he’s now delaying was already a far cry from what he had promised as a candidate. What are we to think? That may be sad news, but what could we have done differently? Surely it would have been worse to elect a president who did not promise to withdraw, right? But there’s a broader framework for this withdrawal or lack thereof, namely the SOFA (Status of Forces Agreement), the unconstitutional treaty that Bush and Maliki drew up without consulting the U.S. Senate. I was reminded of this on Tuesday when Obama and Karzai talked about a forthcoming document from the two of them and repeatedly expressed their eternal devotion to a long occupation. The unconstitutional Iraq treaty (UIT) requires complete withdrawal from Iraq by the end of next year, and withdrawal from all Iraqi cities, villages, and localities by last summer. Obama’s latest announcement doesn’t alter the lack of compliance with the latter requirement. Nor does it guarantee noncompliance with the former. But it illustrates something else, something that some of us have been screaming since the UIT was allowed to stand, something that pretty well guarantees that the US occupation of Iraq will never end. Imagine if Congress funded, defunded, oversaw, and regulated the military and wars as required by our Constitution. Imagine if the president COULDN’T simply tell Congress that troops would be staying in Iraq longer than planned, but had to ask for the necessary funding first. Here’s the lesson for this teachable moment: Persuading presidents to end wars only looks good until they change their mind. Cutting off the funding actually forces wars to end. When the US peace movement refused to challenge the UIT, it left Bush’s successor and his successors free to ignore it, revise it, or replace it. Congress has been removed from the equation. If Obama decides to inform Congress that the occupation of Iraq will go on into 2012, Congress’ response will be as muted as when the Director of National Intelligence informed Congress that killing Americans was now legal. And what can Congress say? It had no role in ratifying the UIT in the first place. And the peace movement is in large part on the same path with Afghanistan, working to pass a toothless, non-binding timetable for possible redeployment of troops to another nation. Congress sees itself as advisors whose role it is to persuade the president that he wants to cease the activity that most advances presidential power. And activists share that perspective. But what happens if the president becomes unpersuaded about ending both of these wars? What in the world are we supposed to do then?

Inherency 1AC
Instability is inevitable when we have troops on the ground - we’ll never meet withdrawal conditions in the squo
Eland 10 – Senior Fellow and Director of the Center on Peace & Liberty at The Independent Institute he has been Director of Defense Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, and he spent years working for Congress on national security issues (Ivan, April 6, “Not Out of the Woods Yet in Iraq”, http://www.laprogressive.com/the-middle-east/woods-iraq/ |JC), 

Despite Newsweek’s astonishing cover story announcing “Victory at Last,” the results of the Iraqi election could destabilize the country, as they did five years ago. In 2005, the disaffected Sunnis boycotted the vote and resorted to violence during and after the long interregnum in which Iraqi factions bickered and bargained to form a government. Burned by under-representation in the Iraqi parliament as a result of their boycott, the Sunnis participated this time around. So everything should turn out better, right? Not likely. Despite the veneer of multi-ethno-sectarian election groupings, Iraqis still vote mostly along ethno-sectarian lines. A foreign power imposing a foreign system of democracy at gunpoint will always have several major problems in a country such as Iraq. All of these have to do with underlying societal forces that undermine the superstructure of democracy, rendering it artificial. The first is that history shows that democracy is most likely to survive in countries that have reached a certain economic level and have thus developed a powerful middle class. Iraq–the victim of the most grinding economic sanctions in world history, three devastating wars since 1980, and ethno-sectarian rebellion as far back as the eye can see—has seen its economy plummet past the point where democracy is likely to prove sustainable. Second, Iraq, since becoming independent of British rule, has largely been ruled by a series of dictators, the latest of which was Saddam Hussein. As demonstrated by Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki’s invocation of his title as Commander-in-Chief of Iraqi security forces and his demand for an electoral recount (even before the official results were announced), Iraq’s political culture is still one of threats, intimidation, and accusation. This is a fact that can’t be changed just by holding a few elections. Third and most important, the underlying ethno-sectarian fissures in the country render a successful federal system of government almost impossible. Such a system requires close cooperation between the national, provincial, and local levels, which is very difficult when groups fight for power at all levels on an ethno-sectarian basis. A very loose and more decentralized confederation might be a better form of government for a fractured Iraq. The results of the recent election indicate a very close race between Prime Minister al-Maliki’s faction, which was supported mainly by Shi’a, and Ayad Allawi’s group, which was primarily backed by Sunnis. Since the majority Shi’i vote has been split, it is possible that Allawi could try to form the next government. If that happens, the Shi’a and the Kurds—long oppressed by the minority Sunnis—might anticipate that recurring, and they could react violently. If instead al-Maliki ends up trying to form a government, then the Sunnis could again feel politically marginalized, reigniting their insurgency. Also, returns indicate a strong showing by the anti-American radical Shi’i Muqtada al-Sadr, which could also cause a major problem for al-Maliki sin Lastly, no matter what final coalition ends up controlling the Iraqi government, the close election could mean another protracted interregnum before that negotiated grouping gels. The gap could be filled with more ethno-sectarian strife. Thus, it is too early for the U.S. elite’s self-congratulation that democracy has finally been solidified in Iraq. Defeat could yet be snatched from the jaws of victory after U.S. forces leave, and even before that if the latest election is as destabilizing as was the one in 2005.

Iranian tensions will delay withdrawal – the plan is a precondition to withdrawal
DEBKAfile, July 22, 2010, http://www.debka.com/article/8920/ PK
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.

Iran Advantage 1AC

Contention ___ is Iran

Relations are on the brink and Iran views American troops as an existential threat – makes relations zero-sum

Shahram Chubin 9 – Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (February March, “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival vol.51 no. 1, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf |JC)

Iran–US relations – strained at the best of times since the 1979 Iranian revolution – have never been worse than during the past six years, due to the much more intense interaction between the two states since the revelations about Iran’s nuclear ambitions and the United States’ invasion of Iraq. The United States sees Iran as a potential strategic rival, while Tehran views the American presence in the Middle East as a potential existential threat. This has led to zero-sum thinking and has raised the stakes correspondingly. In the process there has been an inflation of the Iranian threat, which is poorly understood and often exaggerated. Depicting Iran as a military threat obscures the real political threat the country poses to its region; Iran’s regional behaviour has been neglected and overshadowed by the contentious nuclear issue. However, it is precisely Iran’s behaviour and goals which feed concerns about its nuclear ambitions. It is important to put the Iranian threat in context. In recent years, what was largely a bilateral rivalry between Iran and the United States has become displaced and expanded throughout the region: Palestine, Syria, Lebanon, Iraq and the Gulf states have all been affected by the growing tension, and there are signs that Iranian influence is becoming stronger in these areas. Iran’s more active and effective diplomacy in the Middle East is due to the conjunction of three separate trends, all of which are reversible. The first is the emergence of a permissive regional environment, hospitable to Iran’s diplomacy; the second, the ascension of an ideological and hardline conservative government in Tehran, predisposed to a more activist diplomacy; and third, the oil windfall, which freed resources for seeding movements and clients supportive of Iranian goals. However, the influence that has accrued to Iran as a result of these trends is transitory and precarious, and there are constraints on Iran becoming a regional superpower.

Iran is challenging the US now – expansion of influence is their top priority 

Shahram Chubin 9 – Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (February March, “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival vol.51 no. 1, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf |JC)

Many Iranians believe that their country has turned a corner and reached a new stage internationally. Commentators point to ‘the gradual transfer of power and influence from America’s camp to Iran’s camp’ and see the spread of Islamism in the region going hand-in-hand with ‘the inclination of regional states to gravitate towards Iran’.33 Hossein Shariatmadari, editorin-chief of the Iranian newspaper Keyhan and a confidant of Iran’s Supreme Leader Sayyid Ali Khamenei, has described the Middle East as a platform to demonstrate US ‘failures and disappointments’.34 Others have called for Iran to challenge the United States for leadership of the region through a ‘proactive and aggressive foreign policy’.35 The necessary condition for Iran’s ‘advancement’ and greater freedom of action, in Ali Larijani’s words, is the collapse of the America’s ‘exclusive hegemony while suffer[ing] a defeat’.36 A sense of growing power, new to Islamic Iran, has led to a certain braggadocio and recklessness and a coarsening of language that in fact does little to advance Iran’s interests.37 In what has been called the ‘Palestinisation’ of Iran’s foreign policy,38 Iran has insisted that Israel has no right to exist; that only one solution can work in Palestine, namely the one-state solution, whatever the Palestinians might decide; that the Holocaust is a myth; and that Iran’s ‘international mission’ is to limit Israel’s power.39 In brief, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has made ‘anti-Israeli rhetoric the defining characteristic of his presidency’.40 Khamenei has blessed all of this, arguing that Iran has a duty to stand up to US bullying and ‘the iniquities of the Zionist regime’.41 Khamenei’s international-affairs adviser, Ali Akbar Velayati, amplifies this thinking: ‘to support Palestine is to support Iran … To support Lebanon is to support Iran … To support Iraq is to support Iran.’42 Iranian officials, believing that ‘regional and global developments have created new situations in Iran’s favour’,43 have made tireless efforts to cash in by spreading the message that the United States is ‘hated in the region’.44 But Iran’s greater involvement in Middle Eastern affairs has not been merely opportunistic but also motivated by defence considerations. Though eager to spread its model, Iran was also impelled to extend its influence further afield by its sense of encirclement and the need to engage the enemy in ‘forward defense, so as to avoid fighting on its borders. Palestine, in this 

view, is not a matter of solidarity but strategy: it is now a bulwark – a frontline – in Iran’s defense.’

Iran Advantage 1AC

That challenge is violent only with US troops on the ground

Shahram Chubin 9 – Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (February March, “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival vol.51 no. 1, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf |JC)

In the Iranian view, the United States seeks to dominate the Middle East, and together with its local allies control the region strategically and loot its resources.2 Iran’s mission is to keep its independence by fighting this hegemonic and oppressive system and spreading its revolution by ‘presenting a blueprint for an Islamic republic … and defending the deprived masses in the world of Islam and the wronged people who have been trampled upon by tyranny’.3 In the regional context this translates into calls for the expulsion of the Western presence and support for the Palestinian and other ‘resistance’ forces. Iran’s challenge to the regional order is not military, but political: it is about exerting influence, appealing to the masses or the ‘street’, demonstrating that Iran can confront injustice, presenting a viable model of ‘resistance’, and ‘framing the regional agenda’.4 Thus, Iran is very far from being a ‘classic imperial power’ or ‘an unexceptional opportunistic power seeking to exert preponderance in its immediate neighbourhood’.5 Rather, it is a revisionist state in terms of status, not territory.

Iran Advantage 1AC

No alt causes – the Iraq War is the impetus for Iranian aggression against the US

Shahram Chubin 9 – Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (February March, “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival vol.51 no. 1, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf |JC)

But American policies – and non-policies – have had the greatest effect on the regional landscape. US misjudgement and incompetence, exemplified by the country’s entanglement and overextension in Iraq, is generally acknowledged. The effects on America’s moral standing and credibility as a leader and ally have been devestating. Those elites in the region who believed in the United States have been discredited. Other policies, such as the failed ‘freedom agenda’ and the war in Lebanon, have fared little better. Neglect of the Palestine issue has allowed the ‘two-state solution’ to slip away as a realistic alternative for Israeli and Palestinians alike,16 which has in turn fed extremism, rage and anti-Americanism.17 The growing strength and appeal of the rejectionist front led by Iran is directly attributable to US policies.18 Meanwhile, by shattering the Iraqi state, the United States eliminated Iraq as an effective regional buffer vis-à-vis Iran, whose influence over its neighbour immediately increased.19 It meant that the old triangular system, in which the three large Gulf powers of Iran, Saudi Arabia and Iraq balanced one another, was replaced by a bipolar structure pitting Iran and Saudi Arabia directly against each other.20 Moreover, by empowering Iraqi Shi’ites, the US occupation emboldened this traditionally suppressed community in the Gulf, a sensitive security issue for Saudi Arabia and even more so for Bahrain.

Iranian aggression goes nuclear

Sokolsky 3 (Henry, Executive Director, Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, POLICY REVIEW, October/November, p. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/3447161.html)

If nothing is done to shore up U.S. and allied security relations with the Gulf Coordination Council states and with Iraq, Turkey, and Egypt, Iran's acquisition of even a nuclear weapons breakout capability could prompt one or more of these states to try to acquire a nuclear weapons option of their own. Similarly, if the U.S. fails to hold Pyongyang accountable for its violation of the NPT or lets Pyongyang hold on to one or more nuclear weapons while appearing to reward its violation with a new deal--one that heeds North Korea's demand for a nonaggression pact and continued construction of the two light water reactors--South Korea and Japan (and later, perhaps, Taiwan) will have powerful cause to question Washington's security commitment to them and their own pledges to stay non-nuclear. In such a world, Washington's worries would not be limited to gauging the military capabilities of a growing number of hostile, nuclear, or near-nuclear-armed nations. In addition, it would have to gauge the reliability of a growing number of nuclear or near-nuclear friends. Washington might still be able to assemble coalitions, but with more nations like France, with nuclear options of their own, it would be much, much more iffy. The amount of international intrigue such a world would generate would also easily exceed what our diplomats and leaders could manage or track. Rather than worry about using force for fear of producing another Vietnam, Washington and its very closest allies are more likely to grow weary of working closely with others and view military options through the rosy lens of their relatively quick victories in Desert Storm, Kosovo, Operation Iraqi Freedom, and Just Cause. This would be a world disturbingly similar to that of 1914 but with one big difference: It would be spring-loaded to go nuclear.
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US presence in Iraq suffocates Iran – forces them to nuclearize and ignore calls for diplomacy
Bowman 8 - a major and strategic plans and policy officer in the U.S. Army.  As an assistant professor of American Politics, Policy, and Strategy and an academic counselor in the department of social sciences at the United States Military Academy at West Point (Bradley, Spring, “After Iraq: Future U.S. Military Posture in the Middle East” The Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/08spring/docs/08spring_bowman.pdf |JC), 

The second vital U.S. interest in the Middle East is to ensure that regional state and nonstate actors do not develop, obtain, or utilize weapons of mass destruction. As previously discussed, Iran’s nuclear program represents the greatest current threat to this U.S. interest. The opaque and fragmented nature of Iranian politics and decisionmaking make it difficult to identify the motivations for the Iranian nuclear program definitively. Yet, an Iranian sense of insecurity fueled by the Iran-Iraq War in the 1980s, the U.S. invasion of Iraq of 2003, and U.S. regime change rhetoric since September 11, 2001, appear to figure prominently in Iranian thinking. After the March 2003 U.S.-led invasion of Iraq, then-President Muhammad Khatami of Iran publicly worried, “They tell us that Syria is the next target, but according to our reports, Iran could well follow.”23 The U.S. needs only a minimal military footprint to counter threats to its three key interests. To the degree that the Iranian nuclear program is motivated by insecurity, the consistent U.S. unwillingness to engage in ongoing, unconditional talks with Iran on issues beyond Iraq, as well as excessive U.S. saber-rattling and regime-change rhetoric and a suffocating military posture, may only serve to validate the perceived necessity of Iran’s long-term quest for nuclear weapons. Such a U.S. approach substantiates the arguments of Iranian hard-liners who assert a nuclear weapon is necessary to deter a U.S. attack, while undercutting the arguments of moderates or conservative pragmatists who quietly argue for compromise with the United States and cautiously question the wisdom of President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s aggressive approach.

Iran Advantage 1AC

US signal of trust in Iran allows for broader US-Iran engagement – key to democratization of Iran which prevents nuclearization, terrorism, and Middle East conflict

Amirahmadi 6 – Professor of Planning and International Development and Director of the Center for Middle Eastern Studies at Rutgers University, and President of the American Iranian Council, (Hooshang, “US-Iran Relations: Perils and Promises“  September 22, http://payvand.com/news/06/sep/1254.html |JC), 

What the two sides lack is the political will to normalize after a series of false starts in the past that have only resulted in increased mutual distrust. The Iran-Contra fiasco comes to mind, but there have been others. Building trust and confidence is the key first step towards US-Iran engagement. In no better way can this be achieved than by a third party-mediated simultaneous announcements in Tehran and Washington that the two sides wish to normalize relations and become partners in ending terrorism, securing peace in the Middle East, fostering nuclear non-proliferation, and advancing democratic development within the region. On these and on other issues, one place to start is a broader conceptualization of common ground and divergences of opinion between the US and Iran. With the crisis in Iraq, American forces on Iran’s borders, and the growing tension over Iran’s nuclear programs, a strategic imperative exists for the two sides to engage in an honest dialogue. There are elements on both sides that want to see relations normalized. Above all are the people of both nations. Polls have shown that over 85 percent of Iranians want Iran to normalize relations with Iran. A Gallup poll has shown that over 65 percent of Americans do not want a US-Iran conflict. There are also forces on both sides, however, that do not want relations to normalize. These include warmongers, ideologues, selfish regional states, and those with vested personal, organizational, group or corporate interests. These and other obstacles notwithstanding, the two governments must make normalization a top priority and make every effort to achieve it. Normalization is the only hope for a renewed American-Iranian partnership and the democratization of Iran. If Iran under various authoritarian regimes has not initiated hostilities, then a democratic Iran would surely be even more accountable and would not develop nuclear weapons, support terrorism or oppose the peace in the Middle East.

Iranian nuclear weapon development causes a regional nuclear arms race and exponentially increases the risk of nuclear terror and proliferation   

Bowman 8 - a major and strategic plans and policy officer in the U.S. Army.  As an assistant professor of American Politics, Policy, and Strategy and an academic counselor in the department of social sciences at the United States Military Academy at West Point (Bradley, Spring, “After Iraq: Future U.S. Military Posture in the Middle East” The Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/08spring/docs/08spring_bowman.pdf |JC), 

Although these concerns should not be prematurely discounted, little evidence exists to suggest that Iran would take such steps that would virtually guarantee Iran’s destruction. Iranian development of nuclear weapons, however, would most likely lead to a more aggressive Iranian foreign policy, could potentially spark a regional nuclear arms race, and would increase the likelihood that nuclear technology or materials could inadvertently end up in the hands of terrorist groups such as Hizballah or al Qaeda. Given the nature of the Iranian political and military establishment, it is entirely plausible that a disenchanted, corrupt, or ideologically motivated group of actors could transfer key nuclear technology, materials, or weapons without the knowledge of the Iranian leaders, similar to A. Q. Khan’s behavior in Pakistan. As more states obtain nuclear weapons and as nuclear technology and expertise become increasingly available, the chance that a nuclear transfer could lead to a successful attack against the United States and its friends increases.
Terrorism causes extinction

Sid-Ahmed 4 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, political analyst, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

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

Utgoff 2 (Victor A., Summer 2002, Survival, p.87-90 Victor A Utgoff, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of Institute for Defense Analysis, Summer 2002, Survival, p.87-90) 

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed towards a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear “six shooters” on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather together on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Middle East war causes extinction

Nassar 02 (Bahig, Arab Co-ordinating Centre of Non-Governmental Organizations, and Afro-Asian People’s Solidary Organization, 11/25, keynote paper for Cordoba Dialogue on Peace and Human Rights in Europe and the Middle East, http://www.inesglobal.org/BahigNassar.htm)

Wars in the Middle East are of a new type. Formerly, the possession of nuclear weapons by the United States and the Soviet Union had prevented them, under the balance of the nuclear terror, from launching war against each other. In the Middle East, the possession of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction leads to military clashes and wars. Instead of eliminating weapons of mass destruction, the United States and Israel are using military force to prevent others from acquiring them, while they insist on maintaining their own weapons to pose deadly threats to other nations. But the production, proliferation and threat or use of weapons of mass destruction (nuclear chemical and biological) are among the major global problems which could lead, if left unchecked, to the extinction of life on earth. Different from the limited character of former wars, the current wars in the Middle East manipulate global problems and escalate their dangers instead of solving them.

Withdrawal Advantage 1AC

Contention ___ is withdrawal 

Current troop conditions in Iraq make sustained presence ineffective forcing us to stay past 2011– abiding by the current timetable allows us to cut our losses
Walt 9 – Professor of International Affairs at Harvard’s John F (Stephen, “ Bush's gift to Obama”, http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/06/29/bushs_gift_to_obama?showcomments=yes |JC)

Although often touted as a great success, the fate of the 2007 "surge" reveals the limits of U.S. influence clearly. Although it did lower sectarian violence, the surge did not lead to significant political reconciliation between the contending Sunni, Shiite, and Kurdish groups. The "surge" was thus a tactical success but a strategic failure, and that failure is instructive. If increased force levels, improved counterinsurgency tactics, and our best military leadership could not "turn the corner" politically in Iraq, then prolonging our occupation beyond the timetable outlined in the SOFA agreement makes no sense. No matter how long we stay, Iraq is likely to face similar centrifugal forces, and our presence is doing little to reduce them. Equally important, prolonging our stay in Iraq involves real costs, apart from the billions of extra dollars we will spend between now and the planned withdrawal in 2011. Our armed forces have been stretched thin, and are badly in need of retraining, re-equipping, and recovery. Remaining bogged down in Iraq also diverts time and attention from other strategic issues and continues to supply anti-American forces with ideological ammunition about our "imperial" tendencies. Delaying the agreed-upon withdrawal would thus be yet another strategic misstep. The good news -- of a sort -- is that the Iraqi government and the Iraqi people increasingly agree that it is time for us to go. The Maliki government drove a hard bargain with Bush over the SOFA agreement, insisting on a shorter deadline than Bush originally wanted and demanding greater restrictions on U.S. activities during the drawdown. The Maliki government did this because it understood that taking a tough line with Washington was popular with the Iraqi people, and it hasn't budged from that tough line despite continued internal problems. It is of course possible -- even likely -- that violence will increase as U.S. forces draw down, and there is still some danger of open civil war. That will be a tragedy for which Americans do bear some responsibility, insofar as we opened Pandora's Box when we invaded in 2003. But that danger will exist no matter how long we remain, and our presence there may in fact be delaying the hard bargaining and political compromises that will ultimately have to occur before Iraq is finally stable.
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Sticking to the withdrawal plan is the only way to save US credibility - any sustained presence means a sustained insurgency in Iraq and inevitable instability
Martel 9 – associate professor of international security studies at The Fletcher School at Tufts University July (William, “Reprinted from USA Today”, http://fletcher.tufts.edu/news/2009/op-eds/_July1.shtml |JC)

Sticking to deadlines boosts U.S. credibility, may strengthen Iraq. Iraqi officials greeted Tuesday's deadline for withdrawing U.S. forces from Iraq's cities with great enthusiasm. For Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki, expelling foreign occupiers was "a victory that should be celebrated in feasts and festivals." One Iraqi general, Karim Falhan, said the U.S. withdrawal "shows we can handle it now ourselves, we can take over." Despite optimism among Iraqi officials, signs of instability persist. In June alone, insurgent attacks killed more than 300 Iraqis. Nevertheless, there are several reasons why the United States should continue its stated policy of withdrawing combat forces from Iraq's urban areas, no matter what: First, America's commitment is sacrosanct. When the U.S.-Iraq security agreement went into effect on Jan. 1, we agreed to withdraw combat troops from Iraqi cities and towns by Tuesday — and withdraw all combat forces by the end of August 2010 and all U.S. forces by the end of 2011. States that renege on such public commitments devalue their very credibility. Washington cannot afford to give states the opportunity to believe our pledges do not bear close scrutiny. Second, strictly adhering to withdrawal could strengthen Iraq by telling insurgents and Iran's leaders that Baghdad intends to defend itself against forces that seek to rip it apart. A crucial test of democracy is whether the state can and will defend itself. If Iraq cannot, then it is doomed to fail. Because failure is not an option for Iraqis, they must successfully manage the withdrawal of U.S. forces. Third, withdrawal demonstrates the United States is confident that Iraq's government and army can succeed. Signaling Washington's doubts about Iraq's leadership under Prime Minister al-Maliki would instantly undermine Iraq's government.  Fourth, withdrawal has geostrategic benefits well beyond Iraq. It reassures the Middle East that the U.S. has no imperial ambitions to conquer and exploit Iraq. Reinforcing Washington's message that our word is our bond has immense dividends for restoring America's tattered image abroad. While U.S. policymakers rightly worry about Iraq's future, we cannot renege on withdrawal without weakening Iraq, strengthening insurgents and undermining our credibility. Even invoking an "escape clause" should Iraq descend into catastrophe carries great strategic risks.
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Iraqi civil war makes Middle East conflict inevitable

Weisman 6 – Staff writer for the New York Times (Steven, February 26, “What a Civil War Could Look Like,” Lexis |JC), 

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

Frazier 8 (Derrick V, Assistant Professor, Political Science; and Robert Stewart-Ingersoll, Assistant Professor, Grand Valley State University, “Another Inconvenient Truth: Why a U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq Would Be a Mistake,” The Illinois International Review, 5/2/08, http://www.ips.uiuc.edu/ilint/mt/iir/online/2008/07/frazier.html)

Perhaps nowhere are such ripe conditions for ethnic conflict more apparent than in Iraq right now, where a repressive regime that represented and benefited the minority Sunni population has given way to a government that favors the interests of the majority Shia, as well as providing more influence for the Kurds, both of whom have withstood brutal repression and discrimination for several decades. Such transition represents an opportunity for previously disadvantaged groups to reap the benefits that they perceive as justifiably due, increasing the losses for the Sunni population so long in control of Iraq. Accentuating this loss for the Sunnis is the fact that they also happen to primarily occupy the part of Iraq that does not possess a wealth of oil resources, diminishing their ability to sustain a prosperous life by themselves in the near future. Given this, Iraq is ripe for a major sectarian conflict that exceeds the levels of violence witnessed thus far. Without the imposition of security (in physical, economic, political, and social terms), largely guaranteed by the U.S., the possibility of escalation into a full-scale civil war remains very real. As two prominent international security experts put it in 2006, “The only thing standing between Iraq and a descent into a Lebanon- or Bosnia-style maelstrom is 140,000 American troops, and even they are merely slowing the fall at this point.” Moreover, the conflict within Iraq to a large degree mirrors both the identity conflict as well as the traditional power politics game that defines the region as a whole. To be certain, this simplifies the Iraqi conflict quite a bit, given the in-fighting between sects of the same identity groups as well. However, in terms of the broader strategic interests of the regional powers, the defining fault-line in Iraq is centered on the recession of Sunni control over a core part of the Middle East, as well as the rise of Shiism, as evidenced by the changes in Iraq and the growth of Iranian power. Such a rise, if indeed led by Iran, would represent a severe threat to U.S. interests. Included in this threat is the one potentially directed toward Saudi Arabia, a regime who has lost some or all of its credibility among Sunnis and extremist Sunni groups like Al Qaeda. The overall strategic importance of the Iraq conflict is thus very high at the regional level, making it likely that without a strong U.S. presence, states like Iran and Saudia Arabia, as well as non-state actors like Al Qaeda will make greater efforts to intervene in Iraqi affairs than they are currently making. To these strategic regional considerations, we should also consider what would happen if a full scale civil war were to break out. Civil wars tend to spread in disease-like fashion to surrounding countries, particularly if these countries possess similar dynamics of ethnic unrest. Unfortunately, in the Middle East countries surrounding Iraq do exhibit characteristics that make them susceptible to civil conflicts. These characteristics include persistent economic, political, and social grievances that seem to correlate highly with ethnic identities and repressive police states that lack popular legitimacy or peaceful means through which to resolve these grievances. Thus, we would expect that escalated conflict in Iraq will lead to outright conflict in these countries or widespread destabilization. Into this dangerous mix of conditions, several important spillover effects tend to occur. First, masses of refugees flow into neighboring countries. This is already occurring in the case of Iraq but would certainly increase if hostilities escalated. These mass flows lead to two further spillover effects: a straining of the host’s resources and a potential radicalization of neighboring populations through the dissemination of information regarding grievances and tales of brutality. Both increase the likelihood of destabilization in the host country and may lead to calls for the host government to intervene, a scenario likely to create further conflict with little political change. Finally, such conditions also lead to a fourth spillover effect, increased activity of terrorist groups that organize, identify, and fight across borders.

Withdrawal Advantage 1AC

Withdrawal creates a signal of limitation on the War on Terror – this greatly reduces the risk of global nuclear war

Arnove 6 - BA from Oberlin Collegeand a MA and Ph.D. from Brown University Rhode Islandwhere he studied in the Modern Culture and Media Program, (“The Logic of Withdrawal: The eight reasons why leaving Iraq now is the only sensible option”, http://www.alternet.org/world/34122/?page=entire |JC)

The invasion of Iraq has made the world a far more unstable and dangerous place. By invading Iraq, Washington sent the message to other states that anything goes in the so-called war on terror.  After September 11, India called its nuclear rival Pakistan an "epicenter of terrorism." Israel has carried out "targeted assassinations" of Palestinians, bombed Syria, and threatened to strike Iran, using the same rationale that Bush did for the invasion of Iraq." You don't negotiate with terrorism, you uproot it. This is simply the doctrine of Mr. Bush that we're following," explained Uzi Landau, Israel's minister of public security.  Furthermore, the invasion of Iraq is spurring the drive for countries to develop a deterrent to U.S. power. The most likely response to the invasion of Iraq is that more countries will pursue nuclear weapons, which may be the only possible protection from attack, and will increase their spending on more conventional weapons systems. Each move in this game has a multiplier effect in a world that is already perilously close to the brink of self-annihilation through nuclear warfare or accident.  Meanwhile, the invasion has also quite predictably increased the resentment and anger that many people feel against the United States and its allies, therefore making innocent people in these countries far more vulnerable to terrorism, as we saw in the deadly attacks in Madrid on March 11, 2004, and London on July 7, 2005.  The United States is reviled not because people "hate our freedoms," as Bush suggests, but because people hate the very real impact of U.S. policies on their lives. As the British playwright and essayist Harold Pinter observed," People do not forget. They do not forget the death of their fellows, they do not forget torture and mutilation, they do not forget injustice, they do not forget oppression, they do not forget the terrorism of mighty powers. They not only don't forget. They strike back."
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Reaffirmation of withdrawal is crucial to our global political position – any risk of a flip flop creates instability within Iraq 

Jarrar and Leaver 10 – senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action and Erik research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies March  (Raed , “ Sliding Backwards on Iraq?”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/sliding_backwards_on_iraq |JC)

Last week, President Obama's out-of-control military brass once again leaked a statement contrary to the president's position. This time the statement came from Army Gen. Ray Odierno, the top U.S. commander in Iraq, who officially requested to keep a combat brigade in the northern part of the country beyond the August 2010 deadline. Floating this idea just two weeks before the Iraqi national elections is dangerous for Iraqi democracy, for U.S. soldiers on the ground, and for the future of U.S.-Iraqi relations. Pentagon Scramble Quickly responding to his soldiers marching out of step, Defense Secretary Robert Gates announced that there would have to be a "pretty significant" deterioration in the security situation in Iraq before he would consider delaying the planned withdrawal. But much of the damage was already done. Those supporting an extension immediately created an echo chamber in the media. Thomas Ricks, senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security, published an op-ed in The New York Times and another in Foreign Policy urging Obama to delay the withdrawals of combat troops scheduled this year, and cancel final troop withdrawals scheduled for the end of 2011. Ricks, who reported the leak by Odierno, is publicly betting that in four years the United States will have nearly 30,000 troops still on the ground. That's no way to make policy in Iraq. Rick's Foreign Policy piece went as far as claiming that Odierno "got a polite nod from the president when the issue was raised during his recent meetings in Washington." Obama has consistently said he would comply with the August 31 deadline to remove combat forces from Iraq. He repeated this dozens of times on the campaign trail, stated it clearly at Camp Lejeune last year, and also repeated this policy in his Cairo speech. Vice President Biden affirmed this policy numerous times, saying in February, "You're going to see 90,000 American troops come marching home by the end of the summer." And just last week, the White House reaffirmed its intention to call an end to operation Iraqi Freedom by August 31. Congress confirmed the president's policy by including clear language recognizing and supporting the deadlines for the withdrawal of combat forces in both the FY10 defense appropriations and defense authorization bills. Last month 28 members of Congress, including the chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, sent a letter to Obama commending him on his plan to withdraw combat forces by August 31, regardless of the situation on the ground. Outrage in Iraq Flying in the face of these consistent messages of assurance by the White House and Congress, Odierno's statement has harmed the president's credibility in Iraq and caused the first major storm of criticism inside the country since Obama's election in 2008. The Iraqi media has been overwhelmed with political statements, analysis, and press releases condemning the possible prolongation of the U.S. occupation. In one statement, MP Omar Al-Jubouri, a Sunni from the National Iraqi Coalition, rejected the attempts to change the withdrawal plans, telling the Nina News Agency that while he "acknowledges the troubled administrative and security situation," he still "holds the U.S. forces responsible" for the deterioration. In another statement, covered by Al-Sabaah newspaper, MP Jamal Jaafar, a Shiite from the United Iraqi Alliance, argued that prolonging the U.S. presence "will cause more tension" among Iraqis. Jaafar also stated that the United States must "get an approval from the Iraqi government" if it was planning to leave even "one single soldier in Iraq beyond the withdrawal deadline included in the bilateral security agreement." MP Abdul-Karim As-Sameraie, chairman of the Parliamentary Defense Committee, criticized the attempt to change the withdrawal plans and asked again for a public referendum on the bilateral security agreement. Such a measure could result in the cancellation of the agreement, potentially leading to an earlier U.S. withdrawal or having troops operate in Iraq without international legal safeguards. Consequences of Waffling An Obama flip-flop on the timetable for withdrawing U.S. troops would have serious consequences in the United States and Iraq. The U.S. global image will be tarnished, Obama's credibility will be called into question, and the administration will likely lose what little global political capital it gained in the last year. But reneging on withdrawal would have the gravest consequences in Iraq. The Bush administration adopted a conditions-based withdrawal plan. The mantra was "as Iraqis stand up, we will stand down." But such plans for "condition-based" withdrawal create the very deteriorating conditions that lead to an extension of the military occupation. Unfortunately, there is considerable support both inside and outside Iraq for the continuation of U.S. occupation. Some groups, such as the Iraqi ruling parties or the military industrial complex in the United States, believe occupation is in their self-interest. Others, such as al-Qaeda, hope to cripple the United States by keeping it engaged in a conflict that takes an enormous toll on human lives, money, and global reputation. And Iran and other regional players fear the reemergence of a strong, independent, and united Iraq. Obama's current plan is based on two sets of time-based deadlines that avoid the pitfalls of a conditions-based withdrawal. Obama's plan to withdraw combat forces by August 31, 2010 and Bush's bilateral agreement for the withdrawal of all troops and contractors by December 31, 2011 both put the responsibility for military, economic, and political security squarely where it should be: on Iraqis. Adding more years to the U.S. occupation, as Ricks suggested, or delaying the withdrawal of combat forces, as Odierno has suggested, will cost the United States hundreds of billions more dollars and result in the deaths of countless more U.S. soldiers and Iraqi civilians. Most importantly, it won't bring Iraq any closer to being a stable and prosperous country. On the eve of Iraq's March 7 elections, the president needs to reaffirm the U.S.-Iraqi withdrawal agreement and issue a clear warning to military officers who seek to take the war into their own hands.

Withdrawal Advantage 1AC

Fixing US credibility specifically in the context of the Iraq war is a precondition to hegemony

Odom 06 - Retired Lieutenant General of the US Army, Professor at Yale University, Former Director of the NSA, and Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute,(2006, William, June 2006 http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/cms.php?story_id=3430 |JC)

Were the United States a middling power, this case might hold some water. But for the world’s only superpower, it’s patently phony. A rapid reversal of our present course in Iraq would improve U.S. credibility around the world. The same argument was made against withdrawal from Vietnam. It was proved wrong then and it would be proved wrong today. Since Sept. 11, 2001, the world’s opinion of the United States has plummeted, with the largest short-term drop in American history. The United States now garners as much international esteem as Russia. Withdrawing and admitting our mistake would reverse this trend. Very few countries have that kind of corrective capacity. I served as a military attaché in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow during Richard Nixon’s Watergate crisis. When Nixon resigned, several Soviet officials who had previously expressed disdain for the United States told me they were astonished. One diplomat said, “Only your country is powerful enough to do this. It would destroy my country.”Two facts, however painful, must be recognized, or we will remain perilously confused in Iraq. First, invading Iraq was not in the interests of the United States. It was in the interests of Iran and al Qaeda. For Iran, it avenged a grudge against Saddam for his invasion of the country in 1980. For al Qaeda, it made it easier to kill Americans. Second, the war has paralyzed the United States in the world diplomatically and strategically. Although relations with Europe show signs of marginal improvement, the trans-Atlantic alliance still may not survive the war. Only with a rapid withdrawal from Iraq will Washington regain diplomatic and military mobility. Tied down like Gulliver in the sands of Mesopotamia, we simply cannot attract the diplomatic and military cooperation necessary to win the real battle against terror. Getting out of Iraq is the precondition for any improvement.

Loss of US leadership results in global nuclear war

Khalilzad 95 – Zalmay, Senior Defense Policy Analyst at RAND, Spring Losing the Moment? Washington Quarterly. Lexis

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

Withdrawal Advantage 1AC

US leadership prevents multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict – prefer it to all other alternatives

Kagan 7 (Robert 7, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10)
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 only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power. 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. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.

Solvency 

U.S. presence results in problems in Iraq’s political future

BBC Monitoring Europe, 7/4/09, "Turkish paper examines nation-building in Iraq accompanying US withdrawal", lexis, PK

General Petraeus met with Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu and with Chief of Staff Gen Ilker Basbug while in Ankara. The principal item on the agenda was the withdrawal of American soldiers from Iraq. American authorities now want the help from Turkey withdrawing that they were unable to get when entering Iraq. Turkey said right from the beginning that this war was a huge mistake. The presence of American (or any other foreign) military force in Iraq poses a huge problem for the country's political future and social cohesion. The presence of such a force adversely affects the political balances inside Iraq. This is why Turkey is offering its full support to the withdrawal of American forces from Iraq. There is a broad consensus on this in America, in Iraq and throughout the region. The problem is one of what shape this is to take. 

U.S. presence creates dysfunction and corruption in the Iraqi government 

The Independent, July 19 http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/americas/america-lowers-the-flag-iraqs-unquiet-peace-2029634.html, PK

Corruption explains much in Iraq – but it is not the only reason why it has been so difficult to create a functioning government. Saddam Hussein should not be such a hard act to follow. Part of the problem here is that the US invasion and the overthrow of Saddam Hussein had revolutionary consequences because it shifted power from the Sunni Arab Baathists to the 60 per cent of Iraqis who are Shia and in alliance with the Kurds. Iraq had a new ruling class rooted in the rural Shia population and headed by former exiles with no experience of running anything. In many ways, their model of government is to recreate Saddam's system, only this time with the Shia in charge. It used to be said that Iraq was under the thumb of Sunni Arabs from Tikrit, Saddam Hussein's home city north of Baghdad, while these days people in Baghdad complain that a similar tight-knit gang from the Shia city of Nasiriyah surrounds the Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki. In many ways, Iraq is becoming like Lebanon, its politics and society irredeemably divided by sect and communal loyalties. The outcome of the parliamentary election on 7 March could easily be forecast by assuming that most Iraqis would vote as Sunni, Shia or Kurds. Jobs at the top of government and throughout the bureaucracy are filled unofficially according to sectarian affiliation. In a crude way, this does give everybody a share of the cake, but the cake is too small to satisfy more than a minority of Iraqis. Government is also weakened because ministers are representatives of some party, faction or community and cannot be dismissed because they are crooked or incompetent. 

Plan allows for future political stability 

BBC Monitoring Middle East 5/15/10, "Iraqi National Congress leader Ahmad Chalabi comments on political situation", lexis, PK

Asked if US "withdrawal" from the Iraqi political scene is due to the change in US leadership or local and regional pressure against US "interference," Chalabi says: "One of the most important points in President Obama's election programme, on whose basis he won, was ending the Iraqi war and the US military role in Iraq and ending the large-scale intervention in Iraqi political affairs." He adds that Obama is now implementing this policy. On regional "interference" in Iraqi affairs, he says countries of the region have no military presence in Iraq, but they try to influence the Iraqi politicians who visit these countries. He adds that seeking foreign assistance to decide the future Iraqi government is something that is "not encouraging" because the formation of the Iraqi government "should be decided in Iraq through negotiations among the parliamentary blocs" and this should take place in Iraq and "not through pressure from countries of the region." When told that some say the political situation in Iraq is getting more and more "complicated" despite agreement between the State of Law Coalition and the INA, that it cannot be solved except through US intervention, and that US Vice President Biden might visit Iraq shortly "carrying a stick rather than a carrot," Chalabi says: "Biden's stick will not be useful although I do not really think he will come with a stick. He will come to tell the Iraqi politicians that the United States congratulates Iraq on the success of the elections and hopes that a strong Iraqi government will be formed quickly. I think this will be Biden's message and not saying choose this or that one." He adds: "The US forces have started to withdraw from Iraq and withdrawal needs an Iraqi side with which the United States can deal confidently, and an Iraqi government that is able to facilitate the accomplishment of US withdrawal. This is the Americans' primary concern. They look forward to the formation of an Iraqi government that can reach an understanding with them and they do not insist on a certain candidate."

Solvency 
Political opportunism is causing violence in Iraq- a new formation of government solves

Scott Peterson, staff writer for the Christian Science Monitor, 7/19/10, http://www.kansascity.com/2010/07/19/2093994/government-sunnis-blame-al-qaida.html, PK

"We have days when there are spikes in attacks, but then we have quite a few days go by with little or nothing," said Brig. Gen. Kenneth Tovo of the U.S. Army 1st Armored Division, in charge of Anbar Province. Attacks are down to an average of two per day in the province. "Our assessment - and the Iraqi forces are in agreement with this - is that most of the violence right now is not al-Qaida-generated or -directed," said Tovo, in an interview before the Sunday suicide strike on the edge of Baghdad. "My Iraqi counterparts believe that most of this is political opportunism, in this uncertain period when we are working on national government formation. They feel that when (the new government is formed), a lot of this will settle down."

Status quo political climate is not going according to plan- only withdrawal can solve 

BBC Monitoring Middle East 5/15/10, "Iraqi National Congress leader Ahmad Chalabi comments on political situation", lexis, PK

Asked about "interference" in Iraq by the Americans, Chalabi says: "The Americans had hoped that political parties that were on good terms with them would come to power. The US Embassy and the US military command undertook this initiative in the hope that a bloc would win something like one third of the total number of parliamentary seats so that this bloc would be able to undertake change and attract other parties with which it would be easier to deal, but they did not succeed in their effort." He adds that the US Embassy and US military command had hoped that the Iraqi List would win more than 110 seats, but this did not happen. Therefore, he says, they decided not to push for this any more. He then says he believes that the British played a role in preventing unity between the INA and the State of Law Coalition and they "succeeded in this because these became two lists." He then says Iraqis visited Saudi Arabia, but the latter refused to interfere in Iraq's political affairs. As for Syria, he says "it has influence on the remaining Ba'th Party members in Iraq and on some tribes in the western parts of Iraq" to make them go in a certain direction. He adds that the Syrians are now ready to reach an understanding with the political forces that form the largest parliamentary bloc.

Stable Now

Iraq is stable now – police forces are effective and militias have been suppressed 
Rosen 10 [Nir Rosen is a fellow at the New York University Center on Law and Security, and a former fellow of the New America Foundation., “On Eve of Elections, Iraq Is More Stable Than Many Realize” March 5 http://www.alternet.org/world/145925/on_eve_of_elections,_iraq_is_more_stable_than_many_realize?page=entire, nrbontha] 

There are still militias active in Iraq, and the level of deadly violence would be unacceptable almost any place else on Earth. But fears that Iraq is "unraveling" are overblown. One day last month, a few weeks before Iraq's forthcoming elections on March 7, I drove south from Baghdad to Iskandariya, a majority-Shiite town about 40 kilometers outside of the capital. The town, on the road to the Shiite holy city of Karbala, had been hammered especially hard by the violence of Iraq's civil war: Shiite pilgrims headed toward Karbala were often ambushed on the road through Iskandariya, and the area had seen fierce battles between al Qa'eda and the Mahdi Army, the Shiite militia loyal to Muqtada al Sadr. I had been to Iskandariya a year earlier and met the local police chief, Ali Zahawi. "Iskandariya is a small Iraq," he told me then. "It connects the north to the south. We went through very hard times. Al Qa'eda was the first stage, and then there were [Shiite] militias who did the same thing as Al Qa'eda -- killing and displacing. The third stage was imposing law, and now almost 100 per cent have returned to their houses." My friend Hazim, a jovial NGO worker who lives in Iskandariya, recalled the worst phases of the civil war: "People couldn't go out of their houses," he told me. "When al Qa'eda was strong, Shiites couldn't go out on the street. Then the Shiites got strong, and Sunnis couldn't go out on the street." But all that was now in the past. Iraqi and American forces had arrested members of armed groups in the town during Operaton Fard al Qanun -- or "Rule of Law," the Iraqi name for what Americans called the Surge. "The state is strong here now," Hazim told me last month. "The government is strong. You can't even fire a shot in the air now; the police will come in two minutes." The civil war in Iraq began in 2004 and intensified in 2006, when the bombing of a Shiite mosque in Samarra unleashed a frenzy of sectarian bloodletting: estimates vary, but some 30,000 civilians were killed that year; another 25,000 lost their lives in the course of 2007. Millions of Iraqis have been displaced since 2003, and hundreds of thousands killed. Violence has not come to an end, of course, but the war had burnt itself out by the close of 2008: Shiite forces essentially defeated their Sunni rivals, many of whom took up with the American-sponsored Awakenings militias; once-mixed neighborhoods had been ethnically cleansed and, in many cases, the warring sects were divided by blast walls; the violent Mahdi Army stood down at Muqtada al Sadr's instruction to avoid an escalating conflict with American forces. There are still militias active in Iraq, and the level of deadly violence would be unacceptable almost any place else on Earth. But the fears frequently voiced by foreign analysts and reporters -- that the civil war is merely in abeyance, and that sectarian fury could break out again at any moment after a series of deadly attacks, or an unfavorable election result -- are overblown. The threat of a civil war no longer looms, and the country is decidedly not "unravelling," as many continue to suggest. Armed militias have not been eliminated, but they have been emasculated: they carry out assassinations with silenced pistols and magnetic car bombs, but they are no match for the Iraqi Security Forces, which have shed their reputation as sectarian death-squads and now appear to have earned the support of much of the public. Apart from the occasional suicide bombing, Iraqi civilians are no longer targeted at random -- and even these more spectacular attacks have little to no strategic impact. It has been difficult for those outside Iraq -- or even those who rarely travel outside Baghdad -- to perceive the gradual shift toward stability now underway. From the beginning of the occupation, American forces and foreign reporters have focussed too much on the political squabbles among Iraqi elites and on events inside the Green Zone, neglecting the "street": the lives of ordinary people and the atmosphere in neighborhoods, villages and mosques. Just as they were slow to recognize the growing resistance to the occupation and slow to recognize the dawn of the civil war, many today -- worried about the resurgence of a "new" sectarianism -- seem blind to the fact that the intense fear which led ordinary Iraqis to seek the protection bloody sectarian gangs has begun to evaporate. A few years ago, observers underestimated the power of these militias; today they 
Timetable solves- 50,000 troops after August will be enough to deter any attacks
NY Times, April 27. 2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/28/world/middleeast/28iraq.html

General Odierno, as well as his commander, Gen. David H. Petraeus, and the ambassador, Christopher J. Hill, have all said in recent days that they are satisfied with the current timetable. 

“I feel very comfortable with our plan,” General Odierno said on “Fox News Sunday” last week, “and unless something unforeseen and disastrous happens, I fully expect us to be at 50,000 by the first of September.” 

General Petraeus, in an interview, said the remaining force “is still a substantial number” that should be capable of handling the situation. “The whole process of drawing down and getting to the change in the mission is on track,” he said, “and what we’re seeing in the wake of elections has included efforts by Al Qaeda in Iraq once again to ignite sectarian violence, but we have not seen any success in that regard.” 

Some military analysts who have favored higher troop levels in Iraq in the past agreed that the current timetable still made sense. Michael E. O’Hanlon, a scholar at the Brookings Institution, said staying longer would mean only that Americans could be enmeshed in deciding between Mr. Maliki and Mr. Allawi. “I don’t see why we should be picking sides in a top-down civil war,” he said. 

***

***ADDONS***

Middle East Terror Impact
Middle Eastern terrorists would target oil infrastructure creating oil shocks

Bowman 8 - a major and strategic plans and policy officer in the U.S. Army.  As an assistant professor of American Politics, Policy, and Strategy and an academic counselor in the department of social sciences at the United States Military Academy at West Point (Bradley, Spring, “After Iraq: Future U.S. Military Posture in the Middle East” The Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/08spring/docs/08spring_bowman.pdf |JC), 

Terrorists or hostile states could threaten Persian Gulf oil flows in three ways: domestic stability, land-based infrastructure, and maritime assets. A successful revolution or widespread instability in a major oil-producing country such as Saudi Arabia could endanger U.S. access to a large portion of its Middle Eastern oil imports. During the first five months of 2005, Saudi Arabia provided 14.9 percent of U.S. crude oil imports.8 Second, the region’s land-based oil industry infrastructure, consisting of pipelines, oil refineries, and processing plants, presents another area of vulnerability. Egypt’s Sumed Pipeline and Saudi Arabia’s Abqaiq processing facility present particularly attractive terrorist targets.9 In February 2006, al Qaeda claimed credit for an attempted suicide attack on the Abqaiq plant.10 Although the attack caused little damage to the facility, this incident demonstrates al Qaeda’s intent to attack oil infrastructure. Finally, roughly 17 million barrels, or two fifths of all globally traded oil, flows through the Strait of Hormuz every day.11 States such as Iran or terrorist groups such as al Qaeda could threaten the oil flow through the Strait of Hormuz or other key waterways such as Bab elMandab, which connects the Red Sea with the Gulf of Aden and the Arabian Sea. Captured al Qaeda manuals reveal sophisticated instructions and advice for conducting maritime attacks on oil and natural gas tankers.12

European Relations Addon

Withdrawal of US troops from Iraq key to stabilizing US-European relations

Odom 04 (Lt. General William E, U.S. Army (Ret.), senior fellow at the Hudson Institute and a visiting professor at Georgetown University, and was the director of the National Security Agency, National Interest, Summer, 2004, Infotrac |JC)

In the global context: The U.S. unilateral initiation of the war in Iraq has come close to breaking the Atlantic Alliance. Gaining an Iraq of any form is not worth losing Europe. If the United States is to maintain some kind of regional stability in the Middle East and Southwest Asia, it cannot do it alone. American power depends on collaborative efforts with the informal members of its empire. In total, it produces roughly 70 percent of the world's gross product, and its collective military budgets are 66 percent of the world's total. (4) President Bush's unilateralism has denied us the military support of almost half of the 66 percent, not to mention the political and moral support from most of America's allies. Moreover, this and previous administrations have maintained an overly large maritime military force structure and dangerously small land force structure. Aircraft carriers and submarines do not help in Iraq. At present, the U.S. Army is so over-stretched that its tactical vulnerabilities are worrisome. In the course of the next six months, they will become strategic vulnerabilities unless fresh units in twice the present number are deployed there. Since that is not possible in the time available, we must address this reality openly, not hidden by sleight-of-hand rotation schemes for troops to Iraq or pretty much anywhere else. To regain international support and to have the resources of our allies available for a comprehensive strategy toward the region, the United States will have to produce a highly positive outcome in Iraq or withdraw. Since we are reasonably sure that a positive outcome is impossible, and certainly decades away in the best event, withdrawal is the most sensible course today. 

Strong US-European relations prevent a global war

Kissinger 04 (Henry, Former US Secretary of State and National Security Adviser, 3/19/04, http://www.cfr.org/publication/6885/press_briefing_renewing_the_transatlantic_partnership.html?breadcrumb=%2Fbios%2F68%2Fcharles_a_kupchan%3Fgroupby%3D3%26hide%3D1%26id%3D68%26filter%3D2004 |JC)

What if the United States believes that Europe has become irrelevant and is just another player with which we have relations of convenience? Then we will be living in a world very similar to the pre-World War I world in which regions and countries pursue their own national interests in combinations of shifting relationships, adjusted from time to time. [This would be] a relationship that, at the beginning, may seem very tempting, but is very difficult to maintain over an extended period, and in the case of Europe, wound up in an armaments race and in a huge conflict.
Terror Addon

Pullout would save billions of dollars and stop al-Qaida effectively

UPI 7/3, (United Press International, 7/3/08, “Obama: Troop safety key to Iraq pullout” http://www.upi.com/Top_News/2008/07/03/Obama_Troop_safety_key_to_Iraq_pullout/UPI-69211215125404/ |JC)

FARGO, N.D., July 3 (UPI) -- Sen. Barack Obama, D-Ill., rejected claims Thursday that he has changed his position on withdrawing U.S. combat troops from Iraq. Reacting to media reports -- including a report Thursday in The Washington Post (NYSE:WPO) -- suggesting he had backtracked on a promise to withdraw combat troops within 16 months of taking office, Obama told reporters in Fargo, N.D., what he is saying now is no different from what he said on the subject during the Democratic primary campaign. "I have always said, and again you can take a look at the language, that as commander in chief I would always reserve the right to do what's best in America's national interests," Obama said in the second of two news conferences in Fargo Thursday. "And if it turned out, for example, that we had to in certain months slow the pace because of the safety of American troops in terms of getting combat troops out, of course we would take that into account." Obama said he intends to withdraw combat troops in 16 months "at a pace of one to two brigades per month." Maintaining a long-term occupation in Iraq would be a "strategic error," Obama said, because conditions are worsening in Afghanistan, al-Qaida has regrouped in Iraq and the Iraq war is costing $10 billion to $12 billion each month "that we desperately need here at home."

Nuclear terrorist attack will cause extinction

Sid-Ahmed 04 (Mohamed, Al-Ahram Weekly Online, August 26-September 1, 2004, p. http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

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

HR Addon

US military presence in Iraq kills US human rights credibility 

U.S. Newswire 6 (“AIUSA to Highlight Emerging Problems with Private Military Contractors During 2006 Annual Report Release”, May 23 Lexis |JC)

 <Amnesty International USA (AIUSA) today highlighted the role of private military contractors in the U.S. government's current system for outsourcing key military detention, security and intelligence operations. Such outsourcing fuels serious human rights violations and undermines accountability, the organization stated at the release of its 2006 Annual Report on the status of human rights in 150 countries. "The United States has become a world leader in avoiding human rights accountability; a case in point is the reliance of the United States government on private military contractors, which has helped create virtually rules-free zones sanctioned with the American flag and fire power," said Larry Cox, who became AIUSA's executive director May 1. "Business outsourcing may increase efficiency, but war outsourcing may be facilitating impunity. Contractors' illegal behavior and the reluctance of the U.S. government to bring them to justice are further tarnishing the United States' reputation abroad, hurting the image of American troops and contributing to anti-American sentiment. These results are a distressing return on the U.S. taxpayers' billion-dollar- plus investment and undermine what remains of U.S. moral authority abroad."  In the rush to war and with little notice, the U.S. government has outsourced billions of dollars in contracts to private military contractors, leaving to civilians some of the most essential and sensitive functions in the war, including protecting supply convoys, translating during interrogations and conducting interrogations. Despite the weak requirements for reporting crimes, allegations have surfaced implicating civilians working for the U.S. government in mistreatment of Iraqi and Afghan civilians, including hundreds of incidents of shootings at Iraqi civilians, several deaths in custody and involvement in the Abu Ghraib torture scandal. Major General George Fay's report on detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib detailed the involvement of two private military companies -- Arlington, Va.-based CACI (NYSE: CAI) and BTG, a subsidiary of San Diego-based Titan Corporation (NYSE: TTN) -- at that notorious prison facility. Titan, under an INSCOM contract with a current ceiling of approximately $650 million, has provided hundreds of linguists. CACI provided interrogators and other intelligence-related personnel under a contract with the National Business Center of the Interior beginning in September 2003. An Army Inspector General's report found that 35 percent of CACI's Iraqi interrogators had no "formal training in military interrogation policies and techniques," let alone training in the standards of international law. Currently the contractors operate in a virtually rules-free zone; they are exempt from Iraqi law per a Coalition Provisional Authority order and they fall outside the military chain of command. Of the 20 known cases of alleged misconduct by civilians in the war on terror that were forwarded by the Pentagon and CIA to the U.S. Department of Justice for investigation, DOJ has dismissed two, brought one indictment, while the remaining 17 are classified as open.>

Key to prevent extinction

Copeland, law professor, 99 (Rhonda, NYU, New York City Law Review, 1999, p. 71-2)

The indivisible human rights framework survived the Cold War despite U.S. machinations to truncate it in the international arena. The framework is there to shatter the myth of the superiority. Indeed, in the face of systemic inequality and crushing poverty, violence by official and private actors, globalization of the market economy, and military and environmental depredation, the human rights framework is gaining new force and new dimensions. It is being broadened today by the movements of people in different parts of the world, particularly in the Southern Hemisphere and significantly of women, who understand the protection of human rights as a matter of individual and collective human survival and betterment. Also emerging is a notion of third-generation rights, encompassing collective rights that cannot be solved on a state-by-state basis and that call for new mechanisms of accountability, particularly affecting Northern countries. The emerging rights include human-centered sustainable development, environmental protection, peace, and security. Given the poverty and inequality in the United States as well as our role in the world, it is imperative that we bring the human rights framework to bear on both domestic and foreign policy.   of all pro bono calls attempted through this system failed.  In some months in 2006, the failure rate for these calls was between 60 and 65 percent.  
BioD Addon
US presence in Iraq is the root cause of environmental degradation 
Jeffrey St Clair and Joshua Frank. (“Ecological Warfare: Iraq's Environmental Crisis.” October 26,2007, http://www.stwr.org/middle-east/ecological-warfare-iraqs-environmental-crisis.html |JC)
During the build up to George W. Bush's invasion of Iraq, Saddam loyalists promised to light oil fields afire, hoping to expose what they claimed were the U.S.'s underlying motives for attacking their country: oil. The U.S. architects of the Iraq war surely knew this was a potential reality once they entered Baghdad in March of 2003. Hostilities in Kuwait resulted in the discharge of an estimated 7 million barrels of oil, culminating in the world's largest oil spill in January of 1991. The United Nations later calculated that of Kuwait's 1,330 active oil wells, half had been set ablaze. The pungent fumes and smoke from those dark billowing flames spread for hundreds of miles and had horrible effects on human and environmental health. Saddam Hussein was rightly denounced as a ferocious villain for ordering his retreating troops to destroy Kuwaiti oil fields. However, the United States military was also responsible for much of the environmental devastation of the first Gulf War. In the early 1990s the U.S. drowned at least 80 crude oil ships to the bottom of the Persian Gulf, partly to uphold the U.N.'s economic sanctions against Iraq. Vast crude oil slicks formed, killing an unknown quantity of aquatic life and sea birds while wrecking havoc on local fishing and tourist communities. Speaking of DU and other war-related disasters, former chief U.N. weapons inspector Hans Blix, prior to the 2003 invasion of Iraq, said the environmental consequences of the Iraq war could in fact be more ominous than the issue of war and peace itself. Despite this stark admission, the U.S. made no public attempts to assess the environmental risks that the war would inflict. Blix was right. On the second day of President Bush's invasion of Iraq it was reported by the New York Times and the BBC that Iraqi forces had set fire to several of the country's large oil wells. Five days later in the Rumaila oilfields, six dozen wellheads were set ablaze. The dense black smoke rose high in the southern sky of Iraq, fanning a clear signal that the U.S. invasion had again ignited an environmental tragedy. Shortly after the initial invasion the United Nations Environment Program's (UNEP) satellite data showed that a significant amount of toxic smoke had been emitted from burning oils wells. This smoldering oil was laced with poisonous chemicals such as mercury, sulfur and furans, which can causes serious damage to human as well as ecosystem health. 

Iraq bioD is key to global bioD
Mudhafar Salim. (Nature Iraq. “Uncovering Iraq’s Unique Wildlife.”06-04-2009, http://www.birdlife.org/news/news/2009/04/nature_iraq_surveys.html |JC)
Nature Iraq (BirdLife in Iraq) has completed their fifth winter survey of Key Biodiversity Areas (KBA) across the country. “From Kurdistan in the north, to the Mesopotamian Marshlands in the south, our surveys have highlighted the global importance of Iraq for birds, biodiversity and people”, said Dr Azzam Alwash – CEO of Nature Iraq. Along with sightings of several Globally Threatened and endemic birds, the survey teams discovered an endemic sub-species of otter, and observed a worrying drought. Nature Iraq have been working in coordination with Iraq’s Ministry of the Environment to conduct survey and monitoring work at KBAs since 2005. “Nature Iraq’s KBA project has sought to locate and assess potential areas of biological diversity, and to install a programme of monitoring”, said Dr Alwash. This winter’s KBA surveys covered 65 sites, of which 12 in Kurdistan, and 53 in the middle and south of Iraq - including 14 new locations. “Two teams have been working hard to record the unique ecology of Iraq”, commented Ibrahim Al-khader - BirdLife’s Director for the Middle East. “The BirdLife Partnership will continue to support Nature Iraq’s work to identify and conserve sites globally important for biodiversity”. “This winter we observed a flock of 410 Lesser White-fronted Goose Anser erythropus and considerable numbers of Eastern Imperial Eagle Aquila heliaca – both Vulnerable - in Kurdistan”, said Korsh Ararat – leader of Nature Iraq’s KBA surveys in northern Iraq. The Mesopotamian Marshes in the south of Iraq are especially important for wintering waterbirds. “As one of the most important wetland complexes in the Middle East, if not the world, these marshes are essential for the conservation of many species of birds as well as other wildlife”, remarked Mudhafar Salim - leader of Nature Iraq’s KBA surveys in the marshes and birding section leader. “We observed African Sacred Ibis Threskiornis aethiopicus and African Darter Anhinga rufa making the Mesopotamian Marshes one of the only known sites in the Middle East for these birds. In addition, we recorded over 5,000 Marbled Teal Marmaronetta angustirostris, 2,340 Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa and seven Greater Spotted Eagle Aquila clanga - all Globally Threatened or Near-Threatened species”, added Mudhafar Salim.

Bio-D Addon
Extinction 
Takacs 96 (Instructor in Department of Earth Systems Science and Policy at California State-Monterey Bay [David, 1996 Philosophies of Paradise, pg. http://www.dhushara.com/book/diversit/restor/takacs.htm]
So biodiversity keeps the world running. It has value and of itself, as well as for us. Raven, Erwin, and Wilson oblige us to think about the value of biodiversity for our own lives. The Ehrlichs’ rivet-popper trope makes this same point; by eliminating rivets, we play Russian roulette with global ecology and human futures: “It is likely that destruction of the rich complex of species in the Amazon basin could trigger rapid changes in global climate patterns.  Agriculture remains heavily dependent on stable climate, and human beings remain heavily dependent on food. By the end of the century the extinction of perhaps a million species in the Amazon basin could have entrained famines in which a billion human beings perished. And if our species is very unlucky, the famines could lead to a thermonuclear war, which could extinguish civilization.” 13 Elsewhere Ehrlich uses different particulars with no less drama: What then will happen if the current decimation of organic diversity continues? Crop yields will be more difficult to maintain in the face of climatic change, soil erosion, loss of dependable water supplies, decline of pollinators, and ever more serious assaults by pests. Conversion of productive land to wasteland will accelerate; deserts will continue their seemingly inexorable expansion. Air pollution will increase, and local climates will become harsher. Humanity will have to forgo many of the direct economic benefits it might have withdrawn from Earth's well​stocked genetic library. It might, for example, miss out on a cure for cancer; but that will make little difference. As ecosystem services falter, mortality from respiratory and epidemic disease, natural disasters, and especially famine will lower life expectancies to the point where can​cer (largely a disease of the elderly) will be unimportant. Humanity will bring upon itself consequences depressingly similar to those expected from a nuclear winter. Barring a nuclear conflict, it appears that civili​zation will disappear some time before the end of the next century - not with a bang but a whimper.14 
Oil Add-on [1/2]
Withdrawal and stabilization of Iraq sends key signal of stability to oil companies—allows for increased investment

Jonathan Broder, CQ staff, July 20, 2009, “Dry Well: Hopes for Iraqi Oil Fail to Materialize,” http://library.cqpress.com/cqweekly/document.php?id=weeklyreport111-000003170506&type=query&num=iraq+withdrawal&, RG

But like so much else the Iraq war was supposed to produce, the country’s petroleum bonanza has yet to materialize. As U.S. troops redeploy to bases outside Iraqi cities, U.S. oil companies are not rushing in to revive the country’s rusting oil sector, with its potential to produce as many as 6 million barrels a day — more than twice what Iraqi oil fields now produce. Indeed, late last month, when the Iraqi oil ministry put eight of the country’s most productive oil and gas fields on the block for further development, U.S. oil companies balked at Baghdad’s pinch-fisted conditions and walked away from the auction without a single deal.

That is not to say that U.S. companies such as Exxon Mobil Corp., Chevron Corp. and ConocoPhillips are not interested in investing in the Iraqi oil sector. They’re just reluctant to invest hundreds of millions of dollars each, on current Iraqi terms. And industry analysts say U.S. oil concerns will continue withholding their investments until Iraq’s political, legal and security climates become clear. That means the allegedly oil-driven invasion won’t yield concrete gains for U.S. oil interests for several years — if, indeed, they’re realized at all.

“Iraqremains a very interesting country in terms of resources,” said Rochdi Younsi, the director for the Middle East and Africa at the Eurasia Group, an international risk-analysis company. “But it’s not worth it financially or in terms of human risk to begin operations on the ground just yet.”

Younsi and other analysts say the oil companies are now waiting for a number of upcoming developments in Iraq before they make any big investment decisions. January’s parliamentary elections in Iraq will be an important test, as the opening of the country’s oil sector to Western companies has become a major political issue. And once the new parliament is in session, U.S. oil companies will be waiting to see if Iraqi lawmakers pass a long-delayed hydrocarbon bill, which would determine how oil profits will be divided among the country’s competing Shiite, Sunni and Kurdish regions.

The issue of divvying up oil revenues became even thornier two weeks ago when the autonomous northern Kurdish region launched a bid to approve a new provincial constitution that codifies Kurdish claims to disputed territories, along with the huge oil and gas resources they contain.

But the most pressing concern for U.S. oil companies is whether Iraqi forces can maintain order and stability in the country after U.S. troops complete their withdrawal from the country by the end of 2011. “If Iraqi troops are not ready to take over, then it makes no sense for the oil companies to put people on the ground,” Younsi said.

And, boosting Iraqi oil production key to stabilize oil markets and prevent crunches

Wall Street Journal, March 31, 2010, Russell Gold, “BP Begins Big Push to Revive Iraq’s Oil,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303601504575154030706013588.html, RG

Raising oil production so quickly in such a small area may prove too demanding. Recently, it took Saudi Arabia nearly five years to increase its crude oil production capacity by two million barrels a day—without overriding concerns about political stability or security, notes energy consultants IHS CERA. A new analysis by the consultants say Iraq's plan to increase production is "extraordinarily ambitious" and predicted an increase of just less than two million barrels of oil a day by 2015. "It will be incredibly complicated to pull this off," says Matt Simmons, a Houston investment banker. 

Nonetheless, even a few million barrels a day of crude oil production capacity could have an enormous impact. The growth of Iraqi oil production and exports will play a "decisive role in shaping global oil markets," says Fatih Birol, chief economist of the Paris-based International Energy Agency, a watchdog for industrialized nations. 

Without the boost in Iraqi production, Mr. Birol worries that global oil production over the next five years will have trouble pumping out enough barrels to match expected demand from China, India and the Middle East. Tight supplies amid growing Chinese demand sent oil prices soaring close to $150 a barrel in 2008. 


Oil Add-on [2/2]

And, oil shocks lead to resource wars

Joseph Robertson, staff writer, July 9, 2008, The Hot Spring, “Oil Shock: The Coming Economic Unraveling & How We Can Adjust It,” http://www.casavaria.com/hotspring/2008/07/09/149/oil-shock-the-coming-economic-unraveling-how-we-can-adjust/, RG

As things stand, the International Energy Agency‘s director for oil markets and emergency preparedness, Didier Houssin, warns “It’s hardly conceivable the world could function without oil”. The problem is in part due to a lag in production of new technologies and a reliance on political and military clout to ensure that supplies remain relatively constant. With more far-reaching economic markets competing for key resources than ever before, and the global security environment deteriorating at the seams, this dependence is an unsustainable economic vulnerability, with potentially disastrous consequences. 

For security reasons as much as for environmental reasons, every nation that can must begin to diversify at wartime speed its prevailing energy sourcing options: the US could power its entire consumer and industrial economy with the immense wind resources of the Great Plains, while many of the world’s poorest nations could, if able to build the infrastructure, speed their economic development with state of the art solar farms, freeing them of the volatility of the oil markets and related security risks.

The potential economic and geopolitical fallout of allowing the full-blown “oil shock” to hit lies beyond the furthest horizon of what we can envision, even amid the economic strain of the present situation. The time is now for a major paradigm shift in thought about energy production: how we do it, what the goal is, what the standards are for economic viability, environmental sustainability and security requirements. What may be a coming age of resource-wars (petroleum, water, grain and arable land), means we must move to methods that have no geopolitical fallout built in.

And, extinction

Richard Heinberg, Senior Fellow, Post-Carbon Institute, awarded the M. King Hubbert award for excellence and energy education, 2004, Gateway News, “Book Excerpt: Powerdown,” http://www.energybulletin.net/node/2291, RG

Last One Standing – The path of competition for remaining resources. If the leadership of the US continues with current policies, the next decades will be filled with war, economic crises, and environmental catastrophe. Resource depletion and population pressure are about to catch up with us, and no one is prepared. The political elites, especially in the US, are incapable of dealing with the situation. Their preferred “solution” is simply to commandeer other nations’ resources, using military force. 

The worst-case scenario would be the general destruction of human civilization and most of the ecological life-support system of the planet. That is, of course, a breathtakingly alarming prospect. As such, we might prefer not to contemplate it – except for the fact that considerable evidence attests to its likelihood.   

The notion that resource scarcity often leads to increased competition is certainly well founded. This is general true among non-human animals, among which competition for diminishing resources typically leads to aggressive behaviour.   

Iraq is actually the nexus of several different kinds of conflict – between consuming nations (e.g., France and the US); between western industrial nations and “terrorist” groups; and – most obviously – between a powerful consuming nation and a weaker, troublesome, producing nation.  

Politicians may find it easier to persuade their constituents to fight a common enemy than to conserve and share. 

War is always grim, but as resources become more scarce and valuable, as societies become more centralized and therefore more vulnerable, and as weaponry becomes more sophisticated and widely dispersed, warfare could become even more destructive that the case during the past century.   

By far the greatest concern for the future of warfare must be the proliferation of nuclear weapons. The US is conducting research into new types of nuclear weapons—bunker busters, small earth-penetrators, etc. Recent US administrations have enunciated a policy of nuclear first-strike.   

Chemical and biological weapons are of secondary concern, although new genetic engineering techniques may enable the creation of highly infectious and antibiotic-resistant “supergerms” cable of singling out specific ethnic groups.   

Additionally, the US has announced its intention to maintain clear military superiority to any potential rival (“full-spectrum dominance”), and is actively developing space-based weapons and supersonic drone aircraft capable of destroying targets anywhere on the planet at a moment’s notice. It is also developing an entirely new class of gamma-ray weapons that blur the critical distinction between conventional and nuclear weapons. 


Oil Add-on Extensions

More ev—stabilizing Iraq key to oil production

Jonathan Broder, CQ staff, July 20, 2009, “Dry Well: Hopes for Iraqi Oil Fail to Materialize,” http://library.cqpress.com/cqweekly/document.php?id=weeklyreport111-000003170506&type=query&num=iraq+withdrawal&, RG

Shahristani’s calculation makes a certain sense, in view of broader industry trends. As global oil reserves get tapped out, exploration has become riskier, more expensive and more technically complicated. That leaves Iraq as one of the few established oil venues where production costs are relatively low and vast reserves are easily recoverable.

“Potentially, it is a very interesting opportunity. You just have to get an adequate return rate on it,” Priddy said. “And you really need to get beyond the immediate uncertainty over what’s going to happen there politically and security-wise over the next year or two.”

The U.S. oil companies that took part in the opening round of bids are now expected to take their time in any future negotiations. Their short-term strategy, analysts say, will be to wear down Shahristani on the rate of return — or hope he is replaced by a successor who is better disposed toward Western oil interests.

Meanwhile, the companies will continue to look for reassuring signs to assuage their greatest concerns: the absence of a legal framework and security after the U.S. troop withdrawal. It may take years before such pieces fall into place, if ever. But if they do, the conventional wisdom of a war fought for oil may begin to ring true after all.

***IRAN ADVANTAGE***

Troops Key to Deter Iran

Presence in Iraq is the cornerstone of containing Iran – withdrawal jumpstarts regional conflagration

Rubin 8 – Resident scholar at AEI. (Michael, November, “Can a Nuclear Iran Be Contained or Deterred?” http://www.aei.org/outlook/28896 |JC)

The Bush administration has treated deterrence and containment as rhetorical pillars, but, beyond the Gulf Security Dialogue, few in Washington appear willing to take the measures necessary to deter or contain a nuclear Iran. Even in the unlikely event they would achieve Iraqi acquiescence, neither Barack Obama nor Joe Biden support permanent bases in Iraq,[45] even though such facilities would be the cornerstones of a containment policy. Simply put, without permanent bases in Iraq, a nuclear capable Islamic Republic cannot be contained. While Senator Hillary Clinton (D-N.Y.) laid down the necessary marker to support a deterrence strategy when she declared that the United States could "obliterate" Iran should the Islamic Republic use nuclear weapons, Obama's criticism of her statement[46] undercut the commitment to retaliation upon which any deterrence policy must rest. It may be comforting to Abizaid, Mullen, and the electorate to believe that the United States can deter or contain Tehran's worst ambitions, but absent any preparation to do so, Washington is instead signaling that the Islamic Republic has a green light to claim regional dominance and, at worst, carry out its threats to annihilate Israel. At the same time, absent any effort to lay the groundwork either for containment or deterrence, Washington is signaling to its allies in the region that they are on their own and that the U.S. commitment to protect them is empty. Arab states and Iran's other neighbors may calculate that they have no choice but to make greater accommodation to Tehran's interests. Should Israeli officials believe that the West will stand aside as Iran achieves nuclear capability and that a nuclear Islamic Republic poses an existential threat to the Jewish state, they may conclude that they have no choice but to launch a preemptive military strike--an event that could quickly lead to a regional conflagration from which the United States would have difficulty remaining aloof.

Diminishing forces encourages Iran to aggressively assert power in the Middle East

Phares 9 – Director of the Future Terrorism Project the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies, and the author of The Confrontation: Winning the War against Future Jihad (Walid, March 18, “Iraq Withdrawal Plan: Will Iran and Syria Go Along?”, http://www.worldpress.org/Mideast/3320.cfm |JC)

A more complex prediction is about Iran's plans for post-American withdrawal. Many in Washington are excited to report that realism will prevail in Tehran as soon as the Obama administration sits down with the mullahs and engages in "talks," which might even involve "listening." In short, the group recently coined as the "Iran Lobby in the U.S." is arguing that withdrawal plans will get no opposition from Iran. Everything will go smoothly and Iraq will be able to control its eastern border, pro-Iranian groups notwithstanding. I believe otherwise. Iran's leadership will sit down, talk and sometimes listen — but it will at the same time continue its actions on the ground until it fulfills its own mission. And that is to penetrate, influence and seize 60 percent of Iraq from Baghdad to Basra as American forces withdraw, and certainly after the pull-out. They will use all the power elements at their disposal — special groups, the Mahdi Army, assassinations, and government infiltrators. Thus the success of the Obama plan will hinge on the United States' ability to deter Iran, and its ally Syria, from surging against Iraq's democracy while America is organizing its departure. Is the 2010 plan doomed? Not at all. It is actually a challenging one and could be successful, but it is conditioned by the greater context. Withdrawing the bulk of American forces from Iraq after five years of deployment is long overdue, especially if the troops will be used on other fronts. Vice President Joseph Biden recently said the Iranians may be surprised where many of these forces would be used. The Obama plan can work if his administration moves quickly to deter both Tehran and Damascus from filling the void in Iraq. This is the secret equation hovering over all three plans the president has to choose from. If asked, I would advise the shortest stay for the bulk of United States forces in Iraq so that they can be engaged in other spots, not only in Afghanistan. The worst course of action would be to diminish the forces in Iraq while encouraging Iran and Syria — directly or indirectly — to "assume responsibilities" on Iraqi soil. This would be known by historians as suicide. In the end, all is in the hands of President Obama. If the president has a global plan to relentlessly wage campaigns against jihadist powers and forces around the world while winning a war of ideas, the 2010 plan for Iraq will be a stunning move. But if all efforts of the administration are to pull out from the confrontation with jihadists, conforming to failed academic advise of the past, the announced plan will be no more than the beginning of a retreat.

Troops Key to Deter Iran
Troops are key to democracy and stability within Iraq – withdrawal invites Iran to lash out 

Engelhardt 3 – Graduated from Yale College and took a Master's degree in Area Studies from Harvard University, where he was a founding member of the Committee of Concerned Asian Scholars (Tom, 12 10, “Premature withdrawal in Iraq”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LC12Ak01.html |JC)

Hubris? We're bigger than that! We've now been at war with, or in, Iraq for almost 20 years, and intermittently at war in Afghanistan for 30 years. Think of it as nearly half a century of experience, all bad. And what is it that Washington seems to have concluded? That in Afghanistan, where one disaster after another has occurred, we Americans can finally do more of the same, somewhat differently calibrated, and so much better. And in Iraq, we seemed to have decided that enough was enough and we should simply depart. Yet the calls from a familiar crew for us to stay in Iraq are growing louder by the week. The Iraqis, so the argument goes, need us. After all, who would leave them alone, trusting them not to do what they've done best in recent years: cut one another's throats? Modesty in Washington? Humility? The ability to draw new lessons from long-term experience? None of the above is evidently appropriate for “the indispensable nation”, as former secretary of state Madeleine Albright once called the United States, and to whose leaders she attributed the ability to "see further into the future". None of the above is part of the American arsenal, not when Washington's weapon of choice, repeatedly consigned to the scrapheap of history and repeatedly rescued, remains a deep conviction that nothing is going to go anything but truly, deeply, madly badly without us, even if, as in Iraq, things have for years gone truly, deeply, madly badly with us. An expanding crew of Washington-based opiners is now calling for the Barack Obama administration to alter its plans, negotiated in the last months of the George W Bush administration, for the departure of all American troops from Iraq by the end of 2011. They seem to have taken Albright's belief in American foresight - even prophesy - to heart and so are basing their arguments on their ability to divine the future. The problem, it seems, is that, whatever may be happening in the present, Iraq's future prospects are terrifying, making leaving, if not inconceivable, then as massively irresponsible (as former Washington Post correspondent and bestselling author Tom Ricks wrote recently in a New York Times op-ed) as invading in the first place. Without the US military on hand, we're told, the Iraqis will almost certainly deep-six democracy, while devolving into major civil violence and ethnic bloodletting, possibly of the sort that convulsed their country in 2005-2006 when, by the way, the US military was present in force. The various partial winners of Iraq's much delayed March 7 election will, we were assured beforehand, jockey for power for months trying to cobble together a functioning national government. During that period, violence, it's said, will surely escalate, potentially endangering the marginal gains made thanks to the US military "surge" of 2007. The possibilities remain endless and, according to these doomsayers, none of them are encouraging: Shi'ite militias could use our withdrawal to stage a violence-filled comeback. Iranian interference in Iraqi affairs is likely to increase and violently so, while al-Qaeda could move into any post-election power void with its own destructive agenda.

Withdrawal Solves Iran Aggression 

Iran will inevitably resist the US – that resistance is violent only with US troops on the ground

Shahram Chubin 9 – Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (February March, “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival vol.51 no. 1, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf |JC)

In the Iranian view, the United States seeks to dominate the Middle East, and together with its local allies control the region strategically and loot its resources.2 Iran’s mission is to keep its independence by fighting this hegemonic and oppressive system and spreading its revolution by ‘presenting a blueprint for an Islamic republic … and defending the deprived masses in the world of Islam and the wronged people who have been trampled upon by tyranny’.3 In the regional context this translates into calls for the expulsion of the Western presence and support for the Palestinian and other ‘resistance’ forces. Iran’s challenge to the regional order is not military, but political: it is about exerting influence, appealing to the masses or the ‘street’, demonstrating that Iran can confront injustice, presenting a viable model of ‘resistance’, and ‘framing the regional agenda’.4 Thus, Iran is very far from being a ‘classic imperial power’ or ‘an unexceptional opportunistic power seeking to exert preponderance in its immediate neighbourhood’.5 Rather, it is a revisionist state in terms of status, not territory.

No alt causes – the Iraq War is the impetus for Iranian aggression against the US

Shahram Chubin 9 – Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (February March, “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival vol.51 no. 1, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf |JC)

But American policies – and non-policies – have had the greatest effect on the regional landscape. US misjudgement and incompetence, exemplified by the country’s entanglement and overextension in Iraq, is generally acknowledged. The effects on America’s moral standing and credibility as a leader and ally have been devestating. Those elites in the region who believed in the United States have been discredited. Other policies, such as the failed ‘freedom agenda’ and the war in Lebanon, have fared little better. Neglect of the Palestine issue has allowed the ‘two-state solution’ to slip away as a realistic alternative for Israeli and Palestinians alike,16 which has in turn fed extremism, rage and anti-Americanism.17 The growing strength and appeal of the rejectionist front led by Iran is directly attributable to US policies.18 Meanwhile, by shattering the Iraqi state, the United States eliminated Iraq as an effective regional buffer vis-à-vis Iran, whose influence over its neighbour immediately increased.19 It meant that the old triangular system, in which the three large Gulf powers of Iran, Saudi Arabia and Iraq balanced one another, was replaced by a bipolar structure pitting Iran and Saudi Arabia directly against each other.20 Moreover, by empowering Iraqi Shi’ites, the US occupation emboldened this traditionally suppressed community in the Gulf, a sensitive security issue for Saudi Arabia and even more so for Bahrain.

Specifically, the SOFA is Iran’s current concern with the US

Shahram Chubin 9 – Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (February March, “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival vol.51 no. 1, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf |JC)

Indeed, since the demise of Saddam Hussein, Iran has largely seen Iraq ‘through the lens of its conflict with the United States’.55 The prime consideration for Iran is to prevent the emergence of an Iraqi threat. Tehran aims to do this by influencing the shape and orientation of a future Iraq, not by exerting territorial control.56 Iran’s foremost concern is the continuing US military presence, as Khamenei emphasised to Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki in mid 2008.57 A permanent presence would mean ‘control and domination’, and former Iranian President Hashemi Rafsanjani pointedly warned that ‘if the US remains in Iraq, there will be no security in Iraq or the region’.58 Iran’s current concern is to ensure that any Status of Forces Agreement does not allow major US bases in Iraq and that any agreement specifically prohibits the use of Iraqi territory from attacks on neighbouring countries.59 The December 2008 agreement between Iraq and the United States leaves Iran relatively reassured in this respect. Tehran expects under these circumstances to be able to influence the future course of Iraqi politics at least enough to assure its own security interests. However, its activism in Iraq and support for various Shia as well as other groupings has not gone unnoticed. The political empowerment of the Shia Muslims in Iraq and the example this poses for other similarly oppressed Shi’ites in the Gulf States (notably Bahrain) has increased suspicions about Iran’s intentions amongst the country’s Arab neighbours.

Withdrawal Solves Iran Aggression
Iran’s nuclear ambitions are motivated by US overstretch in Iraq

Zahedi and Memarian 06 (Dariush Zahedi and Omid Memarian, writers for The New York Times, 1/12, “A firebrand in Iran's house of cards,” http://www.iht.com/articles/2006/01/12/opinion/edzahedi.php)

Ahmadinejad is surely motivated by ideology and the desire to solidify the position of the security faction within Iran's ruling elite. But he also appears to be acting on the perception that the United States is in a position of considerable, indeed unprecedented, weakness. America's military is overstretched in Iraq and Afghanistan, and Washington has focused on monitoring North Korea's nuclear program rather than Iran's. If threatened, Iran could wreak havoc in Afghanistan, Iraq, Lebanon and Israel. These observations may lead Ahmadinejad to an incorrect assessment of Iran's strength relative to any American threat.  In fact, Iran has serious domestic frailties, including a shaky economy and its attendant unemployment and popular resentment, not to mention soaring levels of drug abuse and a brain drain. But Ahmadinejad no doubt takes comfort not only in his belief in divine protection but also in the knowledge that Shiite religious parties aligned with Iran are now the dominant political forces in Iraq, while the American public hardly seems  amenable to waging another war in the region. 
Iran Aggression Now

Iran is challenging the US now – expansion of influence is their top priority 

Shahram Chubin 9 – Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (February March, “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival vol.51 no. 1, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf |JC)

Many Iranians believe that their country has turned a corner and reached a new stage internationally. Commentators point to ‘the gradual transfer of power and influence from America’s camp to Iran’s camp’ and see the spread of Islamism in the region going hand-in-hand with ‘the inclination of regional states to gravitate towards Iran’.33 Hossein Shariatmadari, editorin-chief of the Iranian newspaper Keyhan and a confidant of Iran’s Supreme Leader Sayyid Ali Khamenei, has described the Middle East as a platform to demonstrate US ‘failures and disappointments’.34 Others have called for Iran to challenge the United States for leadership of the region through a ‘proactive and aggressive foreign policy’.35 The necessary condition for Iran’s ‘advancement’ and greater freedom of action, in Ali Larijani’s words, is the collapse of the America’s ‘exclusive hegemony while suffer[ing] a defeat’.36 A sense of growing power, new to Islamic Iran, has led to a certain braggadocio and recklessness and a coarsening of language that in fact does little to advance Iran’s interests.37 In what has been called the ‘Palestinisation’ of Iran’s foreign policy,38 Iran has insisted that Israel has no right to exist; that only one solution can work in Palestine, namely the one-state solution, whatever the Palestinians might decide; that the Holocaust is a myth; and that Iran’s ‘international mission’ is to limit Israel’s power.39 In brief, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has made ‘anti-Israeli rhetoric the defining characteristic of his presidency’.40 Khamenei has blessed all of this, arguing that Iran has a duty to stand up to US bullying and ‘the iniquities of the Zionist regime’.41 Khamenei’s international-affairs adviser, Ali Akbar Velayati, amplifies this thinking: ‘to support Palestine is to support Iran … To support Lebanon is to support Iran … To support Iraq is to support Iran.’42 Iranian officials, believing that ‘regional and global developments have created new situations in Iran’s favour’,43 have made tireless efforts to cash in by spreading the message that the United States is ‘hated in the region’.44 But Iran’s greater involvement in Middle Eastern affairs has not been merely opportunistic but also motivated by defence considerations. Though eager to spread its model, Iran was also impelled to extend its influence further afield by its sense of encirclement and the need to engage the enemy in ‘forward defense, so as to avoid fighting on its borders. Palestine, in this 

view, is not a matter of solidarity but strategy: it is now a bulwark – a frontline – in Iran’s defense.’

Withdrawal makes the US look weak – emboldens Iran

Reeson 6 – American Chronicle Staff Writer (Greg, October 09, “Iraq: The Consequences of Withdrawal”, http://www.americanchronicle.com/articles/view/14476;%206/26/2010 |JC),  

Iran’s supreme leader, the Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, recently told Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki that the best way for him to end the ongoing violence and ensure stability and security was to begin the withdrawal of U.S. military forces from Iraq. Khamenei was explicit in his desire to see the rapid departure of American soldiers, but the consequences of a premature U.S. withdrawal would prove to be nothing short of catastrophic. There are three basic parties, excluding American Democrats, which are actively pushing for the removal of U.S. and coalition troops from Iraq: Iran, the Shiite faction led by radical Iraqi cleric Muqtada al-Sadr, and the foreign jihadists who have flocked to Iraq to confront the United States in the Global War on Terror. Iran has been making a concerted effort to establish itself as the leading state in the Middle East. In pursuit of this strategic goal, Khamenei and Iranian President Ahmadinejad have been actively antagonizing the United States over their nuclear program in order to portray Iran as a nation that must be reckoned with. Simultaneously, the Iranians have used Hezbollah to wage a proxy war against Israel, and the Shiites in southern Iraq to foment unrest that threatens the fragile government in Baghdad. The conflict in Lebanon and the increasing Shiite-Sunni violence are meant to further demonstrate to the west that Iran has the ability, and the will, to destabilize the entire region for political gain. With the United States out of Iraq, there would be little to stop the Iranians from turning Iraq into a satellite state that could help cement Iran’s hegemony in the Middle East. Muqtada al-Sadr has been a thorn in the side of the United States since the invasion of Iraq in March 2003. His Mehdi Army has confronted U.S. and coalition troops in battle and his followers are largely responsible for the Shiite death squads attacking the Sunni minority and pushing Iraq closer to all-out civil war. Al-Sadr is closely aligned with the Shiite leadership in Iran and he has consistently called for the withdrawal of all U.S. forces from Iraq. The absence of U.S. troops would allow Al-Sadr’s militia to conduct a genocide campaign against the Sunnis while providing Iran with additional leverage over the government in Baghdad. Finally, Islamic extremists from all over the world have traveled to Iraq to join the battle against the United States and the west. Al-Qaeda in Iraq and various other fundamentalist groups, while constituting a minority of the Iraqi insurgency, are determined to take advantage of the current chaos to wage war on anyone, Iraqis included, who opposes the formation of an Islamic state. The withdrawal of American troops from Iraq would embolden the jihadists, who would then take advantage of the power vacuum to promote Islamic rule similar to that of the Taliban in Afghanistan. Opposite the parties calling for America to leave Iraq are the groups with the most to lose in the event of a withdrawal of U.S. troops. First on this list is the current Iraqi unity government. The leaders in Baghdad know that the presence of coalition forces is the only reason the situation in Iraq has not devolved into all-out civil war. Withdrawing American soldiers and their allies would leave the Shiite and Sunni death squads free to conduct their sectarian war while a fledgling Iraqi Army stood by unable to stop the carnage. In the event of full-fledged sectarian violence, the government in Baghdad would collapse, leaving a void that would likely be filled by the Iranians. The second group opposed to a U.S. withdrawal is the Sunni minority. Yes, it’s true that the Sunnis make up the bulk of the insurgency waging war against coalition troops. But the Sunnis are fighting for a place in Shiite dominated Iraqi society. Waging a ruthless campaign against the U.S. and Iraqi armies, and against the central government, is the only bargaining chip available to a group that would surely be targeted for annihilation in a sectarian war. In an odd twist, the Sunnis have to attack the Americans to make them stay until a political accommodation can be reached. Finally, Iraq’s neighboring countries are fearful of a powerful Iran, aligned with a Shiite-led Iraq that would threaten Sunni regimes in Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Syria, and throughout the Middle East. While none of these governments like the idea of U.S. troops in the region, especially for an extended period, the alternative in the form of an Iraq-Iran alliance that could dominate the entire Middle East is even more distasteful. Despite the difficulties being faced in Iraq, the United States must see this fight through to the end. The fragile unity government in Baghdad must be given a chance to survive on its own. Pulling American troops out now would give the jihadists the victory they have long been searching for, would make America look weak in the eyes of the world, would thrust Iraq into a bloody civil war, and would create a power vacuum in the Middle East that would allow Iran to establish itself as the regional hegemon. Those are the true consequences of a premature American withdrawal.

US Weak on Iran Now

Obama is internationally perceived as weak – means Iran thinks they can get away with anything

Morris 9 – former political adviser to Sen. Trent Lott and President Bill Clinton, (Dick, June 24, “Obama's Weakness Issue”, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/printpage/?url=http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/06/24/obamas_weakness_issue_97145.html |JC)

If only President Obama were a third as tough on Iran and North Korea as he is on Republicans, he'd be making progress in containing the dire threats to our national security these rogue nations represent. As it is, the president is letting the perception of weakness cloud his image. Once that particular miasma enshrouds a presidency, it is hard to dissipate. If foreign policy issues actually involve war and the commitment of troops, they can be politically potent. But otherwise, the impact of international affairs on presidential image is largely metaphoric. Since foreign policy is the only area in which the president can govern virtually alone, it provides a window on his personality and use of power that domestic policy cannot. When President Clinton, for example, dithered as Bosnia burned, he acquired a reputation for weakness that dragged down his ratings. It was only after he moved decisively to bomb and then disarm the Serbs that he shed his image of weakness. It took President H.W. Bush's invasion of Iraq to set to rest concerns that he was a "wimp." Jimmy Carter never recovered from the lasting damage to his reputation that his inability to stand up to Iran during the hostage crisis precipitated. So now, as North Korea defies international sanctions and sends arms to Myanmar and Iran slaughters its citizens in the streets, President Obama looks helpless and hapless. He comes across as not having a clue how to handle the crises. And, as North Korea prepares to launch a missile on a Hail Mary pass aimed at Hawaii, the Democrats slash 19 missile interceptors from the Defense Department budget. The transparent appeasement of Iran's government -- and its obvious lack of reciprocation -- make Obama look ridiculous. Long after the mullahs have suppressed what limited democracy they once allowed, Obama's image problems will persist. While Americans generally applaud Obama's outreach to the Muslims of the world and think highly of his Cairo speech, they are very dissatisfied with his inadequate efforts to stop Iran from developing -- and North Korea from using -- nuclear weapons. Clearly, his policies toward these two nations are a weak spot in his reputation. His failure to stand up to either aggressor is of a piece with his virtual surrender in the war on terror. Documented in our new book, "Catastrophe," we show how he has disarmed the United States and simply elected to stop battling against terrorists, freeing them from Guantanamo as he empowers them with every manner of constitutional protection. Obviously, the Iranian democracy demonstrators will not fare any better than their Chinese brethren did in Tiananmen Square. But the damage their brutal suppression will do to the Iranian government is going to be huge. The ayatollahs of Tehran have always sold themselves to the world's Islamic faithful as the ultimate theocracy, marrying traditional Muslim values with the needs of modern governance. But now, in the wake of the bloodshed, they are revealed as nothing more than military dictators. All the romance is gone, just as it faded in the wake of the tanks in Budapest and Prague. All that remains is power. China, of course, fared better after Tiananmen because of its economic miracle. But Iran has no such future on its horizon. The loss of prestige in the Arab world and the end of the pretense of government with popular support will cost Iran dearly. In the meantime, Obama's pathetic performance vis-a-vis Iran and North Korea cannot but send a message to all of America's enemies that the president of the United States does not believe in using power. That he is a wimp and they can get away with whatever they want. A dangerous reputation, indeed.

Iran prolif now

Iranian nuclear weapon development causes a regional nuclear arms race and exponentially increases the risk of nuclear terror and proliferation   

Bowman 8 - a major and strategic plans and policy officer in the U.S. Army.  As an assistant professor of American Politics, Policy, and Strategy and an academic counselor in the department of social sciences at the United States Military Academy at West Point (Bradley, Spring, “After Iraq: Future U.S. Military Posture in the Middle East” The Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/08spring/docs/08spring_bowman.pdf |JC), 

Although these concerns should not be prematurely discounted, little evidence exists to suggest that Iran would take such steps that would virtually guarantee Iran’s destruction. Iranian development of nuclear weapons, however, would most likely lead to a more aggressive Iranian foreign policy, could potentially spark a regional nuclear arms race, and would increase the likelihood that nuclear technology or materials could inadvertently end up in the hands of terrorist groups such as Hizballah or al Qaeda. Given the nature of the Iranian political and military establishment, it is entirely plausible that a disenchanted, corrupt, or ideologically motivated group of actors could transfer key nuclear technology, materials, or weapons without the knowledge of the Iranian leaders, similar to A. Q. Khan’s behavior in Pakistan. As more states obtain nuclear weapons and as nuclear technology and expertise become increasingly available, the chance that a nuclear transfer could lead to a successful attack against the United States and its friends increases.

Iran Link Magnifier

Psychological basing is the backbone of deterrence - withdrawal signals a lack of resolve in the Middle East

Rubin 8 – Resident scholar at AEI. (Michael, November, “Can a Nuclear Iran Be Contained or Deterred?” http://www.aei.org/outlook/28896 |JC)

Any containment operation against a nuclear Iran would require more than the single battle group that participated in Operation Earnest Will. Should the Islamic Republic acquire nuclear weapons, it may become dangerously overconfident as it convinces itself that its conventional, irregular, or proxy forces can operate without fear of serious reprisal from the United States, Israel, or any other regional power. In order, therefore, to contain a nuclear Iran, the United States and its allies in the region will need to enhance their military capability to counter the likelihood of successful Iranian conventional action. There are two strategies that U.S. policymakers may pursue separately or in tandem. First, U.S. defense planners might examine what U.S. force posture would be necessary for the United States unilaterally to contain a nuclear Iran. Second, U.S. officials must gauge what investment would be necessary to enable neighboring states to do likewise. Put more crudely, this requires calculating under what conditions and with what equipment regional states could successfully wage war against Iran until U.S. forces could provide relief. If the Pentagon has pre-positioned enough equipment and munitions in the region, this might take three or four days; if not, it could take longer. If U.S. forces are to contain the Islamic Republic, they will require basing not only in GCC countries, but also in Afghanistan, Iraq, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Without a sizeable regional presence, the Pentagon will not be able to maintain the predeployed resources and equipment necessary to contain Iran, and Washington will signal its lack of commitment to every ally in the region. Because containment is as much psychological as physical, basing will be its backbone. Having lost its facilities in Uzbekistan, at present, the U.S. Air Force relies upon air bases in Turkey, Iraq, Kuwait, Bahrain, Afghanistan, Oman, and the isolated Indian Ocean atoll of Diego Garcia. There is less to these facilities, however, than meets the eye: under Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, the Turkish government has grown closer to the Islamic Republic and has sought to limit U.S. Air Force use of the Incirlik Air Base; Turkish negotiators have even demanded veto power over every U.S. mission flown from Incirlik.[37] Oman, too, has been less than reliable in granting U.S. freedom of operation. According to military officials familiar with the negotiations between U.S. and Omani officials, the sultanate initially refused the U.S. Air Force permission to fly missions over Afghanistan from its territory in the opening days of Operation Enduring Freedom in 2001, a campaign that, in the wake of 9/11, had far greater international support than would any containment actions against Iranian forces. Both the congressional desire to curtail the U.S. presence in Iraq and Prime Minister Nuri al Maliki's demands that the United States evacuate the country on a set timetable make any use of the Kirkuk and Ali air bases in that country as part of containment operations unlikely. Saudi Arabia has many airfields but, because of domestic unease with a U.S. presence in the kingdom, only allows the United States to maintain a small combined air operations center for U.S. aircraft in the Persian Gulf. 

US-Iran Relations Are Zero Sum

Iran views American troops as an existential threat – makes relations zero-sum

Shahram Chubin 9 – Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (February March, “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival vol.51 no. 1, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf |JC)

Iran–US relations – strained at the best of times since the 1979 Iranian revolution – have never been worse than during the past six years, due to the much more intense interaction between the two states since the revelations about Iran’s nuclear ambitions and the United States’ invasion of Iraq. The United States sees Iran as a potential strategic rival, while Tehran views the American presence in the Middle East as a potential existential threat. This has led to zero-sum thinking and has raised the stakes correspondingly. In the process there has been an inflation of the Iranian threat, which is poorly understood and often exaggerated. Depicting Iran as a military threat obscures the real political threat the country poses to its region; Iran’s regional behaviour has been neglected and overshadowed by the contentious nuclear issue. However, it is precisely Iran’s behaviour and goals which feed concerns about its nuclear ambitions. It is important to put the Iranian threat in context. In recent years, what was largely a bilateral rivalry between Iran and the United States has become displaced and expanded throughout the region: Palestine, Syria, Lebanon, Iraq and the Gulf states have all been affected by the growing tension, and there are signs that Iranian influence is becoming stronger in these areas. Iran’s more active and effective diplomacy in the Middle East is due to the conjunction of three separate trends, all of which are reversible. The first is the emergence of a permissive regional environment, hospitable to Iran’s diplomacy; the second, the ascension of an ideological and hardline conservative government in Tehran, predisposed to a more activist diplomacy; and third, the oil windfall, which freed resources for seeding movements and clients supportive of Iranian goals. However, the influence that has accrued to Iran as a result of these trends is transitory and precarious, and there are constraints on Iran becoming a regional superpower.

AT Iran Influence/Intervention

Iran has no hard power, soft power, a failing economy, and a terrible political system which gains them no support

Shahram Chubin 9 – Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (February March, “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival vol.51 no. 1, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf |JC)

Iran has a great past and potentially a great future, but has been stuck in a revolutionary rut for three decades. As a result, it has exerted itself only to counter perceived threats to its revolutionary identity and to promote its mission abroad. Tehran has become habituated to seeing threats everywhere: in the West’s presence in the Middle East; in the existence of Israel (surely a discretionary foe?); and in the forces of secularism, materialism and globalisation (‘cultural threats’), to name a few. Meanwhile, the real threat to the country’s security – instability in Iraq and Afghanistan – has been treated as a battleground in the fight against the United States. An embattlement mindset suits the ideologues of the regime who benefit from the country’s beleaguered status and prevent it from becoming a normal, independent and respected state. Their emphasis on Iran’s rights is not matched by discussion of its responsibilities; their insistence on a narrative of victimhood is not balanced by respect for others’ concerns. Iran is not a marginal state like Libya or Syria, but neither is it a great power. It has few friends and fewer allies. By alienating the United States and Europe, Iran has increased its dependence on Russia for diplomatic support, nuclear and other technology and conventional arms. It has thus compromised its vaunted ‘independence’, inhibiting the pursuit of its interests in the Caspian and Caucasus. Iran has neither hard nor soft power. It has leveraged US mistakes in the last few years as its principal source of influence in the region. Playing on regional frustrations and anger, Iran has positioned itself as a spoiler and given rejectionism a new fillip in the Arab street. But these are limited and wasting assets, dependent on continued US errors and the failure of peaceful alternatives for Palestine. Iran can offer a rejectionist ‘war option’ but not a solution; for that the Arabs must turn to others. Iran’s conventional military capabilities, especially its power-projection capabilities, are limited, even with respect to, or in comparison with, its immediate neighbours.91 Iran’s economic model is a clear failure in comparison to that of its smaller southern neighbours, whence large numbers of Iranian entrepreneurs have fled. Unable to diversify its economy or invest in its energy infrastructure, Iran is storing up trouble for itself. With oil prices sliding Tehran has to rely on Saudi Arabia for cuts in production to protect it against further price deterioration and associated political repercussions.92 The damaging effects of corruption, subsidies, a bloated government and the operations of bonyads (unaccountable ‘foundations’ that dominate the non-petroleum sectors) have caused the country to haemorrhage talent abroad. Iran’s political model has few if any takers, as even Iraq is demonstrating. A revolutionary government presides over a post-revolutionary society; the gap between state and society has widened. Iranian people – though not the government – may be said to have found the ‘middle ground between quietism and martyrology’.93 Nationalism alongside Islam is a part of a proud Iranian identity, but there is little appetite, or precedent, for regional domination or even leadership.

Iran won’t intervene in Iraq – potential risks of blowback

Shahram Chubin 9 – Senior Non-resident Fellow of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (February March, “Iran’s Power in Context” Survival vol.51 no. 1, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/shahram_survival20090201.pdf |JC)

In Iraq, Tehran has considerable influence. This is normal given the number and complexity of ties between the two neighbours. But even here, too much Iranian interference or overreaching risks a backlash. Favouring a particular militia in Iraq risks alienating others and creating blowback, for once they become strong, militias cannot easily be controlled. Even the vaunted regionwide ascendancy of the Shi’ites, which appears to favour Iran, in fact reveals the constraints on any putative leadership role for Tehran. Sectarian polarisation, whether in Iraq or throughout the wider region, would limit Iran to (at most) a sectarian constituency – a minority in the region – and constitute a setback to Iran’s Arab street strategy designed to transcend the sectarian divide. Moreover, any emphasis on sectarian issues would range the Arab states defensively against Iran and bury any Iranian regional project in the Persian Gulf. Iran’s perceived arrogance and attitude of ‘blatant superiority’, which treats the Arab states as ‘hostages’, is widely felt and resented, hampering any Iranian leadership potential.94 In short, Iran remains a limited threat. Hyping Iran’s power and importance encourages its parasitical policy of feeding on disorder and understates its vulnerabilities. 

Iran Relations Good – Oil Prices

Empirically, oil prices fluctuate based on US-Iran relations

Salehi Esfahani 8 – Department of Economics University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (Hadi, September, “The Economic Consequences of U.S.—Iran Relations”, http://www.ideals.illinois.edu/bitstream/handle/2142/9093/policy_brief.esfahani.final.pdf?sequence=2. |JC)

The price of a barrel of crude oil dropped from about $140 in mid-July to about $120 by the end of July, 2008. This sharp decline coincided with two pieces of news that signaled a potential easing of tensions between the United States and Iran. The first was the U.S. decision to send Undersecretary of State William Burns to attend the talks between European and Iranian nuclear negotiators in Switzerland. The other was confirmation that the U.S. Department of State was considering establishing a limited American diplomatic presence in Iran in the form of an "interest section," almost 30 years after relations between the two countries were severed because of occupation of the American Embassy in Tehran. While the price decline may have had other causes as well, its timing indicates a likely connection between the two pieces of news. This was not the only time that news about Iran—U.S. relations coincided with tangible changes in oil prices. News of the U.S. backed negotiation of European countries with Iran over its nuclear program in September 2006 and a number of other occasions have been followed shortly thereafter by declines in oil prices. On the other hand, escalation of tensions often has contributed to increased oil prices. For example, earlier in July when Iran tested missiles capable of reaching Israel and other corners of the Middle East, the price of oil jumped to a new high of over $147 per barrel. In fact, some analysts see the impact of U.S.—Iran relations on the oil market as so important as to suggest the best way to give quick relief to energy consumers around the world is a declaration by the U.S. that military force is not an acceptable option in its dispute with Iran (see, for example, Klare, 2008). Conversely, a military attack on Iran could substantially raise the price of oil, raising inflation and lowering gross domestic price (GDP) in the U.S. and most of the world economies. Judging by the magnitude of responses to the past news, an oil price increase as a result of a military attack, even if it does not turn into a broader war, could exceed 50 percent and keep prices over $200 per barrel for some time. How large are the effects of oil price changes on inflation and GDP? In a carefully done study, Blanchard and Gali (2007) estimate that in the 19842005 period, a 10 percent increase in the price of crude oil tended to lower the U.S. consumer price index (CPI) by about 0.27 percent and lower GDP by about 0.32 percent. These effects may seem relatively small. In fact, they are less than one half of the corresponding effects before 1984, when the share of oil in production was larger, labor markets were less flexible, and monetary policy was less sophisticated. However, the economic impact still is not trivial. For example, based on Blanchard and Gali's estimate, the 60 to 70 percent per annum price rises over the past two years are responsible for about 2 percentage points decline in U.S. GDP growth, which has taken the economy to the verge of recession this year. Another 50 percent price increase in case of a military attack (assuming it remained contained) could reduce the GDP by a further 1.6 percent and make a recession virtually unavoidable. The dollar equivalent of this reduction in GDP is almost $230 billion dollars—not at all a trivial amount. This is, of course, only the cost to the U.S. economy and does not include the cost to other countries or the cost of a military action itself. More importantly, it does not include the human and economic cost to ordinary Iranians. The effects of oil price rises on other oil importing economies in terms of percentage change in CPI and GDP are generally in the same range of the impact on the U.S. economy (Kilian, 2008). But, for oil exporting countries, the effect of an increase in oil prices is in fact positive, unless the price hike reflects a cost push rather than a demand rise. Iran, for example, stands to earn almost $1 billion dollars more for every dollar increase in the price of oil. However, when aggravation of tension between Iran and the Western powers raises the oil price, it entails substantial costs for Iran as well. Insurance costs rise for the country's imports and exports, including both oil and non-oil trade. Also, the U.S. and its allies are more likely to extend and intensify their economic sanctions on Iran.
AT—Containment Solves Iran

Iran containment fails—martyrdom mentality means they won’t act rationally

Bret Stephens, deputy editor of the Wall Street Journal’s editorial page, author of the paper’s Global View, a weekly column, July/August, 2010, Commentary Magazine, “Iran Cannot be Contained,” http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/iran-cannot-be-contained-15462, RG

That all this now seems to be largely forgotten is both remarkable and even amusing considering how often the same neoconservatives who are wary of a containment policy toward Iran are accused of being wistful for the Cold War. Of course Iran is not the Soviet Union, and the challenge it poses the U.S. is not on the global scale that was the USSR’s. But if comparisons with the Cold War are to be made, those comparisons must acknowledge what a complex, costly, and close-run thing containing the Soviet Union proved to be. At the same time, it’s important to note the ways in which containing Iran would differ from the Cold War model. For starters, Soviet power was mostly symmetrical with America’s: “Regime change” against Stalin was never a serious option, nor did the U.S. have the means to stop Russia from developing nuclear weapons. Neither is necessarily the case with Iran today, where both military strikes against Iran’s nuclear facilities and a broader regime-change policy are feasible options—at least as long as Iran does not have nuclear weapons. Then, too, the Soviet Union threatened the U.S. primarily and directly, a fact that did much to bolster American political will to persevere in the contest. By contrast, the threat a nuclear Iran would pose (at least until it acquires an ICBM capability) would be principally to countries other than the U.S., calling into question American readiness to sustain a containment policy for the long haul. “Why die for Danzig?” was the question advocates of accommodation with Hitler were fond of asking in the 1930s. Some Americans may soon be asking the same question about Doha or Dubai or Tel Aviv. But the most important difference between the Soviet Union and Iran may be ideological. A credible case can be made that Communism is no less a faith than Islam and that Iran’s current leadership, like Soviet leaders of yore, knows how to temper true belief with pragmatic considerations. But Communism was also a materialist and (by its own lights) rationalist creed, with a belief in the inevitability of history but not in the afterlife. Marxist-Leninist regimes may be unmatched in their record of murderousness, but they were never great believers in the virtues of martyrdom. That is not the case with Shiism, which has been decisively shaped by a cult of suffering and martyrdom dating to the murder of Imam Husayn—the Sayyed al-Shuhada, or Prince of Martyrs—in Karbala in the seventh century. The emphasis on martyrdom became all the more pronounced in Iran during its war with Iraq, when Tehran sent waves of child soldiers, some as young as 10, to clear out Iraqi minefields. As Hooman Majd writes in his book The Ayatollah Begs to Differ, the boys were often led by a soldier mounted on a white horse in imitation of Husayn: “the hero who would lead them into their fateful battle before they met their God.” Tens of thousands of children died this way. The martyrdom mentality factors into Iran’s nuclear calculus as well. In December 2001, former Iranian President Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani—a man often described as a moderate and a pragmatist in the Western press—noted in his Qods (Jerusalem) Day speech that “if one day, the Islamic world is also equipped with weapons like those that Israel possesses now, then the imperialists’ strategy will reach a standstill because the use of even one nuclear bomb inside Israel will destroy everything. However, it will only harm the Islamic world. It is not irrational to contemplate such an eventuality.” Then there is the recent rise within Iran of an ultra-conservative sect that has sprung up around Mohammad-Taqi Mesbah-Yazdi, an ayatollah who numbers Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad among his leading disciples. In 2005, Mesbah-Yazdi published a book openly calling for the acquisition of nuclear weapons. “Divine, messianic support has been the determining factor in the success of the Iranian regime during various trying periods,” he wrote. “We cannot be broken because of temporary difficulties.”A year later, the influential cleric Mohsen Gharavian, another of Mesbah-Yazdi’s disciples, reportedly called for Iran not only to acquire but also to use nuclear weapons as a “countermeasure” against the U.S. and Israel. These are, of course, some of the more extreme voices in Iran, which are not necessarily authoritative. Still, Mesbah-Yazdi’s call to develop nuclear weapons is, in fact, precisely what the regime is doing for all its many denials, just as the increasingly repressive direction of Iranian politics squares with his long-held anti-reformist views. All this suggests that a better comparison for Iran than the Soviet Union might be Japan of the 1930s and World War II—another martyrdom-obsessed, non-Western culture with global ambitions. It should call into question the view that for all its extremist rhetoric, Iran operates according to an essentially pragmatic estimate of its own interests. Ideology matters, not only on its terms but also in shaping the parameters within which the regime is prepared to exhibit flexibility and restraint. Ideology matters, too, in determining the kinds of gambles and sacrifices it is willing to make to achieve its aims. To suggest that there is some universal standard of “pragmatism” or “rationality” where Iran and the rest of the world can find common ground is a basic (if depressingly common) intellectual error. What Iran finds pragmatic and rational—support for militias and terrorist organizations abroad; a posture of unyielding hostility to the West; a nuclear program that flouts multiple UN resolutions—is rather different from the thinking that prevails in, say, the Netherlands.
AT—Sanctions Solves Iran

Sanctions fail—lack of international commitment, watered down restrictions

Kori Schake, staff writer, June 9, 2010, Foreign Policy, “The U.N.’s new sanctions on Iran? Not so tough,” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/09/the_uns_sanctions_on_iran_not_so_tough, RG

The U.N. Security Council today passed resolution 1929 attaching further sanctions to Iran for pursuance of nuclear programs condemned by the International Atomic Energy Agency. The Obama administration is doing its best to put a good face on a major disappointment: After sixteen months' effort, they have succeeded in delivering less international support than did the Bush administration for a problem everyone agrees is growing rapidly worse. Sanctions have been the centerpiece of the Obama administration's approach. Secretary Clinton proclaimed last summer we would coalesce the international community around "crippling sanctions." President Obama more recently reaffirmed that sanctions would be "significant." Yet the sanctions outlined in Resolution 1929 are so modest that even the White House sounded sheepish in its announcement of the resolution's passage: The resolution reaffirms the international community's willingness to resolve international concerns over Iran's nuclear program through negotiations, while laying out the steps that Iran must take to restore international confidence in its nuclear program, thereby allowing for the suspension or termination of these sanctions. The Resolution does show the handiwork of Stuart Levy's superb team at the Department of Treasury: the Iranian Central Bank is mentioned, companies linked to the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps are cited, and the lead scientist in the Iranian nuclear program is listed by name. But even though the number of entities ostensibly affected is twice that previously listed in U.N. resolutions, Tehran should be celebrating all it achieved. Russia's vote was bought by exempting Russian firms from the restrictions. President Putin has announced the Bushehr reactor will come on line with Russia's continued assistance this summer. Russian Parliamentarian Mikhail Margelov, Head of the Federation Council's Foreign Affairs Committee even said the deal will permit deployment of S-300 missile systems to Iran, which the Untied States has worked for years to prevent. All this in addition to canceling NATO missile defense deployments and going silent on the strangulation of freedoms within Russia. Turkey and Brazil voted against the resolution, Lebanon abstained. A treaty ally of the United States whose territory borders on Iran, and which President Obama visited to showcase his new approach to the so-called muslim world could not be persuaded by the Obama Administration to cast its vote with us. And the Administration seems to have no strategy for what to do next. Sanctions aren't a strategy, they're a tool for achieving the strategic objective of preventing Iran becoming a nuclear weapons state. We're over-reliant on sanctions to deliver that weighty objective and need to be thinking much more creatively about how to impose costs on the Iranian government -- internationally and domestically -- for their choices. 

AT—Sanctions Solves Iran

Sanctions fail—Iran has adapted, become mostly self-reliant

Matthew Sugrue, M.A. in history, focus on the Indian Subcontinent and Middle East, from Dalhousie University, January 7, 2010, The Huffington Post, “Do sanctions work? Iran, proliferation and U.S. policy,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/matthew-sugrue/do-sanctions-work-iran-pr_b_415397.html, RG

*BBES – Broad-based economic sanctions


In 1997, Jahangir Amuzegar pointed out that American sanctions against Iran have "created a siege mentality," and the government's supporters are more resolute than ever before to become wholly reliant upon domestic resources (Amuzegar, 1997, p. 34). A decade later, Amuzegar's observation remains an accurate representation of the Iranian political, religious and military leaderships thought process. The Islamic Republic has adapted to the sanctions imposed on it by Europe and the United States. Iran is not yet entirely self-reliant for needed goods and services, and it will never truly be completely independent; however, the more the government is able to provide for its needs domestically BBES will have less positive effects. Thus far, it appears that the various governments in favor of continued sanctions against Iran have fallen victim to the naïve theory of sanctions. Instead of continuing the same BBES regime the best method of gaining Iranian compliance with demands regarding its nuclear program would be continued diplomacy; however, the best of the worst options would be selective sanctions.

***Stability Advantage***

Plan Key to Credibility and Stability 

2011 withdrawal key to U.S. credibility and Iraqi stability

William C. Martel, staff writer, June 1, 2009, USA Today, "Pull back, no matter what; Opposing view: Sticking to deadlines boosts U.S. credibility, may strengthen Iraq," Lexis, RG

Nevertheless, there are several reasons why the United States should continue its stated policy of withdrawing combat forces from Iraq's urban areas, no matter what: *First, America's commitment is sacrosanct. When the U.S.-Iraq security agreement went into effect on Jan. 1, we agreed to withdraw combat troops from Iraqi cities and towns by Tuesday -- and withdraw all combat forces by the end of August 2010 and all U.S. forces by the end of 2011. States that renege on such public commitments devalue their very credibility. Washington cannot afford to give states the opportunity to believe our pledges do not bear close scrutiny. *Second, strictly adhering to withdrawal could strengthen Iraq by telling insurgents and Iran's leaders that Baghdad intends to defend itself against forces that seek to rip it apart. A crucial test of democracy is whether the state can and will defend itself. If Iraq cannot, then it is doomed to fail. Because failure is not an option for Iraqis, they must successfully manage the withdrawal of U.S. forces. *Third, withdrawal demonstrates the United States is confident that Iraq's government and army can succeed. Signaling Washington's doubts about Iraq's leadership under Prime Minister al-Maliki would instantly undermine Iraq's government. *Fourth, withdrawal has geostrategic benefits well beyond Iraq. It reassures the Middle East that the U.S. has no imperial ambitions to conquer and exploit Iraq. Reinforcing Washington's message that our word is our bond has immense dividends for restoring America's tattered image abroad.
Failure to withdraw hurts U.S. global image and prolongs occupation

Raed Jarrar, senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action, and Erik Leaver, research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies, March 2, 2010, Foreign Policy in Focus, “Sliding Backwards on Iraq?,” http://www.fpif.org/articles/sliding_backwards_on_iraq, RG

An Obama flip-flop on the timetable for withdrawing U.S. troops would have serious consequences in the United States and Iraq. The U.S. global image will be tarnished, Obama's credibility will be called into question, and the administration will likely lose what little global political capital it gained in the last year.

But reneging on withdrawal would have the gravest consequences in Iraq. The Bush administration adopted a conditions-based withdrawal plan. The mantra was "as Iraqis stand up, we will stand down." But such plans for "condition-based" withdrawal create the very deteriorating conditions that lead to an extension of the military occupation.

Failure to follow timetable tanks U.S. images and leads to instability—withdrawal key to strengthen independent Iraqi security and politics

Raed Jarrar, senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action, May 25, 2010, The Progressive, “Don’t reward violence in Iraq by extending U.S. troop withdrawal deadline,” http://www.progressive.org/mpjarrar052510.html, RG

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. 

Plan Key to Credibility and Stability 

Empirically proven—time-based withdrawal forces Iraqis to achieve stability, security

Raed Jarrar, senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action, February 25, 2010, Progressive Democrats of America, “The Iraq Withdrawal: Obama vs. the Pentagon,” http://pdamerica.org/articles/news/2010-02-25-11-13-47-news.php, RG

Excuses to prolong the military intervention in Iraq have been changing since 1990. Whether is was liberating Kuwait, protecting the region from Iraq, protecting the world from Iraq's WMDs, punishing Iraq for its role in the 9/11 attacks, finding Saddam Hussien and his sons, fighting the Baathists and Al-Qaeda, or the other dozens of stories the U.S. government never ran out of reasons to justify a continuous intervention in Iraq. Under President Bush, the withdrawal plan was linked to conditions on the ground, and had no fixed deadlines. Bush only promise what that "as Iraqis stand up, we will stand down". But Iraqis never managed to stand up, and the US never had to stand down. Obama came with a completely different doctrine that thankfully makes prolonging the occupation harder than just making up a new lame excuse. He has promised on the campaign trail to withdraw all combat troops by August 31st of this year bringing the total number of US troops down to less than 50,000. Obama has also announced repeatedly that he will abide by the binding bi-lateral agreement between the two governments that requires all the US troops and contractors to leave Iraq by the end of 2011 without leaving any military bases behind. Both these promises are time-based, and not linked to the conditions on the ground. In addition, President Obama announced last week his intention to call an end to Operation Iraqi Freedom by August 31st, and to start the new non-combat mission as of September 1st this. The new mission, renamed "Operation New Dawn", should end by December 31st 2011 with the last US soldier and contractor out of Iraq. 
Withdrawal from Iraq would restore US credibility abroad 
LA Times, Novemeber 18, 2008, http://articles.latimes.com/2008/nov/18/opinion/ed-iraq18

Precisely because it is difficult and requires compromise, passage of the so-called status of forces agreement would be a huge step toward ending the U.S. occupation and fostering an Iraqi culture of governance. It would put an end to negotiations that had been sucking the oxygen out of Iraqi politics for a year and would allow the country to move on to other issues of nation building, such as regional elections that should bring more Sunnis into the political process and an agreement to distribute oil revenue among the sects and regions. A pullback from Iraq would allow the United States to restore its credibility abroad and, just as important, to begin to heal the wounds inflicted by the war at home.

Iraq withdrawal is a pre-requisite to solving other foreign policy goals 

Washington Post, February 28, 2009, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/02/27/AR2009022700566_2.html?sid=ST2009022700620

In his first speech as commander in chief to assembled U.S. troops on their home turf, Obama provided his most comprehensive description to date of what he called "a new era of American leadership" in "the broader Middle East," including the pursuit of "principled and sustained engagement with all the nations in the region, and that will include Iran and Syria." 

He and his national security team see military withdrawal from Iraq, and Baghdad's establishment as a sovereign regional player, as part of a broad and interconnected regional strategy being rolled out even as it is formulated. Special envoy George J. Mitchell is about to begin his second visit to Israel and the Palestinian territories, and Obama has promised direct presidential involvement in forging a lasting peace. 

Last week, Obama announced the deployment of 17,000 additional U.S. troops to Afghanistan. His budget pledged significantly more money for Pakistan, and the administration has launched a high-level review to formulate one overarching strategy toward both countries. 

In Washington last week, special envoy Richard C. Holbrooke orchestrated the most sustained and substantive dialogue between top officials of the two often-estranged countries that they have ever had with each other or with the United States. 

Under Obama, the CIA is serving as hopeful midwife to a new intelligence relationship between Pakistan and India, designed to end their distraction with each other and refocus Islamabad's attention on the Taliban and al-Qaeda. 

Another new envoy, Dennis Ross, has been named to explore ways to begin a dialogue with Tehran, even as Obama yesterday pledged to "use all elements of American power to prevent Iran from developing a nuclear weapon." 

But full realization of those expansive plans depends on cleaning up the Iraq problem that has drained U.S. troops, treasure and attention for so many years. 

***POLITICS***

Withdrawal key to Obama credibility

Failure to withdraw perceived as a flip-flop, goes against past Congressional precedent

Geoffrey Millard, Army National Guard of the United States, October 29, 2009, Iraq Veterans Against the War, “Congress affirms Iraq withdrawal date of December 31, 2011,” http://www.ivaw.org/membersspeak/congress-affirms-iraq-withdrawal-date-december-31-2011, RG

With final action in the Senate today, Congress has approved legislation that formally recognizes the U.S. obligation to withdraw from Iraq and requires the Pentagon to provide quarterly reports on the progress of that withdrawal. This is the first time since the invasion of Iraq in 2003 that Congress has passed legislation that affirms that the United States is committed to leaving Iraq by a specific date, two national Quaker organizations, the American Friends Service Committee (AFSC) and the Friends Committee on National Legislation (FCNL) said today. “We congratulate Senate Armed Services Chairman Carl Levin and House Armed Services Chairman Ike Skelton for including this important milestone in the 2010 military authorization bill,” said Raed Jarrar, the Iraq consultant for AFSC. “The U.S.-Iraq bilateral agreement is so central to public discourse in Iraq, but too often forgotten in the U.S.” The United States and Iraq signed a bilateral agreement in November 2008 that commits the United States to withdraw all military forces from Iraq by December 31, 2011. When President Obama signs the bill given final approval by the Senate today it will require the Pentagon to report to Congress every three months on progress to withdraw all U.S. troops, withdraw or transfer to Iraqi authorities all military equipment, close down or transfer to Iraqi authorities military bases, and release or transfer to Iraqi authorities all Iraqi detainees before the December 31, 2011 deadline. “The first congressional effort to signal support for complete withdrawal was the ban on establishing permanent bases in Iraq,” said Jim Fine, the Legislative Secretary on Foreign Policy at the Friends Committee on National Legislation. “Now the Pentagon will issue month by month reports on the progress made to close down bases or transfer them to the Iraqi government, which adds new teeth to this historic provision.” When signed into law, Congress will have established unprecedented oversight of the progress made towards complete withdrawal from Iraq. 
Politics—Withdrawal popular

Withdrawal key to Obama political victory—reassures liberal base

Peter Feaver, professor of political science at Duke University, Ph.D. in Government, Harvard University, April 28, 2010, Foreign Policy, “What’s dictating the Iraq withdrawal timeline?,” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/28/whats_dictating_the_iraq_withdrawal_timeline, RG

The article dangles tantalizingly the possibility that it is the American political calendar that is dictating the timeline now: "... with his liberal base angry at the Afghan troop buildup, any delay of the Iraq drawdown could provoke more consternation on the left." It is hard to predict where August will fall in the Iraqi political trajectory, but it is a rock-solid certainty that August comes comfortably before the U.S. midterm election. The reporters are right that letting the August deadline slide could pose an enormous political headache for an administration already struggling to mobilize its base when the national mood favors the Republicans. But a failure to heed the situation on the ground in Iraq would, I suspect, pose much greater headaches down the road for the administration so I fervently hope that the U.S. midterm elections are not dictating the timeline. 

Maintaining withdrawal deadline key to Obama getting Democrats’ support

Peter Baker, staff writer, and Rod Nordland, staff writer, April 27, 2010, New York Times, “Obama sticks to a deadline in Iraq,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/28/world/middleeast/28iraq.html?_r=1&ref=todayspaper, RG

“We see no indications now that our planning needs to be adjusted,” said Ben Rhodes, a deputy national security adviser to Mr. Obama. “We did anticipate an extended period of government formation,” and recent Iraqi-led missions that have killed leaders of Al Qaeda in Iraq show “their growing capacity to provide for security, which of course is critical to ending our combat mission at the end of August.” While Mr. Obama has not convened a full-scale meeting on Iraq lately, Mr. Rhodes noted that Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr., who manages Iraq policy, does hold such meetings regularly and keeps Mr. Obama informed. “It’s something that he’s obviously regularly engaged in,” Mr. Rhodes said of the president. For Mr. Obama, shifting the deadline would prove complicated for both logistical and political reasons. As he pulls troops out of Iraq, he has been sending more to Afghanistan, putting pressure on the armed forces. And with his liberal base angry at the Afghan troop buildup, any delay of the Iraq drawdown could provoke more consternation on the left. 
Politics—Plan Unpopular

Plan unpopular—Democrats criticize speed, number of residual forces remaining past deadline

Danielle Pletka, Philadelphia Inquirer, March 8, 2009, “American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, “Gauging Merits of Iraqi Withdrawal,” http://www.aei.org/article/100194, RG

On Feb. 27, President Obama announced his plan for an Iraq withdrawal--"how the war in Iraq will end"--at Camp Lejeune. The president outlined a transitional withdrawal that will "end" combat operations by Aug. 31, 2010, leaving a "residual" force of 35,000 to 50,000 troops that would be engaged in force protection, counterterrorism, and training until the end of 2011, at which time all troops would leave.

Some have criticized the pace of withdrawal and the size of the "residual" force. Indeed, after a private meeting with the president, Democratic members of Congress went out of their way to bad-mouth the plan. In contrast, Republicans, including John McCain, were publicly supportive.

In Washington, eliciting cautious approval from political opponents is what passes for bipartisanship, and among some supporters of the Iraq war, condemnations from House Speaker Nancy Pelosi and Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid constitute confirmation that Obama's plan is a sound one. But the plan deserves to be judged on the merits, gauging whether it protects hard-fought gains, contributes toward long-term stability, and serves U.S. interests in the Middle East. None of that is yet clear.


Politics—Plan Unpopular

Plan unpopular—renewed conflict makes withdrawal seem premature

The Hill, May 31, 2010, Michael O’Brien, “American’s Split on Iraq Withdrawal If Conditions for Pullout Aren’t Right,” http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/100719-americans-split-on-iraq-withdrawal-if-conditions-arent-right, RG

Americans are virtually split over whether or not President Barack Obama should withdraw troops from Iraq in August as planned if that nation still suffers from violence and political instability. 51 percent of voters said they would favor the president pushing ahead with his plan to withdraw most troops from Iraq even if there is widespread violence and a lack of a stable government at that time, a CNN/Opinion Research poll released Monday found. 48 percent would oppose removing U.S. troops, well within the 4.5 percent margin of error for that question in the poll. Obama announced in February of 2009 a staged drawdown of U.S. troops in Iraq set for August of this year, though his administration has left wiggle room in that timetable based on conditions on the ground. The current plan would withdraw all but 35,000 to 50,000 troops from Iraq in August, the remainder of which would steadily leave Iraq through the end of 2011. Republicans had criticized such a timetable when it was first announced, arguing it would put terror and political groups in Iraq that oppose the United States on notice about the military's intentions. Also making the withdrawal more difficult were the controversial March elections, which were marked by violence and allegations of fraud. 

Politics—Plan Popular

Plan popular—adhering to the deadline has bipartisan support

New York Times, February 27, 2009, Peter Baker, staff writer, “With Pledges to Troops and Iraqis, Obama Details Pullout,” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/28/washington/28troops.html, RG

But it also marked a sharp change in America’s attitude about Iraq after years of wrenching debate over war and peace. Despite some grumbling on the left and right, Mr. Obama’s pullout plan generated support across party lines on Friday, including from his rival in last year’s election and advisers to his predecessor, indicating an emerging consensus behind a gradual but firm exit from Iraq. The plan will withdraw most of the 142,000 troops now in Iraq by the summer of next year, leaving 35,000 to 50,000 to train and advise Iraqi security forces, hunt terrorist cells and protect American civilian and military personnel. Those “transitional forces” will leave by 2011 in accordance with a strategic agreement negotiated by President George W. Bush before he left office. “Let me say this as plainly as I can,” Mr. Obama said. “By August 31, 2010, our combat mission in Iraq will end.” He added: “I intend to remove all U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of 2011. We will complete this transition to Iraqi responsibility, and we will bring our troops home with the honor that they have earned.” Mr. Obama presented his plan at the same base where, in April 2003, with American forces nearing Baghdad, Mr. Bush declared that “we will accept nothing less than complete and final victory.” Nearly six years, more than 4,200 military deaths, tens of thousands of civilian deaths and $657 billion later, the definition of victory has evolved. If the uneasy but relatively democratic Iraq that is emerging counts as a victory of sorts, it proved to be longer, bloodier and more damaging to America’s reputation than anticipated. At the same time, the consensus behind Mr. Obama’s plan may stem in part from the subsiding violence since Mr. Bush changed strategies and sent more troops in January 2007, a shift that the new president, who opposed it, did not directly address in his speech. The urgency on the left to pull out faster has eased as casualties have fallen, while the imperative on the right to stay has waned with the successes of the last two years. Republicans who backed Mr. Obama on the issue said he owed his ability to pull out to the troop buildup. “The dramatic success of the surge strategy has enabled us to move from a discussion about whether the United States could bear the catastrophic consequences of failure in Iraq, to planning the way in which to consolidate success there,” Senator John McCain of Arizona said. Mr. McCain, the former Republican presidential candidate who clashed sharply with Mr. Obama over the future of Iraq during the campaign last year, called the withdrawal “reasonable” and said he was “cautiously optimistic that the plan as laid out by the president can lead to success.” Former Bush aides called it the logical next step after his agreement to pull out by 2011. “The specific timing is only slightly different but consistent with the goal of helping Iraq become self-sufficient in providing its own security,” said Gordon D. Johndroe, Mr. Bush’s last national security spokesman. “This is possible because of the success of the surge.”
Politics—Plan Unpopular

Plan unpopular—Democrats criticize Obama for weakening withdrawal plan

CNN, February 27, 2009, “Democrats voice concerns on Obama’s Iraq drawdown plan,” http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/02/27/iraq.dems/index.html, RG
WASHINGTON (CNN) -- Top Democrats have expressed concern over President Obama's plan to draw down nearly two-thirds of U.S. forces in Iraq by August 2010, while some key Republicans are offering praise. 

At issue: Obama plans to leave between 35,000 to 50,000 residual forces in the war-torn country, serving in a training or advisory role to the Iraqi military. 

All U.S. troops have to be out of Iraq by December 31, 2011, under an agreement the Bush administration signed with the Iraqi government last year. There are currently 142,000 U.S. troops in Iraq. 

House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, D-California, indicated earlier this week that the residual force Obama is planning to leave in Iraq is too large. 

Pelosi on Wednesday told MSNBC's Rachel Maddow: "I don't know what the justification is for 50,000, a presence of 50,000 troops in Iraq. ... I do think that there's a need for some. I don't know that all of them have to be in [the] country."

Pelosi clarified her concerns after Obama announced the plan at an event Friday at Camp Lejeune, North Carolina. iReport.com: Do you think troops should be pulled, or should numbers increase? 

"As President Obama's Iraq policy is implemented, the remaining missions given to our remaining forces must be clearly defined and narrowly focused so that the number of troops needed to perform them is as small as possible," Pelosi said in a press release. "The president's decision means that the time has come at last for Iraq's own security forces to have the prime responsibility for Iraq's security." 

Rep. Lynn Woolsey, D-California, co-founder of the Out of Iraq House Caucus, was critical of the plan.
"I am deeply troubled by the suggestion that a force of 50,000 troops could remain in Iraq beyond this time frame," she said in a statement Friday. "Call such a troop level what you will, but such a large number can only be viewed by the Iraqi public as an enduring occupation force. This is unacceptable." 

Rep. Dennis Kucinich, D-Ohio, said that while he supports Obama's "step in the right direction," the new troop plan does not "go far enough."

"You cannot leave combat troops in a foreign country to conduct combat operations and call it the end of the war. You can't be in and out at the same time," Kucinich said in a release Friday.

And top Senate Democrats echoed some of their House colleagues' skepticism. "That's a little higher number than I expected," Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nevada, said Thursday.


Politics—Plan Unpopular

Plan unpopular—Democrats oppose drawdown, disagree with timeline

Dan Wilson, staff writer, February 27, 2009, Best Syndication Newspaper, “Democrats critical of Obama plan for Afghanistan and Iraq,” http://www.bestsyndication.com/?q=20090226_afghanistan_obamas_iraq_policy.htm, RG

During his campaign, Obama said he would withdrawal American forces from Iraq within 16 months. After conferring with his commanders he has extended that to 23 months. 

Not all troops will be pulled from Iraq. The plan is to leave 50,000 of the 142,000 troops currently there for training. On Wednesday House Speaker Nancy Polosi said she did not see any justification for leaving that many troops in Iraq. She says that 15,000 to 20,000 should be sufficient. 

Although most American approve of the new President, there are some in his own party who are criticizing his surge in Afghanistan. Others are critical of is plans for Iraq. In fact, the only Democratic leader who supports Obama’s Iraq drawdown proposal is Sen. Richard J. Durbin. 

Plan unpopular—ranking Dems oppose, Republicans skeptical

Weekly Standard, February 26, 2009, “A Democratic Uprising Over Obama’s Iraq Plan,” http://www.weeklystandard.com/weblogs/TWSFP/2009/02/a_democratic_uprising_over_oba.asp, RG

Roll Call's Emily Pierce writes that senior Democrats are expressing skepticism about Obama's reported plan to leave a residual force of 50,000 troops in Iraq:
Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) said the number is "a little higher than I expected." But he said he was heading to the White House for a briefing on Iraq later Thursday afternoon.

Similarly, Senate Democratic Conference Vice Chairman Charles Schumer (N.Y.) said, "50,000 is more than we thought would stay and we await the explanation for why that's needed."

CQ's Josh Rogin reports that some Democrats in the House are criticizing Obama's plan:

House Speaker Nancy Pelosi , D-Calif., suggested a smaller contingent of 15,000 to 20,000 troops, and said she wanted to study Obama's proposal. "I don't know what the justification is for the presence of 50,000 troops in Iraq," Pelosi told MSNBC on Wednesday.

House Defense Appropriations Subcommittee Chairman John P. Murtha , D-Pa., said only a complete withdrawal would suffice. "I don't think we need to leave anybody there," he said. "They have got to be on their own. Their presence alone makes them vulnerable."

Senate Armed Services Chairman Carl Levin , D-Mich., said his previous calculations had led him to believe that "a limited force, following the removal of all combat forces, of a size in the low tens of thousands would be adequate to meet the mission."

Not all anti-war Democrats were ready to criticize Obama's proposal. Appropriator James P. Moran , D-Va., said Obama's plan, as reported, meets the test of a gradual withdrawal. [...]

And Republicans are skeptical of Obama's plan:

Rep. John M. McHugh of New York, ranking Republican on the House Armed Services Committee, said that committing to a withdrawal timeline now, before the next round of Iraqi elections, was unwise. [...]

Sen. John McCain of Arizona, the ranking Republican on the Senate Armed Services Committee, said in an interview that he wanted a chance to study the plan. But in a speech Wednesday at the American Enterprise Institute, a conservative think tank, McCain warned, "We must avoid drawing down troop levels there too quickly or risk jeopardizing the hard-won security gains."

Sen. James M. Inhofe of Oklahoma, the committee's second-ranking Republican, called on Obama to explain the strategic rationale for the withdrawal, the logistical details for how it will be carried off, the risk of failure, and the impact on global operations.

"These are important questions that the president should address with his commanders on the ground, and truthfully explain to the American people, before he undertakes the complete drawdown of troops in Iraq," Inhofe said.


Politics—Plan Unpopular

Plan unpopular—perception of violence in Iraq kills support for withdrawal

CNN, May 29, 2010, “CNN Poll: Instability in Iraq Could Hurt Support for U.S. Withdrawal,” http://www.cnn.com/2010/US/05/29/poll.iraq.troop.withdrawal/index.html, RG
Washington (CNN) -- Support for President Obama's planned removal of U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of the August could drop significantly if Iraq cannot solve its current problems in time, according to a new national poll.

A CNN/Opinion Research Corp. survey released Saturday indicates that 64 percent of Americans favor the president's plan to keep just 50,000 U.S. troops in Iraq by the end of the summer, with 35 percent opposed.

But public approval of the plan falls to 51 percent if Iraq does not have a stable government by August and there is widespread violence at that time, with opposition rising to 48 percent.

"Support drops more than 20 points among Americans with a college education and among suburbanites," said CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. "But among people who never attended college, opinion barely changes. The same is true for people who live in rural areas."


Politics—Plan Popular (Republicans)

Plan popular with GOP—McCain, leading Republicans support

New York Times, February 26, 2009, Peter Baker, staff writer, “Iraq Withdrawal Plan Gains G.O.P. Support,” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/27/washington/27troops.html?fta=y, RG

WASHINGTON — President Obama won crucial backing on Thursday for his Iraq military withdrawal plan from leading Congressional Republicans, including Senator John McCain, the party’s presidential nominee, who spent much of last year debating the war with Mr. Obama. As the president prepared to fly to Camp Lejeune, N.C., on Friday to announce that he would pull combat forces out by August 2010 while leaving behind a residual force of 35,000 to 50,000 troops, he reassured Congressional leaders from both parties that his plan would not jeopardize hard-won stability in Iraq. But Republicans emerged from a meeting Thursday evening more supportive than several leading Democrats, who complained earlier in the day that the president was still leaving behind too many American forces. Mr. McCain said during the private White House meeting that he thought the withdrawal plan was thoughtful and well prepared, according to several people who were in the room. His spokeswoman, Brooke Buchanan, confirmed by e-mail on Thursday night that Mr. McCain is “supportive of the plan.” The convergence of Mr. Obama and Mr. McCain on Iraq would have seemed highly improbable just a few months ago, when they clashed harshly on the future of the American mission there. Mr. McCain accused Mr. Obama of being naïve and opposed his withdrawal plans. At one point, Mr. McCain said Mr. Obama “would rather lose a war than lose a campaign.” Even since the inauguration, Mr. McCain, who represents Arizona, has remained a tough opponent of Mr. Obama, at least on economic matters. But the two have come to a common ground of sorts on Iraq, the issue that once defined their rivalry. Mr. McCain’s views were echoed by other Republicans briefed in the State Dining Room by Mr. Obama, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates and Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Obama team told two dozen lawmakers from both parties that at least 90,000 of the 142,000 troops in Iraq would be withdrawn by August 2010 — 19 months after the president’s inauguration, or three months longer than the time frame he had outlined as a candidate.

Plan popular with Republicans—empirical support for phased out withdrawal

Greg Sargent, blogger for New York Magazine, The New York Observer, and the Washington Post, June 30, 2009, The Plum Line, “Poll: Three Quarters of Republicans Back Withdrawal from Iraq’s Cities,” http://theplumline.whorunsgov.com/president-obama/poll-three-quarters-of-republicans-favor-obamas-iraq-withdrawal-plan/, RG

Anyone else catch this stunning number in the new CNN poll on whether Americans favor withdrawal from Iraq’s cities? “This plan has widespread bipartisan support,” says CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. “Seventy two percent of Democrats and 74 percent of Republicans favor this move.” Can it really be that less than a year ago, one of the central arguments in American politics was over whether Obama’s plan to pull out of Iraq, rather than secure “victory” first, signaled that he was defeatist, weak, possibly unpatriotic, and generally unfit to defend the country? Update: There seems to be some debate over whether it’s fair to call the current withdrawal plan Obama’s plan. In narrow technical terms, it probably isn’t, so I’ve edited the above to clarify. That said, the basic point stands: Obama’s call for a withdrawal timetable — one that got him attacked relentlessly by Republican leaders during the campaign as weak, unfit to defend the country, and possibly anti-troops — helped produce today’s plan, and it now has the support of three fourths of Republicans. That’s the core point here, and we shouldn’t be distracted from it. Update: The poll actually asked about the plan to withdraw from Iraqi cities, so I’ve edited the above, but again, the broader point stands: This is a major step on the road to withdrawal, and three-fourths of Republicans back it.


Politics—Plan Popular (Public)

Plan popular with the public—the Surge reinforced security promises

Gallup, February 18, 2008, “Majority Still Favors Timetable for Troops Withdrawal,” http://www.gallup.com/poll/104398/majority-still-favors-timetable-troop-withdrawal.aspx, RG

PRINCETON, NJ -- Roughly one year after the United States began increasing the number of troops it has in Iraq, Americans give the "surge" their most positive assessment to date. Nevertheless, basic attitudes about the war are largely unchanged, including views about setting a timetable for U.S. troop withdrawal. The majority of Americans continue to favor a timetable for withdrawal, though relatively few favor a rapid withdrawal, similar to what Democratic presidential candidate Barack Obama is advocating. Six in 10 express opposition to the war effort more generally. The Feb. 8-10 USA Today/Gallup poll was conducted just before Secretary of Defense Robert Gates announced his probable support for a "pause" in U.S. troop withdrawals this summer after several brigades are removed as planned, which would result in the United States at least temporarily maintaining a troop force larger than pre-surge levels. Gates argues that a pause may be needed to evaluate whether the security gains made in Iraq can be maintained with smaller forces. According to the poll, 43% of Americans say the surge of U.S. troops in Iraq is making the situation there better, a slight increase from 40% in late November, but up more substantially from 34% in early November. This is the most positive review of the surge Gallup has measured since it began. Thirty-five percent now say the surge is not making much difference, and just 21% say it is making things worse.

***AT***

AT Oil Shocks/Instability

Only a risk of the link turn – current US forces do more hurt then harm

Bowman 8 - a major and strategic plans and policy officer in the U.S. Army.  As an assistant professor of American Politics, Policy, and Strategy and an academic counselor in the department of social sciences at the United States Military Academy at West Point (Bradley, Spring, “After Iraq: Future U.S. Military Posture in the Middle East” The Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/08spring/docs/08spring_bowman.pdf |JC), 

Eventually, the September 11 attacks, the 2003 U.S.-led invasion of Iraq, and the subsequent overthrow of Saddam led to a significant reduction in U.S. military forces in Saudi Arabia. Currently, the United States maintains more than 220,000 soldiers, sailors, and marines in Iraq and the GCC states: Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the UAE. The bulk of these forces reside in Iraq and Kuwait as part of Operation Iraqi Freedom. As of September 2007, the United States maintained more than three times as many military personnel in Bahrain, Oman, Saudi Arabia, Qatar, and the UAE than it did in 1989.21 Despite the U.S. military presence’s dramatic growth in the Middle East since 1989, the United States needs only a minimal military footprint to counter threats to its three key interests. First, to guarantee a reliable flow of oil from the Persian Gulf region, the United States must promote domestic stability and protect land-based infrastructure as well as maritime assets. With respect to domestic instability or revolution, the U.S. military plays a limited role. If domestic instability or revolution threatens an oil-producing government, this is most effectively confronted by the respective government. Although U.S. Special Forces and intelligence services may assist covertly, in nearly every conceivable scenario, existing U.S. bases and conventional military forces offer little assistance and may actually exacerbate conditions by fomenting radicalism and popular unrest against the U.S. military presence and the host government that condones it. The United States should take nonmilitary steps in advance of such crises. By significantly reducing the U.S. military footprint that often fuels radicalization and by using U.S. political and economic power to encourage oil-producing governments to diversify their economies, invest in their people, and progress gradually toward constitutional liberalism, the United States can reduce the likelihood of domestic instability or revolution that would threaten an oil-producing ally. The U.S. military also has only a minor role to play in the protection of land based oil infrastructure in friendly oil-producing nations. Other than the short term circumstances in Iraq, it is unnecessary and politically impractical for U.S. troops to guard oil wells, pipelines, or processing plants in Middle Eastern countries. As the failed February 2006 al Qaeda attack on the Saudi Abqaiq plant demonstrates, most oil-producing governments have already secured their oil infrastructure themselves by implementing comprehensive and effective security measures to protect this wellspring of their economies. Even though the February 2006 attack failed due to existing security measures, the Saudis decided to augment existing security dramatically by building a new 35,000-strong rapid reaction force to protect its energy installations from terrorist attacks. This new force already has around 9,000 personnel in training or already active and will likely reach its full strength in the next three to four years.22 This example demonstrates that the oil-producing governments of the Middle East have the means and the will to protect their land-based oil infrastructure without a U.S. military presence. Regarding assaults on maritime assets, if al Qaeda or Iran targeted offshore oil platforms or oil tankers, the U.S. military response would be naval. The U.S. Navy could either conduct these operations without bases in the Persian Gulf or utilize a single naval base in Bahrain or the UAE. Additional bases or ground troops would not be necessary to protect land-based infrastructure or maritime assets. If the United States believed more resources were needed, it could quickly and temporarily move naval or other assets to the region.

AT—Terrorism turns

No risk of terrorism—Iraqi security forces solve

James F. Dobbins, Director, International Security and Defense Policy Center, RAND Corporation, former assistant secretary of state and special envoy to Afghanistan, Fall 2009, Middle East Policy, “U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq: What are the Regional Implications?,” Washington, Vol. 16, Iss. 3, pg. 1, 27 pgs, http://marshallarmyrotc.org/documents/JamesFDobbinsetalUSWithdrawalfromIraq--WhatAretheRegionalImplicationsMiddleEastPolicyFal_001.pdf, RG

The second risk is that associated with al-Qaeda and other non-Iraqi terrorist groups that might seek to complicate the withdrawal, embarrass the United States in the course of the withdrawal, and plunge Iraq back into civil war. This risk, too, seems manageable as long as the major Iraqi groups themselves don't for one reason or another go back into conflict. The terrorist group al-Qaeda in Iraq seems to have been largely marginalized; they are much less active, and the Iraqi security forces are probably capable of dealing with them as long as they don't find support within the Sunni community. 

AT Plan --> Iran Nukes

We’ll just airstrike them from carriers

Bowman 8 - a major and strategic plans and policy officer in the U.S. Army.  As an assistant professor of American Politics, Policy, and Strategy and an academic counselor in the department of social sciences at the United States Military Academy at West Point (Bradley, Spring, “After Iraq: Future U.S. Military Posture in the Middle East” The Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/08spring/docs/08spring_bowman.pdf |JC), 

Some may attempt to justify an expansion of the U.S. military presence in the GCC states by arguing that a large network of U.S. bases manned by large quantities of U.S. troops would be necessary if the United States decided to attack Iran to prevent it from obtaining nuclear weapons.24 If Washington were to take this risky step, the most likely tactic would consist of precision strikes and limited incursions designed to eliminate Iranian nuclear facilities and retaliatory capabilities. The existing U.S. military infrastructure in the GCC is more than adequate to conduct and support such operations. Thus, even in the case of an ill-advised U.S. attack on Iran, an expansion of the U.S. military presence in the GCC states is not necessary.25 The U.S. military could launch these attacks from vessels in adjacent waters and from one or two air force bases on the periphery of the Middle East. If additional troops were required, the United States could quickly move them into the region from Europe or other locations, taking advantage of the increasing mobility and expeditionary nature of the U.S. military. These ground troops could arrive in a matter of hours or days and could quickly put into operation prepositioned equipment discretely stored throughout the region.

AT Condition Withdrawal on Conditions on the Ground CP

Conditioning withdrawal on conditions on the ground fails – prolongs our stay and destabilizes Iraq

Raed Jarrar Iraqi-born political analyst, and a Senior Fellow with Peace Action based in Washington, DC. May 26, 2010 (“ Don’t Reward Violence in Iraq by Extending US Troop Withdrawal Deadline” http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/05/26-1 |JC)

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. 

Withdrawal based on conditions destroys US credibility and justifies future intervention 

Jarrar, Iraqi-born political analyst, and a Senior Fellow with Peace Action based in Washington, DC, 3-4-2010 (Raed, “A Military Coup in Iraq?” http://www.truth-out.org/a-military-coup-iraq57374 |JC)

There is a high probability that Iraq will face a political meltdown after these elections. There is also the possibility, if al-Iraqiya wins the elections, that ISCI and other ruling parties backed by the Iranian government might stage a military coup. Most Iraqis would agree that the upcoming months will most probably bear a lot of bad news. However, for the US, this should not affect withdrawal plans. There are two approaching deadlines for the US withdrawal from Iraq: President Obama's plan to withdraw all combat forces and end combat operations by August 31 of this year and the US-Iraq bilateral security agreement's deadline for all troops to withdraw by December 31, 2011. Both these deadlines are time-based, as opposed to the Bush-era's condition-based benchmarks. Last month, the Pentagon submitted its first official request to approve "contingency plans" to delay the combat forces withdrawal this year in case conditions on the ground deteriorate. The plan has caused a wave of panic in Iraq, and even concern in the US that President Obama might be breaking his promises. Going back to a condition-based withdrawal plan would not only further diminish US credibility worldwide, but it would also lead to more deterioration and destruction in Iraq. Linking the US withdrawal to conditions on the ground creates an equation by which further deterioration in Iraq will automatically lead to prolonging the US military presence. Some groups, like the Iraqi ruling parties, want the US 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 US stuck in the current quagmire, and would love to see the US continue to lose blood, treasure and reputation in Iraq. Linking the withdrawal to conditions on the ground would be an open invitation to those who want to ensure an endless war. The situation in Iraq is horrible, and it will most likely deteriorate further this year, but that should not be used as an excuse to delay or cancel the US withdrawal from the country. Prolonging the occupation will not fix what the occupation has broken, and extending the US military intervention will not help protect Iraq from other interventions. The only way we can help Iraq and Iraqis is to first withdraw from the country, and then do our best to help them help themselves - without interfering in their domestic issues.
AT—Redeployment DA

Withdrawal from Iraq won’t cause troop shift—U.S. distances itself from the Middle East

James F. Dobbins, Director, International Security and Defense Policy Center, RAND Corporation, former assistant secretary of state and special envoy to Afghanistan, Fall 2009, Middle East Policy, “U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq: What are the Regional Implications?,” Washington, Vol. 16, Iss. 3, pg. 1, 27 pgs, http://marshallarmyrotc.org/documents/JamesFDobbinsetalUSWithdrawalfromIraq--WhatAretheRegionalImplicationsMiddleEastPolicyFal_001.pdf, RG

There is some thought that we might withdraw from Iraq but go somewhere else in the region. As a practical matter, there is nobody else who is going to accept a large number of American troops. So we're not going to put 100,000 troops or anything close to that anywhere else in the region. We will continue to maintain a major offshore presence, and perhaps some headquarters and refueling and other capabilities in the region. But this is a withdrawal not just from Iraq. It is a withdrawal from the Middle East in terms of large- scale ground-combat forces, so we do need to think about what that means for the geopolitics of the region as a whole. This is an opportunity to engage those countries in a multilateral dialogue in which they talk to each other more candidly than they have to date about what things can look like. 

Troops would come home—Obama’s commitment, public pressure

CNN, February 27, 2009, “Obama: U.S. to withdraw most Iraq troops by August 2010,” http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/02/27/obama.troops/index.html, RG

WASHINGTON (CNN) -- President Obama said Friday he plans to withdraw most U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of August 2010.
Between 35,000 to 50,000 troops will remain in Iraq, he said. They would be withdrawn gradually until all U.S. forces are out of Iraq by December 31, 2011 -- the deadline set under an agreement the Bush administration signed with the Iraqi government last year.

"Let me say this as plainly as I can: By August 31, 2010, our combat mission in Iraq will end," Obama said in a speech at Camp Lejeune, North Carolina.

"By any measure, this has already been a long war," Obama said. It is time to "bring our troops home with the honor they have earned." 

Obama's trip to Camp Lejeune, a Marine Corps base, was his first trip to a military base since being sworn in. 

Administration officials, who briefed reporters on the plan, said the remaining troops would take on advisory roles in training and equipping Iraqi forces, supporting civilian operations in Iraq and conducting targeted counterterrorism missions, which would include some combat.

Most troops would be redeployed in various occupations—no one location would be targeted

Lawrence J. Korb, et. al, Max A. Bergmann, Sean E. Duggan, Peter M. Juul, September 2007, Center for American Progress, “How to Redeploy,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2007/08/redeploy_report.html, RG 

Nor would we leave the region entirely. To maintain an offensive and deter- rent capability in the region, U.S. troops would temporarily station 8,000 to 10,000 troops (two brigades plus support and command elements) in the Kurdish region of northern Iraq for one year to prevent the outbreak of Turkish-Kurd violence and protect that region of the country from Iraq’s multiple civil conflicts. Marine Corps units would be tasked to provide security for personnel at the U.S. embassy. Another ground brigade and tactical air wing would be based in Kuwait. These forces would be backed up by a carrier battle group and a Marine expe- ditionary force in the Persian Gulf. Lo- gistical support will be provided by air to minimize the necessary ground footprint in northern Iraq. Our existing bases in Qatar, Bahrain, and the United Arab Emirates will also be maintained to en- sure security in the region and reinforce our commitment to our allies.  
AT—Redeployment DA
No redeployment—stress on troops means they’d be given leave, sent home, or only partake in training

Nacy A. Yousseff, staff writer, March 22, 2010, McClatchy Newspapers, “Iraq withdrawal payoff: More time at home for Marines,” http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2010/03/22/90847/as-us-winds-down-in-iraq-troops.html, RG

WASHINGTON — Beginning this fall, the Marine Corps will guarantee nearly all Marines 14 months at home for every seven months they spend in war zones, the first payoff for service members of the United States' diminishing military presence in Iraq. 

The Army hopes to make a similar change by the end of 2011, guaranteeing soldiers two years at home for every year they're in war zones.

The change is the first concrete sign that the stress on the U.S. military caused by the years-long engagements in Iraq and Afghanistan is beginning to ease. 

The lack of time at home between repeated combat tours — what military planners call "dwell time" — has been blamed for exacerbating a range of woes, including higher rates of suicide, divorce and domestic violence among returning troops and a record-high suicide rate in the Army.

More time at home between combat tours also will allow the military to address what commanders say is a huge backlog in training that's left forces with little preparation for events that once were considered routine. For example, many Marines, who are expected to move from sea to land, have never been on a ship; instead, they've been on the ground in Iraq and Afghanistan.

AT: Heg DA

Iraq is causing overstretch 

NY Times, July 21. 2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/22/opinion/22thu1.html?partner=rssnyt&emc=rss, PK
American combat troops are on target to leave Iraq by the end of August. President Obama — with the backing of his generals — is right to keep to his timetable, despite a recent series of bloody attacks by insurgents. 

The United States, whose forces are now heavily engaged in Afghanistan, needs to relieve some of the strain on its overstretched military. After seven years, it is time for the Iraqis to take responsibility for their own security. They seem increasingly able to do so, although the country will likely be a violent place for years to come. 

After Aug. 31, there will still be 50,000 American troops in Iraq, advising the Iraqi military and providing backup. All American troops are supposed to be gone by the end of next year. That makes it even more urgent for Iraq’s leaders to get on with running their country. 

Military overstretch allows countries to overthrow US hegemony 
Christopher Layne, PhD is Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University. International Security, Volume 34, Number 1, 2009
U.S. strategic retrenchment would enable rising powers to significantly narrow the current military gap between them and the United States. Brooks and Wohlforth argue that the rise of a single peer competitor capable of challenging the United States globally is unlikely. They overlook, however, other geopolitical mechanisms that can bring U.S. primacy to an end. At the turn of the twentieth century, Britain’s hegemony ended because London lacked the resources to cope with the simultaneous challenges mounted by regional great powers to its interests in Europe, Asia, and North America and also to deal with wars of empire such as the Boer War—not because it was challenged by a single great power globally. In coming years, there is a good chance that an increasingly overstretched United States could see its hegemony overthrown by a similar process. On Britain’s decline, see Aaron Friedberg, Weary Titan: Britain and the Experience of Relative Decline, 1895–1905 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1988); Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of British Naval Mastery; C.J. Lowe and M.L. Dockrill, The Mirage of Power, Vol. 1: British Foreign Policy, 1902–1914 (London: Routledge, 1972); and Correlli Barnett, The Collapse of British Power (New York: William Morrow, 1972).

***NEG***
Turns

Withdrawal perpetuates the Sunni- Shi’i conflict

BBC Monitoring Europe, 7/4/09, "Turkish paper examines nation-building in Iraq accompanying US withdrawal", lexis, PK
 

It would be pure naivety to assume that America's withdrawal is going to be problem free. The wounds caused by the war are still deep and fresh. Iraq society is still not centred around any "national Iraqi identity." Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki who advocates strengthening Baghdad against the federalists, always pursues supra-sectarian policies. The Sunni-Shi'i conflict, which has cost tens of thousands of lives, is continuing at varying levels of intensity. The Sunni-Shi'i rift, which dates back to the time of St Ali, has never been this bloody in many centuries. The biggest mistake made by the Bush administration was to try and govern the country along ethic and sectarian lines. The sectarian conflict that began in Iraq has now spread to the Middle East and even to Pakistan and Afghanistan.

Withdrawal based off SOFA will result in a security vacuum, perpetuating terrorism and sectarian warfare

Philadelphia Inquirer, Trudy Rubin; Inquirer Columnist, 4/22/10, "Worldview: Iraq's politics still unsettled; Progress is fragile as the country's leaders struggle to form a government.", lexis, PK

Yet, as the United States prepares to pull out all combat forces and reduce troop levels to 50,000 by August, Iraqis worry about a security vacuum - and a political vacuum. "If we don't get it right in the next couple of months, if Iraqiya feels cheated," Zebari worried, "we could go back to violence, and the country could be split." Although U.S. and Iraqi forces killed three key leaders of al-Qaeda in Mesopotamia this week, Zebari believes Sunni extremists will keep trying to reignite sectarian warfare. He said the country was recently alerted that terrorists might fly an aircraft into a holy Shiite shrine. For anyone who saw Baghdad at its worst, there are grounds to hope the country will muddle through this period. When I asked Gen. Ray Odierno, the U.S. commander in Iraq, for his prediction, he said, "I think there's still within the population [some desire] for retribution, but nowhere near the level of 2006-2007. The population is tired of it, and the [Iraqi] army is becoming more professional." "If we leave by 2011," said Odierno, referring to the date set by the U.S.-Iraqi Status Of Forces Agreement, "the minimum capability we've given [Iraqi forces] won't let anyone fill the security vacuum." Yet he, too, has concerns about the potential political vacuum as Iraqis struggle to develop their version of a democratic system. Neighboring Iran and Saudi Arabia, among others, are eager to exert influence - not necessarily for good.

Plan can’t solve Iraqi stability- too many fundamental problems 

BBC Monitoring Europe, 7/4/09, "Turkish paper examines nation-building in Iraq accompanying US withdrawal", lexis, PK

The Iraqi Kurds have begun to take sides in these tensions over the past two years. Erbil regards Baghdad as the centre of Arab tyranny. Some Kurds even go so far as to call this "Arab imperialism." The rift with Baghdad is not simply the result of the failure to pass the oil bill or not leaving Kirkuk in the hands of the Kurds. The real problem stems from the Kurds …card continues wanting to maintain the extraordinary privileges they secured in 2003 once the Jan 2010 elections are over. Apart from the Kurds everyone else thinks that these privileges have created question marks over Iraq's territorial integrity. Up until now the Americans had given the Kurds a blank check, but they have now withdrawn that support. Mas'ud Barzani is less than happy and feels himself trapped inside Iraqi politics. While the American troops are pulling out a new process of "creating Iraqis" needs to begin in the country. Who is going to do this? Without doubt the Iraqis themselves. However, Iraq cannot do this alone because there are other schemes at play centring on Iraq. New alliances are being formed in order to reduce Iran's influence in Iraq and the region. Clearly, Iran is not going to accept this quietly. What the Americans expect in Iraq is an increase in "Arab influence" by which I mean the Sunni Arab states getting into contact with Iraqi groups and developing both economic and diplomatic relations. But which Sunni Arab country is going to do this? Any relationship with the Shi'i groups in Iraq means having to normalize relations with the Shi'i groups in their own countries. The Arab countries are not yet ready for this. Therefore, Turkey has some important tasks to perform. The establishment of "a greater national consensus" in Iraq depends on all the groups - Shi'i, Sunni, Turkoman, Christian etc - feeling safe and feeling like they belong to Iraq. Turkey is working really hard to this end. The Iraqis express this at every opportunity. However, is not going to be in the least bit easy to rebuild an Iraq where ethnic and sectarian identities all mean something within an overall Iraqi national identity.
Turns
US troop withdrawal will tip Iraq back into wide spread violence
Reuters, July 22, 2008, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSL0236543520080722

McCain himself appeared to leave the door open on Monday to a large-scale drawdown of U.S. troops in the next two years if conditions on the ground were suitable, saying success had made it possible for troops to return home.
His spokesman said the senator's comments did not reflect a shift in position. McCain has long argued against setting a timetable for a U.S. troop withdrawal.

Some Iraqis believe their security forces are not ready and that a premature removal of U.S. troops in Iraq could tip the country back into widespread violence.

Heg/Iran Link

Withdrawal causes our allies to question US resolve while enabling Iranian expansion and destabilizing the region

James Carafano, and James Phillips  3 – Carafano is Assistant Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom avis Institute for International Studies and Senior Research Fellow in the ouglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies and Phillips is Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs in the Allison Center at The Heritage Foundation, (., 28 08, “Iraq: Pause in Troop Drawdown Makes Sense”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2008/03/Iraq-Pause-in-Troop-Drawdown-Makes-Sense |JC) 

U.S. Forces Are Needed The U.S. military presence is an indispensable stabilizing force; its effective employment in training and supporting Iraqi security forces, defeating al-Qaeda, and improving security conditions so that refugees can return to their homes is important in helping the Iraqis achieve peace and stability. While the long-term presence of American combat troops is not in the interests of the United States or the Iraqi government, how U.S. troops leave Iraq (when the country is clearly on the path to peace and stability) is much more important than when the troops come home. The Bush Administration and Congress should fully support the recommendation on force levels from the commander on the ground. The fighting in Basra has clearly revealed the continuing dependence of Iraqi security forces on American forces, which were drawn more deeply into the fighting after the Iraqi government offensive bogged down. The Basra violence also exposed the vicious jockeying of rival Shiite political parties that reflexively mix politics with the brazen use of force as a bargaining tool. Iraq's government, dominated by Prime Minister Maliki's own Dawa Party and the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq, now has come down hard on the Mahdi Army militia of the radical cleric Moqtada al-Sadr and an assortment of criminal gangs that have flourished in the chaotic environment created by the premature withdrawal of British troops from Basra. Moqtada al-Sadr thus far remains curiously detached from the conflict. He remains in seclusion, reportedly in neighboring Iran, where he ostensibly is receiving religious training to burnish his limited scholarly credentials. Rumored to be in ill-health, he appears to be increasingly indecisive and is losing control of his own Mahdi Army militia. While many of his own militia commanders publicly call for the end of the cease-fire he proclaimed last year, al-Sadr has yet to declare himself on that important issue. The longer the fighting in Basra persists, the greater the chances that the Mahdi Army will revert to its previous armed opposition to the Iraqi government and coalition forces. U.S. Interests Winning in Iraq and helping the Iraqis get on the road to peace and stability is clearly in America's interest. The eruption of a full-blown civil war in Iraq and a wide-spread humanitarian crisis could further destabilize the region. Abandoning the people of Iraq would enable Iran's regional expansion and al-Qaeda's effort to establish a sanctuary in the heart of the Middle East. Turning its back on Iraq would lead America's other friends and allies, including those trying to finish-off al-Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan, to question American commitment and resolve. Finally, a stable and prosperous Iraq would do much to stimulate progress throughout the region or at least help to prevent it from becoming even more unstable. There is no way to achieve these important goals without patiently maintaining a strong American military presence on the ground for at least several years to come. The Bush Administration and Congress must give the commander on the ground the resources to get the job done. Both should weigh carefully the recommendations of General Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker when they testify before Congress next month.

Iran terror/relations

Withdrawal is perceived as surrender

AP 10 (ASSOCIATED PRESS 7/13/10, “US fears Iranian-backed attacks in Iraq”, http://www.jpost.com/International/Article.aspx?id=181323 |JC), 

The US increased security at its Iraqi bases in response to threats by Iranian-backed terrorists, said Gen. Ray Odierno Tuesday. Odierno, the top US general in Iraq, said the Iranian threat to US forces has increased as Tehran looks to boost its political and economic influence in Iraq in the face of a decreasing U.S. military presence. "There's a very consistent threat from Iranian surrogates operating in Iraq," and security has been stepped up at some US bases, Odierno told reporters in Baghdad. He added that joint operations with Iraqi forces against suspected Iranian-sponsored insurgents have also been increased, while the scheduled withdrawal proceeds apace. Though no attacks have yet occurred, said Odierno, there was credible intelligence some Iranian-backed groups were planning strikes on US forces. Odierno said militants were hoping to make propaganda out of attacks on withdrawing U.S. troops to make it seem as though they were being driven out. "For years, these groups have been talking about attacking U.S. forces to force them to leave," Odierno said. The U.S. has been wary of Iran's growing influence in Iraq and the two countries remain at odds over Tehran's nuclear program. Since the U.S.-led invasion in 2003 toppled Saddam Hussein's regime, the Islamic republic has capitalized on centuries-old religious and cultural ties to secure greater leverage in Iraq, becoming its biggest trading partner and an important consultant to the Shiite-led governments. The U.S. has long argued that Iran is sponsoring Shiite insurgents attacking American troops operating in the country, a charge Iran denies. While connections between certain groups of Shiite militants in Iraq and the government in Tehran were "always very convoluted," Odierno said that at least some have ties to the powerful Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps, a heavily armed paramilitary force tasked with protecting the clerical regime. "Whether they are connected to the Iranian government, we can argue about that," Odierno said. "But they are clearly connected to the IRGC.”

GCC Assurance CP

Bowman 8 - a major and strategic plans and policy officer in the U.S. Army.  As an assistant professor of American Politics, Policy, and Strategy and an academic counselor in the department of social sciences at the United States Military Academy at West Point (Bradley, Spring, “After Iraq: Future U.S. Military Posture in the Middle East” The Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/08spring/docs/08spring_bowman.pdf |JC), 

As the bulk of U.S. military forces depart Iraq, some U.S. policymakers and military planners may seek to accomplish U.S. objectives by expanding the U.S. military presence in the GCC states. Yet even in the case of a U.S. failure in Iraq, expanding the U.S. military footprint in the GCC states would be unnecessary and unwise. The United States can deter Iran and restore the confidence of its GCC allies without expanding military bases by taking five steps: reassuring the GCC states; following through on arms sales commitments; maintaining low-profile, pre-positioned equipment stocks; conducting carefully planned military exercises; and working to develop a security architecture for the region. First, U.S. political leaders and diplomats must explicitly and repeatedly reiterate to the governments of the six GCC states that Washington will not abandon its friends in the region, regardless of the outcome in Iraq. The United States should emphasize its long-term commitment to the security and independence of the GCC states and its eagerness to provide the security assistance required to address any future threats that may emerge, including those from Iran. These assurances, however, should not take the form of an anti-Iranian alliance. Such an approach would increase Iranian desires for a nuclear weapon and the long-term need for a costly and unsustainable U.S. security presence in the Middle East. Careful diplomacy can simultaneously reassure Arab allies without increasing Iranian insecurity. Second, the United States should demonstrate the sincerity of these reassurances by following through on arms sales commitments to these states. As part of the Gulf Security Dialogue, the Bush administration has sought to sell approximately $20 billion worth of weapons to Arab states in order to bolster their defenses in the face of Iranian assertiveness. Some members of Congress have expressed legitimate concerns regarding the qualitative military advantage of Israel and some of the weapons included in proposed arms packages. These representatives worry that Arab states such as Saudi Arabia that seek technological advanced U.S. weapons to protect against Iran might actually use these weapons against Israel. Those concerned subsequently seek to sell some weapons to states like Saudi Arabia while denying them any weapons that would give them a military advantage over Israel.35 Yet, if Congress stalls or rejects the Bush administration’s efforts to sell select U.S. military systems to Arab allies, it will confirm growing perceptions that Washington is an unreliable security partner. This is especially true in the case of missile defense systems. A failure in Iraq, combined with an unwillingness to sell GCC states the military hardware necessary to protect themselves from a growing Iranian threat, could have serious consequences for U.S. interests as well as for U.S. bilateral relations with the GCC countries. Yet, the United States should go about these arms sales in a judicious manner. If these arms sales are not accompanied by a genuine offer to Iran to resolve competing interests through diplomacy, arming the Arab states will only exacerbate cross-gulf tensions. Third, the United States should maintain and perhaps expand in a few instances stocks of pre-positioned equipment in various GCC states. In order to maintain the lowest profile possible, these stocks should be maintained and secured by U.S. civilian contractors and located far from population centers. Eventually, pre-positioned stocks should replace, not augment, the permanent basing of ground troops in the region. Fourth, the United States can assure its friends and deter Iran without increasing its military presence in the region by periodically conducting largescale, well-publicized naval and air force exercises with GCC militaries away from population centers. Without increasing the U.S. military presence, these periodic exercises would remind Iran that the United States can quickly bring military capabilities to the region that would make Iranian aggression unwise. Finally, the United States should use its influence in the region to develop a Gulf security architecture. A formal security architecture would improve security in the region and further reduce the need for a U.S. military presence that often serves as a source of radicalization. This architecture should seek to include the GCC states and Iraq, as well as Iran. Major powers or oil importers such as China, the European Union, Japan, Russia, and the United States could participate in a formal observer status. Rather than serving as an alliance against Iran, this security architecture would include Iran and represent a forum to address issues of common concern.

Stable now

Mulrine 10 (Anna, July 8, “Iraqi Forces Ready for U.S. Withdrawal Military officials say a lot of progress has been made”, http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2010/07/08/iraqi-forces-ready-for-us-withdrawal.html |JC)

Iraqi security forces are well prepared for the withdrawal of the last of the U.S. combat troops from the country on Sept. 1, which will mark the completion of the transition from combat to stability operations, according to senior U.S. military officials. In areas across Iraq, U.S. troops continue to pull out. The 3rd Infantry Division has gone from 22,000 U.S. troops to 15,000 in nine months, according to Col. Thomas James, the division's chief of staff. What's more, of the 41 U.S. bases that were operating in the north of the country as recently as last November, only eight remain open. James estimated that extremist enemy forces currently comprise less than one percent of the total population, thanks to the increased capabilities of Iraqi security forces. As a result, these extremist forces have seen "a reduction in their command and control and capability of conducting coherent attacks," he added. "To see the progress that has occurred, and to see civil capability starting to grow and to see markets starting to flourish, and compare that to our prior rotation, I think really, really builds morale," James said in a roundtable with defense writers. "The best way I see it is that [Iraqi security forces] are capable of handling the existing threat right now, which will buy them time to be able to work towards [handling] a larger threat to their country in the future."

Israel disad/oil disad

Withdrawal allows Israel to strike Iran and creates oil shocks

Ricks 10 – Pulitzer prize winner former reporter for the Wall Street Journal and Washington Post (Thomas, March 4, “Will Tehran push Baghdad to re-open the SOFA with the crusaders in 2011?”, http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/03/04/will_tehran_push_baghdad_to_re_open_the_sofa_with_the_crusaders_in_2011 |JC), 

Last night I was reading a very thorough analysis of Iraqi politics by Judith Yaphe, who has forgotten more about Iraq than I will ever know. She made one point in particular that struck me: Regardless of who wins the election, Baghdad will not have a military capable of defending it against external threats by the time the SOFA expires [at the end of 2011, when all U.S. military forces are supposed to be out of Iraq]. It will have no real control over its air space . . . . Think of that. On Jan. 1, 2012, when, some say, there will be no more Status of Forces Agreement, there really will be very little to prevent Israeli aircraft from zipping right through Iraqi air space and onto targets in Iran. And if American forces are out, no one can blame the Americans for allowing it to happen . . . . But if Iraq re-opens the SOFA and negotiates a substantial continued U.S. presence, the door for potential Israeli air strikes stays closed. I can just see the commander of the Quds Force telling Iraqi officials, "Hey, you got to get President Obama to have them stay." I also was struck by Yaphe's assessment of Iraq's oil future. Bluntly put, OPEC would just as soon Iraq stay out of the market as a supplier. If and when Iraq comes on line, she implies, oil prices are gonna plummet. Hence, "Iraq is . . . vulnerable to threats from neighbors seeking to thwart its export ambitions." So, it seems to me, Iran and Saudi Arabia both have an incentive to see continued turmoil in Iraq. Kuwait doesn't even need an excuse to find ways to undercut Iraq. (But I would like to open a bar in Kuwait one day called "The 19th Province.") Meanwhile, I see that Ms. Helene "Sugar Beach" Cooper and one of her posse have caught up, sort of, with my item from last week about Gen. Odierno asking for more combat troops in Iraq after the August deadline. She is a good soul so I am not gonna cavil about her taking a week to get it, sort of. But it isn't a "contingency plan," it was a request. 

Inherency 

Not inherent- Biden’s visit proves

Robert Dreyfuss, a Nation contributing editor, is an investigative journalist in Alexandria, Virginia, specializing in politics and national security.July 6, 10, http://www.thenation.com/blog/37089/biden-iraq-us-influence-shrinks-iran-gains, PK

The good news from Vice President Joe Biden's visit to Iraq for the Fourth of July is that the United States has reaffirmed its commitment to reducing US forces to 50,000 by next month, ending the US combat role, and pulling all of its remaining forces out of Iraq by the end of next year.

More ev

Yahoo News, 7/18/ 10, http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20100718/ap_on_go_pr_wh/us_us_iraq, PK

Vice President Joe Biden says the lengthy negotiations in the Iraqi government on power-sharing should not affect the scheduled withdrawal of U.S. troops. Biden tells ABC's "This Week" that those negotiations shouldn't prevent the U.S. from meeting its goals of ending the combat mission in August and reducing the number of troops to 50,000. Biden says there is a functioning Iraqi government and that Iraqis are providing their own security, with U.S. help.

NEG—Nuclear Iran Inevitable—Containment Solves

Nuclear Iran inevitable—but, U.S. deterrence solves threat

Bret Stephens, deputy editor of the Wall Street Journal’s editorial page, author of the paper’s Global View, a weekly column, July/August, 2010, Commentary Magazine, “Iran Cannot be Contained,” http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/iran-cannot-be-contained-15462, RG

Quietly within the foreign-policy machinery of the Obama administration—and quite openly in foreign-policy circles outside it—the idea is taking root that a nuclear Iran is probably inevitable and that the United States and its allies must begin to shift their attention from forestalling the outcome to preparing for its aftermath. According to this line of argument, the failure of the administration’s engagement efforts in 2009, followed by the likely failure of any effective sanctions efforts this year, allows for no other option but the long-term containment and deterrence of Iran, along the lines of the West’s policy toward the Soviet Union throughout the Cold War. As for the possibility of a U.S. or an Israeli military strike against Iran’s nuclear facilities, this is said to be no option at all: at best, say the advocates of containment, such strikes would merely delay the regime’s nuclear programs while giving it an alibi to consolidate its power at home and cause mayhem abroad. Whatever else might be said of this analysis, it certainly does not lack for influential proponents. “Deterrence worked with madmen like Mao, and with thugs like Stalin, and it will work with the calculating autocrats of Tehran,” writes Newsweek’s Fareed Zakaria. In a Foreign Affairs essay titled “After Iran Gets the Bomb,” analysts James Lindsay and Ray Takeyh echo that claim, saying that “even if Washington fails to prevent Iran from going nuclear, it can contain and mitigate the consequences.” Another believer is Zbigniew Brzezinski, President Carter’s national security adviser, who argues that while Iran “may be dangerous, assertive and duplicitous... there is nothing in their history to suggest they are suicidal.” As for the Obama administration, it insists, as Vice President Joseph Biden put it in March, that “the United States is determined to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons, period.” But it sings a different tune in off-the-record settings. “The administration appears to have all but eliminated the military option,” writes the Washington Post’s Glenn Kessler, while in the New York Times David Sanger reports that the administration “is deep in containment now.” In January, Defense Secretary Robert Gates fired off a confidential memo to the White House that, according to the Times, “calls for new thinking about how the United States might contain Iran’s power if it decided to produce a weapon.” If the Times’s reporting is accurate, it suggests how little faith the administration has that a fresh round of sanctions will persuade Tehran to alter its nuclear course.


NEG—Iraq Instability Inevitable

Instability in Iraq inevitable—election proves

Tony Karon, analyst based in New York, staff writer, March 21, 2010, The National, “Flawed system will breed continuous instability in Iraq,” http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100321/OPINION/703209926/1080/WEEKENDER, RG

Every time Iraq goes to the polls, America beams with parental pride at the spectacle of a people once terrorised by a brutal dictatorship, now enjoying the freedom to chose their own representatives. While genuinely competitive, multiparty democracy, is all too rare in the Middle East, what the American national dialogue tends to ignore is the outcome of those elections. It treats the very fact of voting as a benchmark of Iraq’s progress towards stability, tacit confirmation of the Bush Administration’s vision of it serving as a model of democratic stability. But the election results confirm, instead, that Iraq remains a weak state in which a national consensus remains elusive, and which is plagued by sectarian and ethnic rifts that could easily revert to civil war. Domestic schisms that replicate wider Middle Eastern tensions, combined with the fact that the US has not rebuilt an Iraqi military capable of defending the country’s borders, leaves Iraq potentially facing perennial political instability, and playing the role of battle ground in others’ struggle for regional hegemony – a fate not entirely unlike Lebanon’s.


NEG—Iran Turns

U.S. withdrawal leads to a power vacuum—Iran becomes regional hegemon

Wall Street Journal, May 5, 2009, “As the U.S. Retreats, Iran Fills the Void,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124139838660282045.html, RG

Convinced that the Obama administration is preparing to retreat from the Middle East, Iran's Khomeinist regime is intensifying its goal of regional domination. It has targeted six close allies of the U.S.: Egypt, Lebanon, Bahrain, Morocco, Kuwait and Jordan, all of which are experiencing economic and/or political crises. Iranian strategists believe that Egypt is heading for a major crisis once President Hosni Mubarak, 81, departs from the political scene. He has failed to impose his eldest son Gamal as successor, while the military-security establishment, which traditionally chooses the president, is divided. Iran's official Islamic News Agency has been conducting a campaign on that theme for months. This has triggered a counter-campaign against Iran by the Egyptian media. Last month, Egypt announced it had crushed a major Iranian plot and arrested 68 people. According to Egyptian media, four are members of the Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps (IRGC), Tehran's principal vehicle for exporting its revolution. David Klein Seven were Palestinians linked to the radical Islamist movement Hamas; one was a Lebanese identified as "a political agent from Hezbollah" by the Egyptian Interior Ministry. Hassan Nasrallah, the leader of the Lebanese Hezbollah, claimed these men were shipping arms to Hamas in Gaza. The arrests reportedly took place last December, during a crackdown against groups trying to convert Egyptians to Shiism. The Egyptian Interior Ministry claims this proselytizing has been going on for years. Thirty years ago, Egyptian Shiites numbered a few hundred. Various estimates put the number now at close to a million, but they are said to practice taqiyah (dissimulation), to hide their new faith. But in its campaign for regional hegemony, Tehran expects Lebanon as its first prize. Iran is spending massive amounts of cash on June's general election. It supports a coalition led by Hezbollah, and including the Christian ex-general Michel Aoun. Lebanon, now in the column of pro-U.S. countries, would shift to the pro-Iran column. In Bahrain, Tehran hopes to see its allies sweep to power through mass demonstrations and terrorist operations. Bahrain's ruling clan has arrested scores of pro-Iran militants but appears more vulnerable than ever. King Hamad bin Isa al-Khalifa has contacted Arab heads of states to appeal for "urgent support in the face of naked threats," according to the Bahraini media. The threats became sensationally public in March. In a speech at Masshad, Iran's principal "holy city," Ali Akbar Nateq-Nuri, a senior aide to Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, described Bahrain as "part of Iran." Morocco used the ensuing uproar as an excuse to severe diplomatic relations with Tehran. The rupture came after months of tension during which Moroccan security dismantled a network of pro-Iran militants allegedly plotting violent operations. Iran-controlled groups have also been uncovered in Kuwait and Jordan. According to Kuwaiti media, more than 1,000 alleged Iranian agents were arrested and shipped back home last winter. According to the Tehran media, Kuwait is believed vulnerable because of chronic parliamentary disputes that have led to governmental paralysis. As for Jordan, Iranian strategists believe the kingdom, where Palestinians are two-thirds of the population, is a colonial creation and should disappear from the map -- opening the way for a single state covering the whole of Palestine. Iranian Supreme Leader Khamenei and President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad have both described the division of Palestine as "a crime and a tragedy." Arab states are especially concerned because Tehran has succeeded in transcending sectarian and ideological divides to create a coalition that includes Sunni movements such as Hamas, the Islamic Jihad, sections of the Muslim Brotherhood, and even Marxist-Leninist and other leftist outfits that share Iran's anti-Americanism.

 
NEG—Iraqi Instability Turns

Turn—residual troop presence key to prevent Iran from destabilizing Iraq

Kim R. Holmes, Ph.D., Vice President, Foreign and Defense Policy Studies, and Director, The Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, March 18, 2010, Heritage Foundation, “No Silver Bullets on Iran,” http://heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/03/No-Silver-Bullets-on-Iran, RG

The U.S. should not shrink from exposing the regimes hypocrisy in a misguided desire to "engage" Iran. The specter of a nuclear-armed Iran is too menacing. President Obamas attempt to make nice with the mullahs has borne no fruit. It would be more productive to consciously pressure the regime for change. That would show the Iranian people we are on their side and help intensify internal pressure on the regime. 

Surely, our intelligence services have loads of information embarrassing to Irans leaders: Where they keep their foreign bank accounts, how lavishly they spend on mansions and villas inside and outside Iran, etc. Such information should be released to expose the mullahs hypocrisy and corruption. 

Military might is important, too. What happens in Iraq will directly influence Irans ambitions in the region. Even after the current troop withdrawal is complete, we will need to keep some U.S. troops in Iraq to help counter Irans efforts to destabilize it. A stable and democratic Iraq will give Irans Shiites an alternative governance model, helping to de-legitimize Tehrans Islamist system in their eyes. 


NEG—Credibility Turns

U.S. withdrawal crushes credibility—decreases U.S. leadership, increases terrorism

Hakan Tunc, professor of Political Science, Carleton University, Fall 2008, Foreign Policy, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Infotrac, RG

Last year, the editors of The Economist magazine asserted that ‘‘the most important question that now confronts American foreign-policymakers: beyond the question of whether it was right to invade Iraq, what are the likely consequences of getting out now?’’1 So far, attention has focused on the strategic and security consequences of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, including the possibilities of a decline of American influence in the Middle East, a wider regional war, and an increased terrorist threat as Al Qaeda fills the vacuum left by the Americans.2 For those who oppose a rapid U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, including members of the Bush administration, however, among the most feared consequences is damage to America’s reputation. According to this argument, a quick exit from Iraq would be a major blow to U.S. credibility. The forces of radical Islam would tout a U.S. pullout as a victory, declaring that the United States did not have the resolve to endure the battle. A U.S. withdrawal would thus encourage jihadists to foment unrest against other governments they oppose and against other U.S. interventions, such as in Afghanistan. President Bush has repeatedly noted that ‘‘Extremists of all strains would be emboldened by the knowledge that they forced America to retreat.’’3 A number of observers have driven the same point home.4 This article argues that the proponents of the reputational argument make a strong case against a premature and hasty withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq. The argument is forceful in the sense that it can invoke pronouncements by the radical Islamists themselves, which unmistakably call into question the United States’s resoluteness. These pronouncements point to America’s past withdrawals from theaters of war and declare Iraq to be the central front, raising the reputational stake of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq considerably. The potency of the reputational argument regarding Iraq is also clear when compared to the formulations of similar arguments about U.S. reputation in the past, especially the Vietnam War. In contrast to the current struggle in Iraq, advocates of the reputational argument (‘‘credibility’’) as applied to Vietnam were unable to employ their adversaries’ rhetoric to substantiate their claim that a U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam would change the latter’s perception about America’s resolve. The importance of the reputational argument regarding U.S. policy towards Iraq should not be underestimated. Any discussion of a U.S. withdrawal which focuses solely on the strategic, humanitarian, and/or financial consequences of a continued U.S. presence in Iraq would be incomplete. What does ‘‘U.S. withdrawal’’ mean in the context of the Iraq War? I would argue that the term means abandoning America’s major combat role in Iraq and such a quick departure of U.S. troops from Iraq that the United States will not have achieved its core military objectives of pacification and stability in the country. 

And, the loss of reputation because of a withdrawal is the key internal-link into credibility

Hakan Tunc, professor of Political Science, Carleton University, Fall 2008, Foreign Policy, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Infotrac, RG

Reputation can be deﬁned as a judgment about an actor’s past behavior and character that is used to predict future behavior. In international politics, a major component of building or maintaining a country’s reputation involves resolve.5 Policy makers may believe that a lack of resolve in one military confrontation will be seen as an indication of general weakness.6 According to Shiping Tang, this concern frequently amounts to ‘‘a cult of reputation’’ among foreign policy makers, which he deﬁnes as ‘‘a belief system holding as its central premise a conviction (or fear) that backing down in a crisis will lead one’s adversaries or allies to underestimate one’s resolve in the next crisis.’’7 Of particular importance to the cult of reputation is concern about the consequences of withdrawal from a theater of war. The major dictate of the cult of reputation is that a country should stand ﬁrm and refuse to withdraw from a theater of war. The underlying belief is that a withdrawal would inﬂict a severe blow to a country’s reputation and thus ‘‘embolden’’ the adversaries by boosting commitment and recruitment to their cause.8 


NEG—No Impact to Nuclear Iran

No impact to nuclear Iran—no prolif

Barry R. Posen, Ford International Professor of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Director of the MIT Security Studies Program, February 27, 2006, MIT Center for International Studies, New York Times, “We Can Live With a Nuclear Iran,” http://www.nytimes.com/2006/02/27/opinion/27posen.html, RG 

The intense concern about Iran’s nuclear energy program reflects the judgment that, should it turn to the production of weapons, an Iran with nuclear arms would gravely endanger the United States and the world. An Iranian nuclear arsenal, policymakers fear, could touch off a regional arms race while emboldening Tehran to under- take aggressive, even reckless, actions. But these outcomes are not inevitable, nor are they beyond the capacity of the United States and its allies to defuse. Indeed, while it’s seldom a positive thing when a new nuclear power emerges, there is reason to believe that we could readily manage a nuclear Iran. A Middle Eastern arms race is a frightening thought, but it is improbable. If Iran acquires nuclear weapons, among its neighbors, only Israel, Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Turkey could conceivably muster the resources to follow suit. Israel is already a nuclear power. Iranian weapons might coax the Israelis to go public with their arsenal and to draw up plans for the use of such weapons in the event of an Iranian military threat. And if Israel disclosed its nuclear status, Egypt might find it diplomatically difficult to forswear acquiring nuclear weapons, too. But Cairo depends on foreign assistance, which would make Egypt vulnerable to the enormous international pressure it would most likely face to refrain from joining an arms race. Saudi Arabia, meanwhile, has the money to acquire nuclear weapons and technology on the black market, but possible suppliers are few and very closely watched. To develop the domestic scientific, engineering and industrial base necessary to build a self-sustaining nuclear program would take Saudi Arabia years. In the interim, the Saudis would need nuclear security guarantees from the United States or Europe, which would in turn apply intense pressure on Riyadh not to develop its own arms. Finally, Turkey may have the resources to build a nuclear weapon, but as a member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, it relied on American nuclear guarantees against the mighty Soviet Union throughout the cold war. There’s no obvious reason to presume that American guarantees would seem insufficient relative to Iran. 

No impact to nuclear Iran—no aggression

Barry R. Posen, Ford International Professor of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Director of the MIT Security Studies Program, February 27, 2006, MIT Center for International Studies, New York Times, “We Can Live With a Nuclear Iran,” http://www.nytimes.com/2006/02/27/opinion/27posen.html, RG 

So it seems that while Iranian nuclear weapons might cause considerable disquiet among Iran’s neighbors, the United States and other interested parties have many cards to play to limit regional proliferation. But what about the notion that such weapons will facilitate Iranian aggression? Iranian nuclear weapons could be put to three dangerous purposes: Iran could give them to terrorists; it could use them to blackmail other states; or it could engage in other kinds of aggressive behavior on the assumption that no one, not even the United States, would accept the risk of trying to invade a nuclear state or to destroy it from the air. The first two threats are improbable and the third is manageable. 


NEG—No Impact to Nuclear Iran

No impact to nuclear Iran—no terrorism

Barry R. Posen, Ford International Professor of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Director of the MIT Security Studies Program, February 27, 2006, MIT Center for International Studies, New York Times, “We Can Live With a Nuclear Iran,” http://www.nytimes.com/2006/02/27/opinion/27posen.html, RG 

Would Iran give nuclear weapons to terrorists? We know that Tehran has given other kinds of weapons to terrorists and aligned itself with terrorist organizations, like Hezbollah in Lebanon. But to threaten, much less carry out, a nuclear attack on a nuclear power is to become a nuclear target. Anyone who attacks the United States with nuclear weapons will be attacked with many, many more nuclear weapons. Israel almost certainly has the same policy. If a terrorist group used one of Iran’s nuclear weapons, Iran would have to worry that the victim would discover the weapon’s origin and visit a terrible revenge on Iran. No country is likely to turn the means to its own annihilation over to an uncontrolled entity. Because many of Iran’s neighbors lack nuclear weapons, it’s possible that Iran could use a nuclear capacity to blackmail such states into meeting demands— for example, to raise oil prices, cut oil production or withhold cooperation with the United States. But many of Iran’s neighbors are allies of the United States, which holds a strategic stake in their autonomy and is unlikely to sit by idly as Iran black- mails, say, Kuwait or Saudi Arabia. It is unlikely that these states would capitulate to a nuclear Iran rather than rely on an American deterrent threat. To give in to Iran once would leave them open to repeated extortion. Some worry that Iran would be unconvinced by an American deter- rent, choosing instead to gamble that the United States would not make good on its commitments to weak Middle Eastern states—but the consequences of losing a gamble against a vastly superior nuclear power like the United States are grave, and they do not require much imagination to grasp. 

No impact to nuclear Iran—U.S. deterrent prevents expansion of regional influence

Barry R. Posen, Ford International Professor of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Director of the MIT Security Studies Program, February 27, 2006, MIT Center for International Studies, New York Times, “We Can Live With a Nuclear Iran,” http://www.nytimes.com/2006/02/27/opinion/27posen.html, RG 

The final concern is that a nuclear Iran would simply feel less con- strained from other kinds of adventurism, including subversion or outright conventional aggression. But the Gulf states can counter Iranian subversion, regardless of Iran’s nuclear status, with domes- tic reforms and by improving their police and intelligence operations—measures these states are, or should be, undertaking in any case. As for aggression, the fear is that Iran could rely on a diffuse threat of nuclear escalation to deter others from attacking it, even in response to Iranian belligerence. But while it’s possible that Iranian leaders would think this way, it’s equally possible that they would be more cautious. Tehran could not rule out the possibility that others with more and better nuclear weapons would strike Iran first, should it provoke a crisis or war. Judging from cold war history, if the Iranians so much as appeared to be readying their nuclear forces for use, the United States might consider a pre-emp- tive nuclear strike. Israel might adopt a similar doc- trine in the face of an Iranian nuclear arsenal. These are not developments to be wished for, but they are risks that a nuclear Iran must take into account. Nor are such calculations all that should counsel cau- tion. Iran’s military is large, but its conventional weap- ons are obsolete. Today the Iranian military could impose considerable costs on an American invasion or occupation force within Iran, but only with vast and extraordinarily expensive improvements could it defeat the American military if it were sent to defend the Gulf states from Iranian aggression. Each time a new nuclear weap- ons state emerges, we rightly suspect that the world has grown more dangerous. The weapons are enormously destructive; humans are fallible, organizations can be incompetent and technology often fails us. But as we contemplate the actions, including war, that the United States and its allies might take to forestall a nuclear Iran, we need to coolly assess whether and how such a specter might be deterred and contained. 
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