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Turns- Withdrawal Bad [1/3]
Long term US engagement is key to prop up Iraqi government

Warren P. Strobel, staff writer for McClatchy, 3/7/
10

http://www.spokesman.com/stories/2010/mar/07/rebuilding-work-tested/ PK
The course change “basically salvaged a war that we were on the threshold of losing,” said Michael O’Hanlon, a scholar at the Washington-based Brookings Institution who initially was skeptical of the troop “surge” but became a leading public proponent. Even as American combat forces leave, the United States will have to expend more treasure, time and maybe even blood to secure the gains of the last three years. The remaining 50,000 troops will be in Iraq in an advisory capacity, to train and assist Iraqi security forces, but they “are still going to have a combat capability, even if they’re not going to be called ‘combat brigades,’ ” O’Hanlon said. The State Department will assume greater powers in Iraq as the Pentagon transfers responsibilities from soldiers to diplomats and development experts. “We need to stay heavily and directly engaged,” Crocker said. “Iraq is going to need that engagement … for quite some time to come.”

Withdrawal leads to instability and sectarian violence 

Leila Fidel, reported from Baghdad for McClatchy Newspapers and Knight Ridder. She won the George R. Polk Award for outstanding foreign reporting in 2007, 2/17/10, The Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/02/16/AR2010021606003.html, PK 

But this time, there will be no outsider acting as a buffer between the warring sects. U.S. military officials acknowledge that as Iraq regains sovereignty, their influence is waning. A senior U.S. military official who has spent years in Iraq said he fears that as the drawdown begins, American forces are leaving behind many of the same conditions that preceded the sectarian war. "All we're doing is setting the clock back to 2005," said the official, who spoke on the condition of anonymity to offer a stark assessment. "The militias are fully armed, and al-Qaeda in Iraq is trying to move back from the west. These are the conditions now, and we're sitting back looking at PowerPoint slides and whitewashing." 

The violence goes both ways: Last month, as Shiites commemorated one of their holiest days, bombings killed scores of pilgrims. And Sunni extremists have been blamed for audacious attacks on targets associated with the Shiite-dominated government, including key ministries. Such violence widens the sectarian rift, and Sunni civilians fear that Shiites may once again turn to militias for protection when Iraqi security forces fail. 

Turns- Withdrawal Bad [2/3]

U.S. presences solves political blocs

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
Now, he says, Iraqi politicians have to deal with reality: "The outcome of the election pushed us to a sectarian base: Shia in two blocs, Sunnis in one bloc, Kurds in one bloc." Any government must contain all three groups, he contends. He added that Maliki's party is willing to "make a deal" with the "main representatives" of all blocs "to share in ruling the country and particularly in different positions in government."

Many observers believe that all the big blocs will ultimately have a role in the government, with ministries parceled out by sect. This may prevent strife, but it will also ensure ineffective government.

Yet if vote challenges multiply, the process will drag on; it's hard to foresee how the blocs will agree on a prime minister. Maliki has many political enemies, yet Rikabi insists State of Law will not - as many predict - abandon his candidacy. Every other name raised seems far less likely than his.

In the end, it may take U.S. mediation to resolve the impasse. So far, the U.S. embassy has firmly rebuffed the idea it would play such a role. "If we're serious about sovereignty, we have to let them be sovereign," said a senior U.S. official. "And we mean it."

Instability is likely without US combat troops- governmental deadlock proves
Los Angeles Times, Liz Sly, 8/2/10

http://articles.latimes.com/2010/aug/02/world/la-fg-iraq-government-20100802 PK
Negotiations for an elected government remain deadlocked; many fear instability with the American combat role set to end Sept. 1. Conflicting casualty figures for July underscore the uncertainty.
Reporting from Baghdad — With less than a month to go before the U.S. military completes its drawdown to 50,000 troops and political negotiations still deadlocked, it now seems all but certain that the American combat mission here will end without an elected Iraqi government in place.

Most politicians are predicting that the 5-month-old impasse will continue at least until September, and that a new government could take even longer. Iraqis fear violence will intensify as tensions increase between political factions and as insurgents seek to take advantage of the vacuum left by the departing troops.

Withdrawing from Iraq hinders success and leaves Iraq to its death 

IBN Live, 8/6/10, http://ibnlive.in.com/generalnewsfeed/news/tariq-aziz-asks-obama-not-to-leave-iraq-to-wolves/209518.html

London, Aug 6 (PTI) Warning that demise of Iraq would be catastrophic, the jailed close aide of Saddam Hussein has appealed to President Barack Obama not to leave his nation to "wolves". Tariq Aziz, former Deputy Prime Minister and International face of the Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein wants the US Commander-in-Chief not to leave Iraq. "He (Obama) cannot leave us like this. He is leaving Iraq to the wolves," Aziz, 74, now serving a 15-year jail term for crimes against humanity said. "When you make a mistake, you need to correct a mistake, not leave Iraq to it's death," Tariq Aziz said, in perhaps a surprising request to Obama, whom he initially welcomed as a clean break from George W Bush, the British newspaper Guardian reported. Slamming the planned withdrawal of US forces from the country, the former Iraqi Foreign Minister said both US and Britain had an obligation to make sure Iraq was back on its feet before exiting. Charging that US and UK had killed Iraq, Aziz said Iraq was in utter devastation today. "There is nothing here anymore," adding, the wolves are waiting to devour us, apparently hinting at diverse elements now active in the country. Aziz, who was handed over to Iraqi authorities by the US several months ago, still refuses to condemn his former boss -- Saddam Hussein -- who was executed in December 2006. On the contrary, he spoke well of him when he commented that, "For 30 years Saddam built Iraq, and now it is destroyed. There are more sick than before, more hungry.People don't have services. People are being killed in hundreds daily. We are all victims of America and Britain.They killed our country." But nevertheless Aziz refused to pass judgement on his former boss saying this would have to wait till his freedom comes. "If I speak now about regrets, people will view me as an opportunist. I will not speak against Saddam until I am a free man. Wisdom is part of freedom," he said in an interview to the paper allowed by Iraqi authorities in jail premises. In the wide-ranging interview, the first since his surfacing after surrendering to US troops, the former Iraqi Foreign Minister said Saddam never had any secret weapons programme. He claimed that impressions given otherwise by the old regime was to deter Iraq's greatest enemy Iran."Partially, it was about Iran (the deterrent factor). They has waged a war on us for eight years so we Iraqis had a right to deter them." "Now Iran is building a weapons programme. Everybody knows it and nobody is doing anything. Why ?" he said. Aziz also claimed he had tried to persuade Saddam against attacking Kuwait."I asked Saddam Hussein not to invade 
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Kuwait, but I had to support the decision of the majority".PTI AKD

Declaring win (Colonialism)

Leaving Iraq while causalities are high are just a way for the U.S. to leave with “success”

Nizar Latif, Foreign Corespondence for The National, 8/2/10

http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100803/FOREIGN/708029857/1002, PK
Iraqi authorities said last weekend 535 people were killed in acts of insurgent-related violence last month, which would make it the country’s bloodiest month in more than two years. Another 1,043 people were wounded, said the authorities.

But the US military said on Sunday only 222 Iraqis were killed in July and 782 wounded. US officials then went further, flatly calling the Iraq figures “incorrect.” In this discrepancy, Iraqis not surprisingly see politics at work. They believe US officials want to downplay the death toll in order to smooth the withdrawal of all American combat forces by the end of this month. “The Americans are trying to undersell the real level of violence in Iraq and their numbers do not reflect the reality on the ground, a reality in which security has recently been getting worse,” said Amar Majid, an independent political analyst from Baghdad.“We know the Americans are pulling their soldiers out and they want to leave with their heads held high, saying that they have brought us democracy and left us peace and stability. If they admit that 500 people are being killed in a month that doesn’t look like success.”

Withdrawing from Iraq is seen as win for America, justifying more colonialism in other areas 

Christian Whiton, State Department official during the George W. Bush administration from 2003-2009. He is a principal at D.C. International Advisory and president of the Hamilton Foundation, 8/4/10, http://www.foxnews.com/opinion/2010/08/04/christian-whiton-iraq-victory-won-military-freedom-united-states/ PK
The lack of controversy over the August 31 transition ending combat operations in Iraq is a testament to the U.S. military. Though few are willing to declare it, America won the war in Iraq. Twice. 

But the region still poses great threats for the U.S. As President Obama made clear in his speech on Monday, his administration’s plans remain dominated by politics and naive assumptions rather than coherent steps to shape the Middle East and advance U.S. interests. As the sun finally sets on Operation Iraqi Freedom on the last day of August, and a combat force is downgraded to a 50,000-strong security force, American servicemen can take pride in a great accomplishment: 

- They deposed one of the world’s most evil and dangerous regimes with a masterstroke military operation. 

Stability Now [1/2]
US Iraqi Forces are stable now but work still needs to be done
Fox News, 7/25/10, http://www.foxnews.com/world/2010/07/25/despite-years-training-funding-iraqi-forces-struggling-turns-mission/ PK

The U.S. military, preparing to pull out completely by the end of 2011, has been promoting an image of a capable Iraqi security force. Barely a day passes without an announcement of the arrest or killing by homegrown security forces of insurgents, mostly suspects from al-Qaida in Iraq, as well as ordinary criminals.

"Clearly there's still some violence, and we still need to make more progress in Iraq," U.S. Gen. Ray Odierno, commander of U.S. forces in Iraq, told reporters at the Pentagon on Wednesday. "But Iraqi security forces have taken responsibility for security throughout Iraq, and they continue to grow and improve every day."
Things have been going well in Iraq- polls prove

The Boston Herald, 7/20/10

http://www.bostonherald.com/news/opinion/op_ed/view.bg?articleid=1269033&srvc=rss PK
Most Republican voters consider both to be wars worth fighting, while majorities of Democratic voters disagree. What’s most interesting is the switch among Democratic voters. A year ago, 41 percent of them thought Afghanistan was worth fighting for, while only 12 percent felt that way about Iraq. This month, the corresponding numbers were 36 percent and 29 percent. The Good War-Bad War distinction is disappearing.

One reason for this is that things have been going pretty well in Iraq, while things in Afghanistan look dicey. The ABC/Post poll reported that 71 percent of Americans oppose immediate withdrawal from Iraq, and 60 percent favor keeping 50,000 non-combat troops in Iraq in a supporting role.

Despite uncertainly, there has been dramatic progress in Iraq’s stability
Associated Press, 7/21/10, http://www.startribune.com/politics/state/98942489.html?elr=KArks:DCiUMEaPc:UiD3aPc:_Yyc:aUU PK
On a trip to Iraq Wednesday, Gov. Tim Pawlenty said that, despite continuing uncertainty, he has seen "dramatic" progress in that country's stability.

"I'm getting a hopeful and optimistic impression," Pawlenty said on a conference call with Minnesota reporters.

Pawlenty is traveling in Iraq with a delegation that includes four other governors. The trip is Pawlenty's fifth to Iraq since 2004. He has also visited Minnesota troops in Bosnia, Kosovo and has made two visits to Afghanistan.

Stability Now [2/2]
Post- March elections Iraq has created stable foundations- absent US commitment the likelihood of instability is high 
The Wall Street Journal, 8/4/10,
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704271804575405611124307510.html PK
Iraqis should be proud. Iraq's series of free and fair elections created the foundations of a democratic culture even faster than many optimists thought possible. The March election's aftermath indicates that the new social contract is real and resilient, as Iraqis are using peaceful means to influence their leaders. Iraqi politicians know that the public holds them accountable. Indeed, many privately admit their fear that dithering has cost them dearly. It is refreshing—and almost unprecedented—for Middle Eastern leaders to be genuinely concerned about their popular legitimacy.

Western media have missed this story. When severe power shortages afflicted several cities this summer, Iraqis protested. The electricity minister resigned and Green Zone big shots were denied exemption from rationing. By contrast, when Iraqis faced power outages in the 1990s, Saddam declared public complaints an "act of dissent." Gripe and you risked prison, torture and death.

Saddam is history. Iran's dictators—who continue to arm Iraqi gangsters and al Qaeda remnants—are not. Iran's mullahs fear Iraq's democracy because it gives the Iranian opposition an authentic Middle Eastern model of democratic political action.

Iraqis have successfully thwarted some Iranian troublemakers. Baghdad rumor (reported on Alsumaria TV and elsewhere) has it that Tehran recently stripped Qassem Suleimani, the infamous commander of the Revolutionary Guards' Quds Force, of his Iraq portfolio for his failure to influence Iraqi government formation. So far, Iranian-backed murder and bribery have failed to trump Iraqi democratic aspirations.

The mullahs' threat could be further diminished by a firmer U.S. commitment to Iraqi democracy. Unfortunately, Iraqis perceive a drift in the Obama administration's approach. As a columnist in the respected Arab newspaper Asharq al Awsat wrote on May 16, "The U.S. believes that it will be able to deal with whoever wins and becomes the new leader of Iraq. However a second opinion of the situation is that the Obama administration wants to escape from Iraq, and does not want to get involved, and the only thing it is concerned with is the scheduled troop withdrawal that is set to begin this summer. This would be an appropriate position if there was a possibility for escape!"

Iran Turn

Post- US withdrawal Iran will fill the power vacuum 

Richard Engel, NBC chief foreign correspondent, 8/5/10
http://worldblog.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2010/08/05/4823640-iran-poised-to-fill-vacuum-after-us-withdrawal

Every conversation I have in Iraq these days reaches back in history. When I ask policemen, government officials or Iraqi journalists what they think will happen after U.S. combat troops leave at the end of this month, our discussions inevitably become two-hour examinations of Islamic and Middle Eastern history. This is not simply an American pullout. Here August 2010 is seen as a turning point for Iraq. The biggest concern many Iraqis seem to have is that the U.S. combat withdrawal will leave a power vacuum that will be filled by Iraq’s traditional rival and longtime enemy, Persian Iran. For seven years the United States has exerted its influence in Iraq bluntly, sending in troops, tanks and contractors. Iran’s strategy to influence its neighbor has been slower, cheaper, but also effective. 

Iran supremecy leads to loss of US credibility and a nuclear arsenal that is threatening to the entire globe

Christian Whiton, State Department official during the George W. Bush administration from 2003-2009. He is a principal at D.C. International Advisory and president of the Hamilton Foundation, 8/4/10, http://www.foxnews.com/opinion/2010/08/04/christian-whiton-iraq-victory-won-military-freedom-united-states/ PK
Waiting in the shadows is Iran. The Tehran regime, now edging closer to a nuclear arms capability, was responsible for the deaths of perhaps thousands of American soldiers in Iraq. It is a top priority for Tehran to turn Iraq into an ally or client state, as it has done with Syria and Lebanon. Rather than dealing seriously with these challenges, the Obama administration is flailing.  Mr. Obama’s Iraq policy is impaired both by fantasy and neglect. The fantasy is that Iran wants a stable Iraq. Middle East experts in the State Department’s Foreign Service and the CIA have peddled this fiction since Saddam Hussein was deposed, all evidence to the contrary.  It is an assumption that has gotten many American soldiers and Iraqis killed and continues to ensure poor policy. The neglect part comes in the form of the Obama administration’s dithering and detached approach to Iraq.  This presumably had its origins in the liberal prophesy that America would lose the war there—a presumption shared by then-Senator Barack Obama.  Once in the White House, managing Iraq policy was so unimportant that President Obama delegated the task to his vice president. His chosen ambassador to Iraq, Christopher Hill, fresh from comprehensive failure in dealing with North Korea, chose to exert no effort in shaping the post-election political jousting in Baghdad.  This persists with little active U.S. diplomacy. Meanwhile, Iran continues its machinations in Iraq with considerable freedom and latitude that will likely increase as the U.S. military presence declines. This ought to be reversed. The incoming U.S. ambassador, James Jeffries, could be guided to use the full weight of his office to help Iraq achieve a government that works for its people.  U.S. influence over political processes in Iraq is hardly infinite, but it can still be considerable when wielded deftly.  Iran’s activities in the country should be checked using all means. More attention needs to be paid to building the pillars of democracy in Iraq, which are just as important as elections. Cultural exchanges that link Iraqis with Americans and help build civil society in Iraq are important. Finally, and most critically, the U.S. and Iraq should find a way out of the year-end 2011 deadline by which all U.S. forces are supposed to leave Iraq. Otherwise this would leave the U.S. with its weakest presence in the Middle East since before the 1991 Gulf War and act as an open invitation to Iranian supremacy in the region.  We could soon find ourselves with fewer allies and multiplying problems. 
Iran Turn Ext

Lack of U.S. influence in Iraq causes Iran to become the hegemon

Marina Ottaway, works on issues of political transformation in the Middle East and of Gulf security. A long-time analyst of the formation and transformation of political systems, she has also written on political reconstruction in Iraq, Afghanistan, the Balkans, and African countries, 8/2/10, “Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41321#successful PK
It’s also important to analyze the regional implications. The Arab world is concerned that the United States unwittingly increased Iran’s influence. Under Hussein’s rule, Iraq was a powerful country that provided a counterbalance to Iran. 

Iraq will not return to this role for a long time. Even if Iraq survives the current political crisis and reemerges as a regional power, it will not happen tomorrow. Arab governments—particularly the Gulf countries—are terrified that Iran will become the hegemon of the region and so are not happy with the outcome of the U.S. intervention. 

Stability Ext
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 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.

No Impact to instability- Iraq will never have to fight a war 
Marina Ottaway, works on issues of political transformation in the Middle East and of Gulf security. A long-time analyst of the formation and transformation of political systems, she has also written on political reconstruction in Iraq, Afghanistan, the Balkans, and African countries, 8/2/10, “Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41321#successful PK

There is a general consensus within the U.S. military that Iraq’s security forces continue to make solid progress and they are better prepared to maintain internal stability. But there are still persistent weak points within the ranks—including their ability to handle the logistics of security operations.   

The real problem could be that Iraq’s internal infighting threatens the military’s cohesion. Iraq’s security forces are unlikely to fight an external enemy in the near future. It’s not as though Iraq doesn’t have foreign rivals—Iran will keep causing troubles and arming militias—but it is highly doubtful that Iraq will have to fight a war with any of its neighbors. 

PMC Uqs

Clinton vowed to ban PMCs
Jeremy Scahill, a Puffin Foundation Writing Fellow at The Nation Institute, is the author of the bestselling Blackwater: The Rise of the World's Most Powerful Mercenary Army, published by Nation Books. He is an award-winning investigative journalist and correspondent for the national radio and TV program Democracy Now!, 7/22/10, 
http://www.thenation.com/blog/37877/iraq-withdrawal-obama-and-clinton-expanding-us-paramilitary-force-iraq PK
As a candidate for president, Senator Hillary Clinton vowed to ban the use of private security contractors, which she referred to as mercenaries. "These private security contractors have been reckless and have compromised our mission in Iraq," Clinton said in February 2008. "The time to show these contractors the door is long past due." Clinton was one of only two senators to sponsor legislation to ban these companies. Fast forward to the present and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton is presiding over what is shaping up to be a radical expansion of a private, US-funded paramilitary force that will operate in Iraq for the foreseeable future--the very type of force Clinton once claimed she opposed.
PMC Shift Link
Post- Withdrawal, contractors will still be deployed to Iraq 
Jeremy Scahill, a Puffin Foundation Writing Fellow at The Nation Institute, is the author of the bestselling Blackwater: The Rise of the World's Most Powerful Mercenary Army, published by Nation Books. He is an award-winning investigative journalist and correspondent for the national radio and TV program Democracy Now!, 7/22/10, 
http://www.thenation.com/blog/37877/iraq-withdrawal-obama-and-clinton-expanding-us-paramilitary-force-iraq PK
In Iraq today, three private security contractors were killed in a rocket attack on Baghdad's Green Zone. All of them were employees of Triple Canopy, the security company hired by the Obama administration to take over much of Blackwater's work in Iraq. Another fifteen people were wounded in the attack. The dead included two Ugandans and a Peruvian. The attack highlights the inevitable consequences of an emerging Obama administration policy wherein more contractors are going to be deployed to Iraq and many of them will be so-called third country nationals like those killed in today's attack. The coming surge in contractors in Iraq is being done under the auspices of the State Department's diplomatic security division, which was massively expanded under the Bush administration paving the way for the Department's almost total reliance on private contractors for security in Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere.
PMC’s will continue to be in Iraq post- withdrawal, increasing colonialism and potential deaths 

Jeremy Scahill, a Puffin Foundation Writing Fellow at The Nation Institute, is the author of the bestselling Blackwater: The Rise of the World's Most Powerful Mercenary Army, published by Nation Books. He is an award-winning investigative journalist and correspondent for the national radio and TV program Democracy Now!, 7/22/10, 
http://www.thenation.com/blog/37877/iraq-withdrawal-obama-and-clinton-expanding-us-paramilitary-force-iraq PK
The State Department is asking Congress to approve funds to more than double the number of private security contractors in Iraq with a State Department official testifying in June at a hearing of the Wartime Contracting Commission that the Department wants "between 6,000 and 7,000 security contractors." The Department also has asked the Pentagon for twenty-four Blackhawk helicopters, fifty Mine-Resistant Ambush-Protected (MRAP) vehicles and other military equipment. "After the departure of U.S. Forces [from Iraq], we will continue to have a critical need for logistical and life support of a magnitude and scale of complexity that is unprecedented in the history of the Department of State," wrote Patrick Kennedy, under secretary of state for management, in an April letter to the Pentagon. "And to keep our people secure, Diplomatic Security requires certain items of equipment that are only available from the military."

What is unfolding is the face of President Obama's scaled-down, rebranded mini-occupation of Iraq. Under the terms of the Status of Forces agreement, all US forces are supposed to be out of Iraq by the end of 2011. Using private forces is a backdoor way of continuing a substantial US presence under the cover of "diplomatic security." The kind of paramilitary force that Obama and Clinton are trying to build in Iraq is, in large part, a byproduct of the monstrous colonial fortress the United States calls its embassy in Baghdad and other facilities the US will maintain throughout Iraq after the "withdrawal." The State Department plans to operate five "Enduring Presence Posts" at current US military bases in Basrah, Diyala, Erbil, Kirkuk and Ninewa. The State Department has indicated that more sites may be created in the future, which would increase the demand for private forces. The US embassy in Baghdad is the size of Vatican City, comprised of twenty-one buildings on a 104-acres of land on the Tigris River.

PMC shift will occur post Iraq withdrawal 
Tom Bowman, NPR Pentagon correspondent, 8/3/10, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128959751 PK
BOWMAN: Pentagon estimates about 86,000 private contractors in Iraq and more than half of those contractors are American. Now, that might shock a lot of people, that number, but that includes everyone from, let's say, a guy from a country like Malaysia flipping burgers in a mess hall to a retired American army sergeant fixing a radar system for a defense company. 

Now, these days, it takes all these people to keep the American military in the field. It used to be that some old sergeant in the mess hall would be doing the job of that Malaysian worker. But a lot of these jobs aren't resident in the army any longer, so you're seeing a growing number contracted out. 

BLOCK: And, Tom, another deadline coming up at the end of next year, 2011, when every U.S. soldier is supposed to be out of Iraq. Is that a realistic timetable? 

BOWMAN: You know, many people I talk with say it's not realistic. That deadline is part of a deal signed two years ago by the U.S. and Iraq, and we may see that agreement renegotiated. That's because the Iraqis will still need these trainers, logistics help, maybe even security help at the end of 2011.  So the sense is some number of soldiers will end up remaining, not to mention American contractors. 

AT: Withdrawal Inevitable
1. CP provides uniqueness for this claim- any reason as to why withdrawal is bad is still legitimate when we’re going for a CP that keeps troop levels in Iraq 

2. This creates tension with our T status quo claims- if there is no real difference between the status quo and plan action then obviously they’re not a net decrease from the baseline but that’ll be more on the T debate  
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