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Plan: The United States Federal Government should withdraw all troops from Iraq by 2011 as specificed by U.S.-Iraq Status of Forces Agreement.

Iraqi instability means Obama delays withdrawal
Associated Press, 5.11.2010, http://rawstory.com/rs/2010/0511/reconsidering-pace-iraq-withdrawal/ “U.S. “Reconsidering” Pace of Iraq Withdrawal”
American commanders, worried about increased violence in the wake of Iraq's inconclusive elections, are now reconsidering the pace of a major troop pullout this summer, U.S. officials said Tuesday.

More than two months after parliamentary elections, the Iraqis have still not formed a new government, and militants aiming to exploit the void have carried out attacks like Monday's bombings and shootings that killed at least 119 people — the country's bloodiest day of 2010.The threat has prompted military officials to look at keeping as many troops on the ground, for as long as possible, without missing the Aug. 31 deadline. A security agreement between the two nations requires American troops to be out of Iraq by the end of 2011. 

Two senior administration officials said the White House is closely watching to see if the Aug. 31 date needs to be pushed back — if only to ensure enough security forces are in place to prevent or respond to militant attacks. Both spoke on condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the administration's internal discussions. Already, the violence, fueled by Iraq's political instability, will likely postpone the start of what the top U.S. commander in Iraq, Army Gen. Ray Odierno, has called the withdrawal.

"From a military perspective, the best way for us to maintain security is to hold as many forces on the ground until we need to redeploy them," said one of the senior officials in Baghdad. The official said it would be wise for Odierno to wait as long as he can, given the unsettled political conditions in Iraq. At the Pentagon, "there's been a renewed focus on Iraq lately," said the senior military official there. He said all options were being considered, including later delays, adding that "we need to get out in an appropriate way ... not completely tied to a timeline." 

The little progress made so far — the creation last week of a Shiite-dominated political alliance that could control Iraq's government and keep Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki in power — appears so fragile that the U.S. Embassy's No. 2 official, Cameron Munter, described it as "a prenup, not a marriage. "If it holds, the partnership between al-Maliki's State of Law coalition and the religious Shiite Iraqi National Alliance threatens to anger Sunnis who heavily backed al-Maliki's main rival, Iraqiya. If Sunnis continue to feel sidelined, that in turn could fuel sectarian tensions and raise fears of new violence.

Late last month, Obama told advisers to "remain focused and not assume it'll all work out," according to another senior administration official. "Any drawdown tied to Iraq's politics in a precise way would seem to be in need of revision now," said Michael O'Hanlon, an Iraq expert at the Brookings Institution in Washington. "We had sort of assumed more progress by this point when first laying out the plan."
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US military is at its breaking point

IAVA, Iraq and Afghanistan Veterans of America, January 2008 (“A Breaking Military Overextension Threatens Readiness”
Over 1.5 million American service members have served in Iraq and Afghanistan. Most military experts now agree that years of war and the spring 2007 “surge” have pushed our military to the breaking point. According to General George Casey, the Chief of Staff of the United States Army, “The demand for our forces exceeds the sustainable supply.”1
The consequences of our overextension are dire. General Peter Pace, former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, believes that there is a significant risk that the U.S. military would not be able to respond effectively if confronted by another crisis.2There have been serious issues with recruitment and retention. Despite investing more than $4 billion annually in recruitment,3 the Army and Marines have encountered serious difficulties getting enough people to enlist. Although recruitment figures have improved, the Army started the FY2008 recruiting year dramatically behind schedule.4
Retention costs have sky-rocketed to over $1 billion, six times the amount spent in 2003.5 As the Iraq war drags on, the military has seen an exodus of qualified junior and midlevel officers. Middle enlisted ranks are suffering similar shortfalls; in the first quarter of 2007, the re-enlistment rate of mid-grade enlisted soldiers dropped 12 percent. The military has responded to serious problems with recruitment by lowering age, education, and aptitude standards for new recruits and by increasing enlistment bonuses. In 2006, only 81% of enlistees had a regular high-school diploma.6 The maximum age for a new recruit has been raised from 35 to 42.7 The maximum acceptance of low-scoring troops on the enlistee aptitude test was increased from 2 to 4 percent in 2006. In 2006, 3.8 percent of first-time recruits had low scores.8 From 2004 to 2005, the number of recruits issued waivers for having committed ‘serious criminal misconduct’ rose by more than 54 percent.9The number of waivers continued to rise in 2006, reaching 8,129.10 In 2007, the percentage of recruits receiving waivers increased to 12 percent, from 10 percent last year.11 The Army’s expenditures for enlistment bonuses for active-duty, National Guard and Reserve troops have more than doubled from 2000 to 2005.12The military has also relied on multiple, extended combat tours and a ‘Backdoor Draft’ to fulfill their manpower needs. At least 449,000 troops have deployed more than once,13 and many have returned to war with only a few months’ rest. In the Army alone, 20 combat brigades have served two tours in Iraq, 9 have served three, and two have served four tours. 14 20,000 service members have been deployed at least five times.15The military has also held 70,000 troops on active-duty beyond their expected contract end-dates, relying on a controversial policy known as “Stop Loss.”16 Currently, 8,000 troops are still being held on Stop Loss orders.17 The military has also called up more than 10,000 veterans from the IRR, and relied on “cross-leveling” to help units meet personnel requirements for deployment. The overuse of the National Guard and Reserves poses a serious threat to national security. The reserve component makes up a major part of our force in Iraq—at times, as much as much as 40% of the force in theatre.18 One-thirdoftheLouisianaandMississippiNationalGuardweredeployedtoIraq or Afghanistan when Hurricane Katrina hit. According to the chief of the National Guard, Lt. General Blum, the reserve component is facing its worst state of readiness in 35 years.19 Equipment shortages have contributed to the plummeting readiness ratings of Army and Marine units and threaten our ability to cope with foreign threats and domestic emergencies. The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have “consumed 40 percent”20 of the Army and Marines’ total gear, and much of the military’s equipment is in need of repair.21 As of September 2006, about 50% of all Army units have received the lowest possible readiness rating. About four-fifths of Army Guard and Reserve units not mobilized received the lowest possible readiness ratings.22

The Army has already received over $38 billion to repair or replace equipment used in Iraq and Afghanistan, and is asking for another $13 billion a year until the conflicts wind down.23 Equipment shortages have severely undercut military training, and hindered the response to national disasters. According to some military experts, 90 percent of National Guard units are not ready to respond to a domestic crisis.24
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The war is massively draining our economy- along with the conservative estimates; hidden costs are more than that alone- tons of examples prove

Stiglitz 08 (Joeseph Stiglitz, Nobel prize winning economist, “The three trillion dollar war: the true cost of the war in iraq)
There’s one other economic cost, interest.  This is the first war in America’s history, probably in  any country’s history, where we went to war when we had a deficit but in spite of that we had a  tax cut just months after we went to war.  The consequence of that is that this war has been put  entirely on the credit card.  So, while typically countries, when they go to war, ask their young  people to risk their lives, those of us who are too old we say we ought to have a shared sacrifice  and one form is to pay part of the cost.  In this case, the shared sacrifice was to go to the shopping  mall and enjoy a consumption binge while the young people were out fighting.  It’s also the first  war since the Revolutionary War in which we had to turn to a very large extent to foreigners to  help finance the war, 40 percent of the debt has been financed abroad.  That means, of course,  that it’s like buying a car.  When you borrow you have to pay the cost of the car but then you’d  have to pay the interest, and you have to pay the interest on the interest if you’re not even paying  the interest, and so the total cost accumulates.  In the $3 trillion we don’t include these interest  costs because many economists argue that that’s double counting, but in terms of the impact on  the budget you really ought to include the interests costs and those are large numbers.      These are some but not all of the budgetary costs; there are other budgetary costs.  There are  costs, for instance, on Medicare programs, costs under social security programs.  One of the other  scandals that has come out is that Halliburton got a very large contract for one of the main  subsidiaries which operate out of the Cayman Islands.  Why do they operate out of the Cayman  Islands?  So they don’t pay social security and Medicare taxes.  Of course, they will get social  security benefits and Medicare benefits, but it will come out of the rest of us paying those  contributions.  The argument the Bush administration used was well, maybe some of the savings  from tax avoidance will be passed on to us.  But, of course, it’s not setting a very good example  for the rest of our economy to encourage people to avoid taxes by moving off to the Cayman  Islands as their place of business.      So, these are the budgetary costs and we looked a various scenarios and they are in order of  magnitude of $2 to $2.7 trillion, but then there are a whole set of other costs that go beyond the  budget and these are of two kinds—what economists would call micro-costs and macro-costs.   The micro-costs are the costs that are faced by individuals, by firms, and by families as a result of  the war.  Let me give you just a couple of examples.      When somebody dies the family gets what is called a “death gratuity” of $100,000.  Now, that’s  the budgetary cost, but the cost to our society of taking somebody who would have been  productive for 40 or 50 years where we’ve invested in human capital, we’ve invested in  education, and out of that production would be a loss to our society in order of magnitude greater  than $100,000.  The government does an unpleasant task, but it has to make an assessment of  what is the value of life.  If we have an environmental regulation, a safety regulation or  automobile regulation, you’d say, “here’s the cost of the regulation” and then we have to say  “what is the benefit?” and in many of these cases the benefit includes lives saved.  You calculate  how many lives will be saved because we changed the level of arsenic in water.  There is a  standard procedure that economists use to estimate which is called the value of a statistical life and the numbers are in the range basically of $7 million to about $20 million— it’s used by every  government agency and used actually in many other kinds of suits in wrongful deaths, etc.    The point I want to make is, whatever the number it’s much more than $100,000.  The $100,000  is the budgetary cost, the cost to our economy, to our society is much much larger than that.  And  the same thing goes of course for an injury, but in the case of an injury there’s an additional cost  which is that in one out of five families in which there is somebody seriously injured, and as I  say, there have been a very large number of people who are very seriously incapacitated,  someone in that family has to give up their job to take care of them.  So, again, this is a cost of  our economy.  It’s not included in the government’s budget but it’s real, real.      There are a lot of other costs that we haven’t been able to include, again an argument of why our  numbers are so conservative.  For instance, because many people can’t get health through the VA  because the Bush Administration has not been financing the VA, those who can afford it go to  private doctors.  Well, that’s a real medical cost but it’s not showing up in the budget; it’s just  being shifted.  It doesn’t disappear; it gets shifted to the families of those who have served in Iraq.      Finally, there are the macro-costs.  What we argue in the book is that the economic woes the  country is facing today are related to the war in Iraq, that in some ways in this election these two  issues are one issue.  But let me try to explain very quickly the relationship between our macro-  economic problems and the war.  There are actually two major connections:  The first is perhaps  the easiest to see and that is if we contrast the economic downturn that we had in 2001 and the  current economic downturn, in 2001 when the economy slowed down we had a two percent GDP  surplus, we had a lot of money 
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to use to combat the downturn to stimulate the economy.  In 2007-  2008, and this is going to go on in 2009-2010, if the economy slows down we have, partly  because of the war, a very large deficit.  Our national debt has increased from $5.7 trillion to over  $9 trillion and our deficit this year and next year will be at all-time record levels.  So, with those  high levels of deficits, even Bush’s former advisor, now chairman of the Fed, Bernanke, pointed  out the big difference between 2001 and today is that we have much less room to maneuver.  As  we come to think about how to stimulate the economy we worry a lot more about resources and  what it will do to our deficit, what it will do our future liabilities.  So that’s one way in which the  war has reduced our scope for action.    There is actually a more direct connection though but it’s a chain reasoning.  The war is  responsible for at least part, and I think a substantial part, of the increase in the price of oil that  has occurred since 2003.  In 2003 the price of oil before the war was $23-$25 a barrel.  Futures  markets understood that there was going to be an increase in the demand from China, from the  emerging markets and even from the United States and Europe but they predicted that there  would be an increase in supply and that increase was going to come mostly from the Middle East  which is a low cost provider.  And so futures markets predicted that the price of oil was going to  remain at $25 a barrel for the next ten years.  But what upset that equation was the war.  It was no  longer attractive to invest in the Middle East in a low cost provider.  Things were made worse by  turmoil in other oil regions, so I don’t want to pretend that it was the only factor; it was one of the  factors.  Again, in our estimates to be conservative we only attribute $5 to $10 of the $75 increase  in the price of oil to the war but I think most people think that we were vastly underestimating the  role that is much larger than that.     4  Now what is the connection between the oil and the problems that we have?  Again, there are  several factors but one of them is that with the higher price of oil we had to spend much more  money abroad to pay for the oil.  We weren’t conserving, we were importing huge amounts of oil    and the prices were going up and we had to spend more.  In the past when oil prices shot up and  people had to spend so much more on imported oil it weakened the economy because they were  spending less at home and more abroad.  In fact, when the prices went up in the ‘70s almost every  region in the world went into a downturn.  There was one region in the world that avoided the  downturn, and I’ll come back to that because it seems that we followed their example.  When we  were looking at the data many things seemed strange.  Here we were spending so much money  abroad but the economy seemed to be going on pretty well unchanged.  Some people suggested  that we had repealed the laws of economics and whenever anybody says that you ought to be  suspicious.  It was actually pretty clear what was going on.  The Fed, recognizing that the  economy was weak, weaker than it otherwise would have been, did what it was suppose to do—  although not quite the way it should have done—it tried to stimulate the economy and keep it  going by letting out more liquidity, low interest rates and lax regulations.  In a sense it worked.  It  fed the housing bubble, the housing bubble fed the consumption boom, and we were consuming  so much that we could spend a lot of money in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and other oil exporting  countries and still have a lot of money to spend at home.  America’s savings rate plummeted to  the lowest level since the Great Depression—in some quarters negative and recently about .6  percent.  But, of course, we were living on borrowed money and borrowed time.      I said there was one region in the world that had avoided the impact of the oil shock of the ’70s  and that was Latin America.  How did they avoid it?  Doing much like the United States by  borrowing and borrowing and borrowing.  And so they had a good ’70s when everybody else was  suffering, but then what happened?  They couldn’t pay back those debts and they have what is  called the lost decade; a decade of stagnation as they tried to pay back the mountain of debt that  they had accumulated during the ’70s to avoid dealing with the problems of the higher oil prices.   We seemed to have learned the first chapter of what went on in Latin America without having  read the second chapter and seeing where that all ended.  So, we followed their lead in borrowing  and it worked but we’re now having some of the same consequences as Latin America in the  unraveling of excessive debt.      So, that is the connection between our current problems and the war in a very simplistic way.    There are other factors that might have led us to have this high level of lax regulations so we  5  There are other factors that might have led us to have this high level of lax regulations so we  probably would have had problems anyway, but it is unambiguously clear that because the Fed  had to offset the very negative effect of higher oil prices that related to the Iraq war, the problems  today are much worse than they otherwise would have been.  Market economies are able to  absorb shocks of a certain magnitude, but when you get beyond a certain point that’s when things  fall apart and it may have been actually, at least part of the factor that pushed us over the brink.    Going from the $700 billion that the administration admits to, to $3-6 trillion in that sense not a  difficult task.  In fact, it’s very easy; it’s very hard to come up with numbers that are any less.   When we first came out with the book the administration wasn’t very happy and it said something  to the effect of “what about 9/11?  Doesn’t your slide rule calculate that?”  We responded in an  obvious way “Iraq had nothing to do with 9/11,” and there was no connection with al Qaeda, and  that was known even before we went to war in Iraq.  The Bush administration came back with, I  think, the right response “yes, war is expensive and that’s where they left it.  They’ve never  bothered to challenge in any respect our numbers, and they have yet to come out with their own  numbers.  Congress has asked them to come up with their numbers and they’ve refused.  When I  
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testified in Congress I pointed out we should not have had to write this book.  The administration  should have told us all what it was costing.  We can have different judgments about whether the  benefits are worth the costs but we should all know what those costs are.  We are pleased that    partly because of our book Congress is now taking seriously the task of 

providing estimates of  those costs, and these costs estimates are very similar to those that we provide, that we discuss.    There are two or three things that I want to talk about briefly.  One question I get asked all the  time is “why is this war so expense?”  This war is very expensive.  Previous wars, adjusting for  inflation, cost around $50,000 per troop and this war is costing us $400,000 per troop.  There are  a number of factors of why this war is winding up to be so expensive—one of them is that there  are a lot more disabilities.  Partly this is attributed to modern medicine that they are surviving.   There are fewer deaths and more disabled people.  Actually, this is another one of the scandals.   We had to use the Freedom of Information Act to find out how many people were being injured  in this war.  The administration, just like they didn’t want the people to see the caskets, they  didn’t want to see the people coming back who were killed, they didn’t want the American people  to know the number of people injured.  So, on their website they report the number of deaths—  whether they die in hostile or what they call non-hostile action and there is an ambiguity between  what is hostile and non-hostile—but in the case of injury, they only report the hostile actions.  Let  me give you an example of what that means.  If you have a convoy and the first vehicle in the  convoy hits a mine or an explosive devise and blows up and there are injured, that’s a hostile  action and that’s included.  But if the second vehicle runs into the first vehicle which has  exploded, that’s an automobile accident—not hostile.  Or if you have a helicopter flying at night  because it’s too risky to fly in the day because it might get shot down, and because it’s flying at  night it has an accident that is not hostile.  It turns out that the total number is about twice the  number that are killed as hostile, and we had to use, working with the Veterans group, the  Freedom of Information Act to find out these numbers.  Again, I view that as an absolute scandal.   When my colleague publicized that number she got a call from the Undersecretary of Defense,  irate, who said, “How did you get that number?’ and we had to explain that we got it from them.   They didn’t want us to have that number.
Economic strength is key to Heg
Robert A. Pape, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago specializing in international security affairs, March 8, 2009, Realities and Obama's diplomacy, Realities and Obama's diplomacy, http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/nationworld/chi-perspec0308diplomacymar08,0,4785661.story
For nearly two decades, the U.S. has been viewed as a global hegemon—vastly more powerful than any major country in the world. Since 2000, however, our global dominance has fallen dramatically. During the Bush administration, the self-inflicted wounds of the Iraq war, growing government debt, increasingly negative current account balances and other internal economic weaknesses cost the U.S. real power in a world of rapidly spreading knowledge and technology. Simply put, the main legacy of the Bush years has been to leave the U.S. as a declining power. 

From Rome to the United States today, the rise and fall of great nations have been driven primarily by economic strength. At any given moment, a state's power depends on the size and quality of its military forces and other power assets. Over time, however, power is a result of economic strength—the prerequisite for building and modernizing military forces. And so the size of the economy relative to potential rivals ultimately determines the limits of power in international politics.



US Imperial Overstretch from Iraq causes Loss of Hegemony

Scaliger 6/25 (Charles, Published Journalist, 6/25/2010, The New American, Illusions of Empire,   http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/history/world/3838-illusions-and-empire)

Where will it all end? If the verdict of history is any guide, America, like Britain, may well continue to squander her strength and blood waging “savage wars of peace” across the globe until her resources are exhausted. Over the past two decades, America has garrisoned most of the former Yugoslavia, the Middle East, and Central Asia; we have yet to withdraw voluntarily from any of those places. As with Britain, our empire has become bound up with our sense of prestige; too many of us are invested in the status quo, such that withdrawal — from Iraq and Afghanistan, especially — is seen by too many as a betrayal rather than a corrective. In a word, it is not at all certain that America will ever relinquish empire until she is compelled to do so, by the brutal laws of economics, human behavior, and history — “the gods of the copybook headings,” Rudyard Kipling called them — which brook no defiance in the long run.   On the other hand, what might it take to steer America away from the destructive, debilitating, potentially suicidal path of empire? A return to constitutional government would be a tremendous start. Merely reasserting the congressional prerogative to declare war would greatly curtail American wars of pure aggression, like the invasion and occupation of Iraq. Illegal wars and consequent occupations, like those of Yugoslavia and the Korean Peninsula, would be nullified and occupying forces brought home. The Koreans, the Japanese,  the Europeans, Turkey, the republics of Central Asia — all these would become responsible for their own defense.  Of course, any proposal to withdraw from our many so-called “obligations” overseas will provoke howls of protest from the commentariat, as we have seen with the 2008 Ron Paul presidential campaign. Yet ultimately we will have no choice in the matter. American military hegemony will only last for a brief moment, indeed, is already threatened by imperial overstretch combined with economic malaise. We will not be the world’s only superpower forever.
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Sustained unipolar hegemony prevents multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict.

Kagan 2007 [Robert, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Hoover Institution - Stanford U, in Policy Review, No 144, 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 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.
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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
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Advantage 2: stability

Iraqi stablility is on the brink due to elections

Zalmay Khalilzad, June 18, 10, , Ex-U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq and the UN and American counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), “Zalmay Khalilzad's take on Iraq – Part 1,” Iraq Oil Report, http://www.iraqoilreport.com/politics/oil-policy/zalmay-khalilzads-take-on-iraq-part-1-4630/
Ben Lando: What is your take on post-election, pre-government-formation Iraq? Zalmay Khalilzad: I think this election was a success. A positive step, a positive evolution in Iraqi politics. The level of violence was low. The level of participation was acceptable and the Iraqis voted in a less sectarian manner than in the previous election. The two leading parties, one is clearly a secular, non-sectarian, cross-sectarian party of Ayad Allawi that did very well. At the same time Prime Minister Maliki’s party (Dawlat Al-Qanoon) also presented itself as non-sectarian, cross-sectarian and it did very well as well. Of course still most Shia voted for Shia parties and most Sunnis voted for Iraqiya, but nevertheless it shows evolution in the attitudes of the people. BL: You were ambassador in Iraq during a quite violent time, when there was a lot of animosity between Shia and Sunni in Iraq. There’s a fear that this could return – maybe in different ways, maybe at a lower level – but that it could. Especially after the elections, if some parties are marginalized, do you think there is a risk of this violence returning? ZK: You cannot rule it out. It’s possible it could be reignited. It could happen in two ways. One is if there is contestation of the election results, and if takes a very long time to form a government and during this period violence increases. Or if terrorists are able to carry out operations, spectacular operations, that could once again increase insecurity. Also, violence could increase if a narrowly based and sectarian government is formed.  I think one reason for the positive change was there was a greater sense of security and people were tired of the sectarian conflict that had taken place. But my sense is unlikely to go back to the bad old days of 2006 and 2007 after the attack on the Samarra mosque, because institutions are stronger and people are largely tired of sectarianism. It will take a lot to push them back. 

Perception of U.S. commitment to on-time withdrawal key to post-election stability
Brian Katulis, Senior Fellow at American Progress, Katulis Juul consultant to numerous U.S. government agencies, private corporations, and nongovernmental organizations on projects in more than two dozen countries, including Iraq, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Yemen, Egypt, and Colombia., Peter, Research Associate at American Progress, “Iraqis Take Back Their Country,” 2010 http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/03/iraq_elections.html] 

Iraq’s election provides a critical test for the Obama administration’s new diplomacy centric policy in Iraq. Can the United States assist Iraq in moving forward constructively in its political transition despite the challenges of deep fragmentation within Iraqi politics? The outcome of the election will in part determine the kind of country Iraq will be for the foreseeable future—either contributing further to its fragmentation or allowing a national self-definition to coalesce and its politics to heal.

One of the worst mistakes the United States can make at this stage as Iraqis continue to reassert control over their own affairs is to get in the way of that process. Suggestions that the United States renege its commitment to redeploy its forces from Iraq, according to the schedule negotiated in the 2008 bilateral agreement signed with Iraq, are misguided. The Obama administration has begun to rebalance overall U.S. national security priorities in the Middle East and South Asia, sending more troops to Afghanistan as it draws down its forces in Iraq.

This redeployment strategy has risks, and the security environment in Iraq will remain uncertain, but the main objective driving U.S. policy should ultimately be to help Iraqis take control of their own affairs. Sticking to this schedule as closely as possible is best for broader U.S. national security interests unless there is a serious request by a unified Iraqi leadership to change the troop redeployment schedule. Even if Iraq’s new government would make such a request, the United States would have to evaluate it in the context of broader security objectives in the region and globally.
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Maintaining the timeline is key to stop incentivizing insurgent violence and prevent a collapse of stability

Jarrar, 10 (Raed, May 27, 2010, political consultant for the American Friends Service Committee, and a senior fellow at Peace Action, “Don't reward violence in Iraq by extending US troop withdrawal deadline,” Juneau Empire, http://www.juneauempire.com/stories/052710/opi_645328218.shtml)
President Obama should not bow to the Beltway voices urging him to keep U.S. troops longer in Iraq.  At a speech at West Point on Saturday, Obama said: "We are poised to end our combat mission in Iraq this summer." His statement, which the cadets greeted with applause, is a reaffirmation of his pledge to have all U.S. combat forces leave Iraq by Aug. 31. Any remaining armed forces are required to leave Iraq by the end of 2011 in accordance with the binding bilateral Security Agreement, also referred to as the Status of Forces Agreement.  But Washington pundits are still pushing Obama to delay or cancel the U.S. disengagement, calling on him to be "flexible" and take into consideration the recent spike of violence in Iraq. Hundreds of Iraqis have been killed and injured during the last few months in what seems to be an organized campaign to challenge U.S. plans.  While most Iraqis would agree that Iraq is still broken, delaying or canceling the U.S. troop removal will definitely not be seen as "flexibility," but rather as a betrayal of promises. Iraqis believe that prolonging the military occupation will not fix what the occupation has damaged, and they don't think that extending the U.S. intervention will protect them from other interventions. The vast majority of Iraqis see the U.S. military presence as a part of the problem, not the solution.  Linking the U.S. withdrawal to conditions on the ground creates an equation by which further deterioration in Iraq will automatically lead to prolonging the U.S. military presence. Some of the current Iraqi ruling parties want the U.S. occupation to continue because they have been benefiting from it. Some regional players, including the Iranian government, do not want an independent and strong Iraq to re-emerge. And other groups, including al-Qaeda, would gladly see the United States stuck in the current quagmire, losing its blood, treasure and reputation.  Connecting the pullout to the prevalent situation would be an open invitation to those who seek an endless war to sabotage Iraq even further, and delaying it will send the wrong message to them. By contrast, adhering to the current time-based plan would pull the rug from under their feet and allow Iraqis to stabilize their nation, a process that may take many years but that cannot begin as long as Iraq's sovereignty is breached by foreign interventions.  If the Obama administration reneges on its plans, it will effectively reward those responsible for the bloodshed and further embolden them. Such a decision would most likely have serious ramifications for the security of U.S. troops in Iraq, and will impede the security and political progress in the country.  And delaying the U.S. pullout will not only harm the U.S. image around the world, which Obama has been trying hard to improve, but it will also be the final blow to U.S. credibility in Iraq. The mere promise of a complete withdrawal has boosted Iraqi domestic politics and enhanced the U.S. perception in the country.  Unless Obama delivers on his promises, many of these achievements will be lost, and Iraq will be sent back to square one.  
Iraq instability causes global nuclear war

Corsi, Ph.D. in Political Science from Harvard & Staff Reporter for World Net Daily, 1-8-7 (Jerome, "War with Iran is Imminent, http://www.worldnetdaily.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=53669)

If a broader war breaks out in Iraq, Olmert will certainly face pressure to send the Israel military into the Gaza after Hamas and into Lebanon after Hezbollah. If that happens, it will only be a matter of time before Israel and the U.S. have no choice but to invade Syria. The Iraq war could quickly spin into a regional war, with Israel waiting on the sidelines ready to launch an air and missile strike on Iran that could include tactical nuclear weapons. With Russia ready to deliver the $1 billion TOR M-1 surface-to-air missile defense system to Iran, military leaders are unwilling to wait too long to attack Iran. Now that Russia and China have invited Iran to join their Shanghai Cooperation Pact, will Russia and China sit by idly should the U.S. look like we are winning a wider regional war in the Middle East? If we get more deeply involved in Iraq, China may have their moment to go after Taiwan once and for all. A broader regional war could easily lead into a third world war, much as World Wars I and II began.
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Commitment to withdrawal will motivate the Middle East to promote and maintain a stable Iraq
Lawrence Korb, Staff Writer for the American Conservative, 5/19/08 (http://www.amconmag.com/article/2008/may/19/00015/)
The opponents of this senseless war seem to have far more confidence in the ability of the Iraqis to manage their affairs than do the advocates of remaining indefinitely. Moreover, once the U.S. sets a date for withdrawal, it will compel the region to claim Iraq, forcing neighboring countries to decide whether an Iraqi civil war, with all its consequences, is in their interests. If nothing else, a failed Iraq will force surrounding nations to confront another deluge of refugees on top of the 2.5 million who have already fled the country.
Faced with this reality, it is likely that the Saudis, Iranians, Syrians, Jordanians, Turks, and others will seek to mediate rather than further inflame Iraq’s internal conflicts. The U.S. can move this process along by launching a diplomatic surge with these neighbors as it begins to remove its troops.

Similarly, the claim that an American withdrawal from Iraq will undermine our credibility and moral standing has the reality exactly backward. A well-managed withdrawal, as opposed to remaining indefinitely, will enhance our credibility, especially if coupled with a renewed diplomatic effort. It will restore our global reputation and allow us to focus on real threats to our national interests.
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Elections prove that Iraq’s democracy is steadily developing, but an extension of the U.S. commitment destroys public trust in the government, destroying Iraqi government legitimacy 

Babak Dehganpisheh, , 2/26/10,  Newsweek’s Baghdad Bureau chief, “Rebirth of a Nation,” Newswek

http://www.newsweek.com/2010/02/25/rebirth-of-a-nation.html

The elections to be held in Iraq on March 7 feature 6,100 parliamentary candidates from all of the country's major sects and many different parties. They have wildly conflicting interests and ambitions. Yet in the past couple of years, these politicians have come to see themselves as part of the same club, where hardball political debate has supplanted civil war and legislation is hammered out, however slowly and painfully, through compromises—not dictatorial decrees or, for that matter, the executive fiats of U.S. occupiers. Although protected, encouraged, and sometimes tutored by Washington, Iraq's political class is now shaping its own system—what Gen. David Petraeus calls "Iraqracy." With luck, the politics will bolster the institutions through which true democracy thrives. Of course, as U.S. Ambassador to Baghdad Christopher Hill says, "the real test of a democracy is not so much the behavior of the winners; it will be the behavior of the losers." Even if the vote comes off relatively peacefully, the maneuvering to form a government could go on for weeks or months. Elections in December 2005 did not produce a prime minister and cabinet until May 2006. And this time around the wrangling will be set against the background of withdrawing American troops. Their numbers have already dropped from a high of 170,000 to fewer than 100,000, and by August there should be no more than 50,000 U.S. soldiers left in the country. If political infighting turns to street fighting, the Americans may not be there to intervene. Anxiety is high, not least in Washington, where Vice President Joe Biden now chairs a monthly cabinet-level meeting to monitor developments in Iraq. But a senior White House official says the group is now "cautiously optimistic" about developments there. "The big picture in Iraq is the emergence of politics," he notes. Indeed, what's most striking—and least commented upon—is that while Iraqi politicians have proved noisy, theatrical, inclined to storm off and push confrontations to the brink, in recent years they have always pulled back. Think about what's happened just in the last month. After a Shiite--dominated government committee banned several candidates accused of ties to the Baathist regime of Saddam Hussein, there were fears that sectarian strife could pick up again. Saleh al-Mutlaq, who heads one of the largest Sunni parties, was disqualified. He says he tried complaining to the head of the committee, Ahmad Chalabi, and even met with the Iranian ambassador, thinking Tehran had had a hand in what he called these "dirty tricks"—but to no avail. Two weeks later Mutlaq nervously paced the garden of the massive Saddam--era Al-Rashid Hotel as he weighed his dwindling options. "I got a call from the American Embassy today," he said, grimly. "They said, 'Most of the doors are closed. There's nothing left for us to work.' " He shook his head. "The American position is very weak." But what's most interesting is what did not happen. There was no call for violence, and Mutlaq soon retracted his call for a boycott. The elections remain on track. Only about 150 candidates were ultimately crossed off the electoral lists. No red-faced Sunni politicians appeared on television ranting about a Shiite witch hunt or Kurdish conspiracy. In fact, other prominent Sunni politicians have been conspicuous for their low profile. Ali Hatem al--Suleiman, a tough, flamboyant Sunni sheik who heads the powerful Dulaim tribe in Anbar province, is running for Parliament on a list with Shiite Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki. He scoffs at effete urban pols like Mutlaq: "They represent nothing. Did they join us in the fight against terrorists? We are tribes and have nothing to do with them." What outsiders tend to miss as they focus on the old rivalries among Shiites, Sunnis, and Kurds is that sectarianism is giving way to other priorities. "The word 'compromise' in Arabic—mosawama—is a dirty word," says Mowaffaq al-Rubaie, who served for many years as Iraq's national--security adviser and is running for Parliament. "You don't compromise on your concept, your ideology, your religion—or if you do," he flicked his hand dismissively, "then you're a traitor." Rubaie leans in close to make his point. "But we learned this trick of compromise. So the Kurds are with the Shia on one piece of legislation. The Shia are with the Sunnis on another piece of legislation, and the Sunnis are with the Kurds on still another." The turnaround has been dramatic. "The political process is very combative," says a senior U.S. adviser to the Iraqi government who is not authorized to speak on the record. "They fight—but they get sufficient support to pass legislation." Some very important bills have stalled, most notably the one that's meant to decide how the country's oil riches are divvied up. But as shouting replaces shooting, the Parliament managed to pass 50 bills in the last year alone, while vetoing only three. The new legislation included the 2010 budget and an amendment to the investment law, as well as a broad law, one of the most progressive in the region, defining the activities of nongovernmental organizations. The Iraqis have surprised even themselves with their passion for democratic processes. In 2005, after decades living in Saddam Hussein's totalitarian "republic of fear," they flooded to the polls as soon as they got the chance. Today Baghdad is papered over with campaign posters and the printing shops on Saadoun Street seem to be open 24 hours a day, cranking out more. Political cliques can no longer rely on voters to rubber-stamp lists of sectarian candidates. Those that seem to think they still might, like the Iranian-influenced Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq, have seen their support wane dramatically. Provincial elections a year ago were dominated by issues like the need for electricity, jobs, clean water, clinics, and especially security. Maliki has developed a reputation for delivering some of that, and his candidates won majorities in nine of 18 provinces. They lead current polls as well. The word skeptics like to fall back on is "fragile." No one can say for sure whether the Iraqis' political experiment is 
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Commitment to Pullout is critical- delaying would undermine undermine the Iraqi governments legitimacy and stability.

William C. Martel, July 1, 2009, is an associate professor of  international security studies at The Fletcher School at Tufts University.,USA Today, LexisNexis, Pull back, no matter what;  Opposing view: 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. 
Democracy Will Spillover in te Region, Especially to Non-Free/Oppressive States

Harvey Starr , PoliSi Prof. at USC, and Christina Lindborg, 2003, “Democratic Dominoes Revisited : The Hazards of Governmental Transitions, 1974-1996” , Journal of Conflict Resolution, http://jcr.sagepub.com/content/47/4/490
The analyses in Starr (1991) covered a period that ended in 1987. Although a post–cold war context would argue for the increased impact of general systemic effects (which we do find with some qualifications), the post–cold war period also brought with it a substantial increase in the number of F countries in the system (from 57 in 1987 to 81 in 1996). The increased number of democracies in the system appears to have increased the impact of neighbor effects as well—with stronger results for the effects of BGTs and clear neighbor environment effects for PF states. The post-1989 period is also one of growing interdependence, led by technologically based factors (see Rosenau 1990). This interdependence is reflected in systemic patterns of adaptive innovation, emulation, and expanded communication, which include the diffusion of governmental forms, especially the diffusion of democracy. These systemic effects promoting the diffusion of democracy are bolstered by local context factors—border effects and the nature of a state’s neighborhood. If students of democracy—whether in international or comparative politics—are essentially correct in regard to theoretical arguments about democratic norms, procedures, and transparency, then greater numbers of democracies should not only reflect higher levels of interdependence but also generate even higher levels of interdependence. Such a feedback loop would have been anticipated by Karl Deutsch’s vision of the process by which security communities are established. This is heartening news indeed. But Deutsch’s model of integration also alerts us to the constant possibility of disintegration. This is the cautionary lesson we must never forget.
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Democratic governance is key to avert extinction – prevents terrorism, genocide, and environmental destruction

Diamond, 95 

[Larry Diamond, a professor, lecturer, adviser, and author on foreign policy, foreign aid, and democracy.

 “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s: Actors and instruments, issues and imperatives : a report to the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict”, December 1995, http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/di.htm]

This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.
The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built. 
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Democracy is the only alternative for a government in Iraq- other alternatives result in instability

Daniel L. Byman, Assistant professor in the Security Studies Program, Georgetown University, Senior fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution and Kenneth M. Pollack, Director of research, Saban Center, Summer 2003, Washington Quarterly Volume, Issue 3 Summer 2003, pages 117 - 136 

(http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all?content=10.1162/016366003765609615)
Perhaps the most compelling reason to invest in building democracy in a post-Saddam Iraq is that the alternatives are far worse. Those who oppose such an effort have offered two alternatives: an oligarchy that incorporates Iraq's leading communities or a new, gentler dictatorship. Although not pleasant, skeptics of democracy argue that the United States must be "real- istic" and recognize that only these options would avoid chaos and ensure Iraq's stability. That either of these approaches could offer a stable and de- sirable alternative to the lengthy process of building democracy from the bottom up, however, is highly doubtful. One of the most commonly suggested forms for a post-Saddam Iraqi govern- ment would be one roughly similar to the new Karzai regime in Afghanistan. A consociational oligarchy would theoretically bring together leading figures from all of Iraq's major ethnic, religious, tribal, geographic, and functional groupings in a kind of national unity government. Such a regime might not be pluralistic in a strict sense; but by including members from all strata of Iraqi society, it would at least represent its key elements, and the various members could be expected to protect the most basic interests of their co- religionists and ethnic kin. Whether or not these groups truly represented the interests and aspirations of the Iraqi people would be largely irrelevant. Advo- cates of a consociational oligarchy in Iraq maintain that, with the demise of Saddam's regime, tribal chieftains and religious lead- ers can be expected to emerge as the only forces left in Iraq with some degree of power and would therefore be best able to preserve stability. A consociational oligarchy would be dif- ficult to establish for the simple reason that Iraq currently lacks potential oligarchs. Before Saddam took power, Iraq had numerous tribal, religious, military, municipal, and merchant leaders of sufficient stature to exercise considerable independent power. "Had" is the key word. Because Saddam ruthlessly eliminated any leaders in the country with the potential to rival himself, strong local leaders are lacking. Those who remain in the armed forces, in the Sunni tribes, and among some of the Shi'ite militias and reli- gious figures are political pygmies, lacking anything resembling the kind of independent power needed to dominate the country. The armed forces, par- ticularly the Republican Guard, had the power to rule the country, but they have been decimated and fragmented by the U.S. military offensive. Meanwhile, 75 percent of the population is urban, and even those city- dwellers who retain some links to their tribes reportedly do not want to be represented by unsophisticated, rural shaykhs who know nothing about life in Iraq's cities. Nor do these mostly secular Iraqis want to be represented by clerics whose goals might be very different from their own. So, who would represent the urban lower and middle classes that constitute the bulk of Iraq's population? Not the former magistrates of Iraq's cities—these are all appointees of Saddam's regime who owed their positions to their loyalty and service to him. In short, without a democratic process that would allow new leaders to emerge from the greater Iraqi population, the vast majority of Ira- qis would be left without a voice. By failing to include so much of Iraq's populace, attempts at a consocia- tional oligarchy will only foster the potential for instability down the road. Although the current Kurdish leaders could represent their population well because they have led them for years and are widely—though not univer- sally—accepted, they would be the exception. The few members of the Shi'ite clergy who have survived Saddam's purges could represent Shi'ites who favor an Islamic form of government, but they reportedly constitute less than 15 percent of the Shi'ite population in Iraq. Shi'ite shaykhs could rep- resent their small tribal constituencies, just as Sunni shaykhs could repre- sent their followers; but tribal Iraqis—both Sunni and Shi'a—now comprise just a small fraction of the population, prob- ably less than 15 percent. A n oligarchic ap- proach thus risks almost immediate chaos by increasing the chances that a form of warlordism would develop in which local leaders might be strong enough to resist any weak central government that would surely emerge with such an approach, as was the case in Afghanistan, but not strong enough to hold the country together. To the extent that various groups and their warlords did cooperate in a new political structure created by the United States before coalition troops departed, they likely would do so only tempo- rarily to prevent their rivals from gaining control of the central government, to try to gain control of the central government themselves, and to secure as much of the country's resources for themselves as possible. Moreover, this approach would inevitably include the cleansing of other tribal, ethnic, and religious groups as warlords attempted to consolidate control of their terri- tory. Meanwhile, in the Shi'ite south, with no strong central government imposing order, the Shi'a would likely vent their pent-up anger over eight decades of Sunni repression with reprisal killings against Sunnis associated with the past regime. Imagining a consociational oligarchy that fostered sta- bility, let alone good government, in Iraq is difficult. A far simpler alternative to democracy would be merely to install a new dic- tator to take Saddam's place. In effect, this would entail the United States acquiescing in the establishment of just 
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one more Arab autocracy that, hopefully, would be no more troubling than that of Hosni Mubarak's Egypt. In addition to the moral burden of forcing long-suffering Iraqis to again endure dictatorship, this hard-line approach is not practical because the power brokers left standing after Saddam's fall are simply too weak to take or hold power forcibly themselves without constant and heavy-handed U.S.in- terference. Lacking Saddam's military power, any who try will provoke civil war when they attack but be unable to defeat the military forces of their do- mestic rivals. To make matters worse, each faction would probably appeal to foreign countries such as Iran or Syria to help defend themselves and gain control over the country. Because a U.S.-anointed successor to Saddam would find holding power difficult without outside support, the most likely outcome of this approach would be a revolving-door dictatorship in which one weak autocrat is over- thrown by the next, who then is himself too weak to hang on. Indeed, the only way that another dictator would have a chance of maintaining power would be to become a new version of Saddam himself—replicating his predecessor's brutal tyranny and even possibly resurrecting the development of weapons of mass destruction, flouting UN resolutions, supporting terror- ism, and attacking neighboring countries, none of which would enhance the stability of the region or advance U.S. interests. At best, a new dictatorship would leave Iraq no better off than other re- gional autocracies, but this too would be a dangerous result. Under such a dictatorship, Iraq might—as Saudi Arabia and Egypt have—become a breeding ground for anti-U.S. Islamic radicals or might slide into instability, even revolution. Setting post-Saddam Iraq on this path would be folly. Sad- dling another strategically important Middle Eastern state with all of the same problems as Egypt, Syria, Saudi Arabia, and the others is not an out- come that the United States should seek. 

Iran Add-On

Past U.S. choices and actions have set the tone for Iran’s hostile attitude towards our actions- continued stationing of troops could be the straw that breaks the camel’s back 

Sherifa D. Zufur, Faculty, Middle Eastern politics, Islamic world, fundamentalism/political Islam, Strategic Studies Institute, 06 (IRAN, IRAQ, AND THE UNITED STATES: THE NEW TRIANGLE’S IMPACT ON SECTARIANISM AND THE NUCLEAR THREAT)

A revolution is, by definition, “the forcible overthrow of an established government by a people governed.”85 That is what took place in Iran after a series of demonstrations and crippling strikes in the oil industry and newspapers in 1978. The Shah departed Iran, and Khomeini triumphantly returned on February 1, 1979. 38 The ensuing hostage crisis arose out of a struggle between Iranians about the character and “red lines” of the revolution. A cultural war against “imperialism” and Western influence began and heightened from 1979 through 1981. As part of this process, Iranian students took over the American Embassy and seized hostages to protest the Shah’s arrival in the United States for medical treatment. His entry into the United States countered the advice of Ambassador Sullivan to Cyrus Vance, although Henry Kissinger, Zbigniew Brezinski, and David Rockefeller had lobbied for the Shah’s admittance.86 The hostage takers played on paranoid fears that the United States would unseat the new regime, and popular anger that the Shah and his family had escaped Iran with their great wealth intact. To punish these Americans for being “spies” and their country’s close relationship with the Shah, the hostages were held for 444 days, although their captors released five women, eight African-Americans, and more than 30 non-U.S. citizens. Ayatullah Khomeini, who most likely was unaware of the plan to seize the embassy, fully supported the hostage takers once they had accomplished this action. The seizure of hostages was wildly popular with ordinary Iranians, and the Majlis (the Iranian Parliament) eventually adopted Khomeini’s four demands from the United States.87 The hostage crisis powerfully and psychologically affected Americans. The crisis led to a gasoline shortage and rationing. Although official U.S. policy was to refuse to deal with terrorists, a military attempt to rescue the hostages failed and enraged the Iranian public and disappointed Americans. President Jimmy Carter, himself, considered the hostage crisis to be the foremost of three issues leading to his failure to be re-elected.88 The United States eventually 39 negotiated the release of the hostages by promising not to intervene in Iranian affairs, unfreezing $11 billion in frozen assets,89 and freezing the Shah’s family’s property. The announcement of successful negotiations ending the hostage crisis coincided with President Ronald Reagan’s inauguration on January 20, 1981. The hostage release precipitated a struggle between Iranian political forces as well as a showdown between Khomeini and then-President Bani Sadr. Under President Reagan, the United States was overtly hostile both to Iran and its Islamist ideals, yet its representatives again negotiated with Iran for the lives of U.S. hostages in Lebanon. Iranians suffered from the long war with Iraq, in which the United States, as well as Arab states, supported Saddam Hussein, who initially thought he could seize Iranian territory.

U.S. troops on the Iraq-Iran border is the biggest threat to Iran right now- fears of U.S. attempts to make a “regime change” in Iran

Kayhan Barzegar, Prof. of International Relations @ Islamic Azad University, ‘8 [Middle East Policy, Winter, Iran’s Foreign Policy in Post Invasion Iraq, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/Barzegar_Middle_East_Policy_Winter_2008.pdf]

The political-security developments in post-invasion Iraq have raised new security challenges for Iran in two ways: first, the direct presence of U.S. forces on Iran’s immediate borders, coupled with the possibility of new U.S. military bases; and second, the threats that have emerged from broader geopolitical changes and the shifting security-political environment in the region. The most significant factors concerning Iran’s new security challenge are the U.S. military presence next to Iran’s national borders and U.S. aims and strategies. Although Iran was greatly relieved to see the Taliban and Saddam regimes removed from power,31 there was none54 MIDDLE EAST POLICY, VOL. XV, NO. 4, WINTER 2008 theless a sense that a new and possibly greater security threat had replaced them: U.S. administration officials and military forces, determined to implement the Bush administration’s preemptive doctrine vis-àvis Iran. The new circumstances saw the United States position itself as a “balancer,” reflecting the high likelihood of an indefinite U.S. military presence on Iran’s immediate borders.32 Since 9/11, the Bush administration’s regional policy has focused on isolating Iran in its geopolitical sphere, building unfriendly regional alliances against it and pursuing a policy of “regime change.”33 This has forced Iran to confront the United States in the region.
Iran Add-on

Empirically proven- U.S. tensions with Iran would lead to an arms race that would ultimately lead to major proliferation 

Kayhan Barzegar, Prof. of International Relations @ Islamic Azad University, ‘8 [Middle East Policy, Winter, Iran’s Foreign Policy in Post Invasion Iraq, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/Barzegar_Middle_East_Policy_Winter_2008.pdf]

The political-security system in the Persian Gulf was designed chiefly for traditional threats, based on conditions in the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s.34 Policies such as “balance of power” and “dual containment” were based only on the demands and interests of transregional players. In other words, third-party interests have been the main components of such a security system.35 Traditionally, stability was defined as the creation of a balance between Iran and Iraq. This line of thinking was based on an evaluation of the two sides’ various economic, cultural, military and ideological strengths. Supported by U.S. regional policies, one of the main justifications advanced by the shah’s regime for Iran’s growing military expenditures was the fact that they were necessary to stave off the threat posed by the Baath regime.36 Saddam Hussein, likewise, naming himself the guardian of the Arab world’s eastern gate, justified his growing military costs to be necessary for blocking Iranian influence in the region. This ultimately led to an intense arms race and distrust between Iran and Iraq, culminating in a full-fledged war. With the new developments, such an arrangement that multiplies the causes of tension and mistrust among the regional states and is based on mutual misperceptions about the roles, positions and aims of the other countries is not in conformity with regional realities. In addition, as demonstrated during the crises of the last few years, namely the first and second Persian Gulf wars, it lacks efficacy. 37 For the same reason, the current conditions and realities of the region demand new regional security arrangements. Instead of focusing on differences, any new security arrangement must primarily be based on a new definition of the nature of the threat and a precise understanding of the aims of all players, identifying and working on common security concerns and interests. The birth of a new Iraq demands a revision of the current regional political-security architecture, especially in the Persian Gulf. Most of Iran’s foreign-currency earnings derive from the export of energy through the Persian Gulf.38 Meanwhile, the region is also Iran’s main route of international trade and communication and the starting point for Iran’s international relations. The establishment of a new Iraq with a different power dynamic, featuring empowered Shia factions, has presented new possibilities for Iranian foreign policy in the region. 39
[Insert Iran prolif impact]
Iraqi democracy- Brink

IRAQI  GOVENRMENT IS GAINING LEGITAMACY BUT IS ON THE BRINK 

The Sunday Times, March 15, 2010 , Iraqi Democracy, Allegations of fraud should not blind us to the achievements of the Iraqi election,http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/leading_article/article7061787.ece 

Even so, international observers appear to agree that such examples were scattered, not structural. This would be poor praise indeed in a Western-style democracy, but Iraq is not yet such a place. While the detail may remain deeply unsatisfactory, the triumph of this election is the evident engagement of the Iraqi people in the business of party politics as a whole. 

In the 2005 Iraq elections, the Sunni minority largely avoided the polls, as a gesture of discontent. This time around, they have become a significant electoral force, throwing their weight behind the Iraqi List party of the former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi. While a relatively small number of votes have so far been counted, his party appears to be lagging slightly behind the State of Law Alliance of the incumbent Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki. At present, no party looks likely to secure an overall majority, which will require the negotiation of a coalition, with co-operation from religious, Kurdish and Turkmen parties. 

Amid the clamour and chaos of all this, we must not blind ourselves to the extraordinary achievement that this election represents. While there is disquiet over the process, this stems not from hostility, but from a desire that Iraq should have a proper, grown-up political system, which behaves as a democracy ought. Second, regardless of how the popular vote goes, Iraq will have a government and an opposition, and an enhanced expectation that this is how politics ought to be. 

Third, the turnout was 62 per cent, an impressive figure anywhere. True, in 2002, it was 100 per cent. On the plus side, though, this time there was more than one person on the ballot. 

Iraqi democracy- Brink 

Iraqi government is stabilizing however they are on the brink recent elections prove

Kenneth M. Pollack, Director, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, June 30 2010, Brookings, http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2010/0630_iraq_trip_pollack.aspx 

The 2010 Iraqi elections have the potential to be the most important that the country has ever had and will ever have.  Neither the people nor the politicians face the overwhelming pressures of civil war any longer.  The political system is not mature, but neither is it newborn.  The people have made clear that they want change, and they expected these elections to produce that change.  Consequently, the precedents set in this election will endure for a long time to come.  Moreover, Iraq’s political system remains fairly fluid, but it could harden very quickly—and especially if the wrong principles prevail in its wake.  For all of these reasons, it seems likely that this election will define the Iraqi political system for decades to come.

It is for this reason that the United States, and all other countries whose vital interests are on the line in Iraq, must pay particular attention to the final outcome of this election.  Whatever else they want, the Iraqi public has made clear that they want representative, transparent government; they want political leaders responsive to the needs of their constituents; they want effective, technocratic governance; they want greater secularism and less sectarianism; they want the rule of law.  Consequently, there is a great danger in allowing the perception to take hold that the election was “stolen” in the politicking that followed it.  Many Iraqis will become disillusioned, others will get angry.  Whole communities might seek to distance themselves from the central government, or to support violence against the government again.  Indeed, it continues to remain the case that the most likely alternative to continued progress toward democratization in Iraq (no matter how slow and fitful) is an eventual return to civil war.  

In a similar vein, the outcome of this election will likely have a profound impact on American interests in Iraq.  The extent to which Iraq remains on a democratizing path is likely to be a key consideration in the extent to which the United States remains supportive of Iraq.  It is difficult to imagine a scenario in which Iraq is veering toward greater authoritarianism and sectarianism and the United States remains wholly supportive.  Similarly, the extent to which the outcome of the election, the post-election maneuvering, and then the new government’s ability to govern will determine whether Iraq avoids sliding back into civil war.  This, in turn, creates another critical interest for the United States.  Finally, the extent to which the United States can remain an active participant in Iraq’s political development, helping to keep it on the right path toward stability, prosperity and pluralism is also likely to be shaped, if not determined, by the outcome of these events.  Again, the more democratic, representative and secular the new government, the more willing the United States will be to help it, and the more amenable to American advice and assistance the Iraqi government is likely to be.  Conversely, the more authoritarian and sectarian the new government is, the less it will be open to American influence and the more it will attempt to block the United States and keep it out of Iraqi affairs.  

Iraqi democ- internal link 

Further US military precence in Iraq is detrimental to the development and creadablility of an Iraqi government.

James Phillips, June 25, 2004, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, Heritage foundation, Building a Stable Iraq After the June 30 Transition, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2004/06/Building-a-Stable-Iraq-After-the-June-30-Transition 

The coalition's army of liberation increasingly came to be perceived by Iraqis as an onerous army of occupation despite its many good deeds, not least of which was removing Saddam Hussein's brutal dictatorship from power. Among Iraqis, there is growing impatience and frustration with the slow pace of economic reconstruction; the lack of jobs; the widespread presence of foreign troops and contractors; and, above all, the terrorism and lawlessness that threatens their personal safety. Cultural differences have exacerbated perceptions that coalition military and civilian personnel are arrogant interlopers whose hidden agenda is to keep Iraqis dependent on foreign governments.

The upsurge in insurgent violence in April and May, combined with outrage over the Abu Ghraib prison scandal, has further undermined Iraqi trust and support for the coalition's military presence. According to a poll conducted in May by the CPA, 55 percent of Iraqis reported that they would feel safer if U.S. troops withdrew immediately--up from 28 percent in January. Confidence in the protection offered by the coalition plummeted to 11 percent--down from 47 percent in November--and nearly half of Iraqis polled felt unsafe in their own neighborhoods.2
This rapid decline in trust coupled with rising anti-Americanism among Iraqis is ominous because it undermines the long-term prospects for containing and defeating the various insurgent groups. Such distrust inhibits the flow of intelligence to the coalition and Iraqi security forces and allows insurgents to flourish, even if with only the passive support of the bulk of the population. Daily ambushes, frequent assassinations, and occasional car bombings are part of a systematic campaign to intimidate and deter Iraqis from working with the occupation forces. The May 17 assassination of Izzedin Salim, President of the Iraqi Governing Council, underscored the tenuous security situation.

Iraqi democ- spill over
Iraqi democracy is the key internal link to regional democratization – most influential rising power

Barzani, 9
[Saywan, 4/10/9, representative of the Kurdish government in Europe, “Obama in the Mideast: Iraq as best ally of the US,” http://www.speroforum.com/a/18836/Obama-in-the-Mideast-Iraq-as-best-ally-of-the-US]

Iraq will continue to be important to President Obama because of its strategic position in relation to the three continents of the Old World and as a crossroad between the Persian, Turkish and Arab world. Plus Iraq’s Kurdish component brings it closer to countries with an important Kurdish population.

If Iraq, which is at the core of an axis that contains 80 per cent of the world oil and gas reserves, becomes a democracy and remains close to the West, this could be a great asset for the United States in the coming decades. It would be the only country with an important role in the whole Middle East.

The role and influence of America’s other allies is limited. First of all, Israel is almost totally isolated and cannot play any really positive role to restore the image of the United States. Saudi Arabia’s role is limited to its oil. Egypt is losing ground, especially at the cultural and diplomatic levels. For its part Turkey cannot be the expected bridge between East and West because it is trying so hard to stay out of the East whilst at the same failing to become fully integrated into the West for obvious reasons. Anyway its influence is very limited in the Arab world and Iran.

Once Democracy is Established it Will Spread Throughout the Region

Harvey Starr , PoliSi Prof. at USC, and Christina Lindborg, 2003, “Democratic Dominoes Revisited : The Hazards of Governmental Transitions, 1974-1996” , Journal of Conflict Resolution, http://jcr.sagepub.com/content/47/4/490

We can come at the growth of global democracy in yet another way. The diffusion of democracy is closer to models of adoption than those of positive contagion (such as those applied to the diffusion ofwar). As noted by Starr (1991, 368), “Given that states could adopt then reject democratic forms, many types of analyses based on adoption cannot be employed.” Nevertheless, some such analyses could be approximated. For instance, in 1974, there were 142 system members, of which 43 were F. Counting the 99 other states and the 49 new states that entered the system by 1996, there was a pool of 148 “potential adopters” of democracy. From 1974 to 1996, 38 additional F states were added, or 25.7% of the potential total. This “accumulated curve of adopters” compares quite favorably to the 12% figure found in the analysis of the period from 1974 to 1987. Using the same calculations for the F+PFstates, 111 states made up the potential pool of adopters. The addition of 62 F + PF states from the 1974 to 1996 period constitutes 55.8% of the potential adopters, a substantially greater success rate (the comparable figure in the earlier study was 41.2%); see Table 1. In addition, a quick analysis of transitions (Table 2) provides a complementary picture to the growth of democracy in the system. Looking at transitions, we find a surge of positive transitions for the 1990 to 1992 period. There is a slowing down of the rate of positive movement toward democracy as compared to negative transitions in the 1992 to 1994 period. Overall, the post-1989 period compares very favorably with the solid growth prior to the end of the coldwar described in Starr (1991), with 63 positive transitions against 45 negative ones from 1990 to 1996.
Iraqi democ- spill over

The Collapse of a Democracy Will Not Spillover 

Harvey Starr , PoliSi Prof. at USC, and Christina Lindborg, 2003, “Democratic Dominoes Revisited : The Hazards of Governmental Transitions, 1974-1996” , Journal of Conflict Resolution, http://jcr.sagepub.com/content/47/4/490

As seen above, the investigation of the growth and diffusion of F states in the system necessarily involves the analysis of the growth and possible diffusion of NF states as well. Hypotheses could be derived from the realist literature that would lead us to expect that therewould be diffusion effects for the growth of democracy but not for the failure of democracy (the growth of NF states in the system). An alternative hypothesis, based on other realist premises and agent-structure models, might propose that environmental factors are just as likely to affect F and NF states alike—that environmental stimuli based on uncertainty, the characteristics of neighbors, the emulation of useful behaviors anywhere in the system, could work in either direction. To take a first cut at these possibilities, two additional Poisson analyses were performed as presented in Table 3, part B. Here, one Poisson and one modified The results are the same as those found for all transitions: the Poisson was rejected for each set of transitions, whereas the modified Poisson could not be rejected.Possible diffusion effects were found for the analysis of all governmental transitions in part A. In part B, possible diffusion effects were found in that positive transitions might have a diffusion effect on future positive transitions and in that negative transitions might have possible diffusion effects on future negative transitions. Neither the movement toward or away from democracy is random or consists of independent events.Poisson were run for only positive transitions, and another Poisson and modified Poisson were run for only negative transitions. 
Democracy Spills Over To Oppressive States

Harvey Starr , PoliSi Prof. at USC, and Christina Lindborg, 2003, “Democratic Dominoes Revisited : The Hazards of Governmental Transitions, 1974-1996” , Journal of Conflict Resolution, http://jcr.sagepub.com/content/47/4/490
To summarize, when PF countries are surrounded by at least 50% democracies on their borders (MOREFREE), they are more likely to switch to F than to switch to N. A contiguous environment of F neighbors appears to help prevent F countries from failing. On the other hand, most of the countries that move out of NF are surrounded by less than 50% F countries (LESSFREE). This is where regional influences seem to be important. For instance, Argentina, Chile, and Guatemala had less than 50% democracies on their borders. Nevertheless, after turning NF fairly early in the time frame for this analysis, they still managed to leave NF status. Recalling that the Western Hemisphere showed a low tolerance for NF countries, regional diffusion effects seem to have had greater effect than the nature of bordering countries and helped to move these countries out of the NF group Whereas border effects may be important for influencing whether a PF country will avoid becoming F or NF, regional influences seem more important for pulling countries out of their NF condition when their neighbors are not F.

Iraqi democ- regional stability

Peaceful transitions to democracy develop a model of integrated security in communities and develop overall cooperation 

Harvey Starr and Christina Lindborg, department of government and international studies @ usc, 2003 (http://jcr.sagepub.com/content/47/4/490)
Thus, given (1) the results of analyses of the dyadic democratic peace proposition that democracies rarely if ever go to war with one another, (2) results of corollary studies indicating that various other forms of conflict are mitigated within pairs of democracies, and (3) increasing evidence in support of monadic arguments that democracies also are less conflict prone in general, then increasing numbers of democracies in the global system will require us to rethink and re-specify many of our theories of international relations. For example, theories of system change at the international or global levels are dominated by the effects of major power war (general war or system change war). As argued by Russett (1993), the growing number of democracies may be bringing change “from the bottom up” or from the inside out (that is, domestic system effects on the global system). The global system may be as fundamentally changed as it has in the past by war through the peaceful extension of democracy (see also Starr 1997a). As such, it is important to understand the external or international conditions under which newly formed democracies are most likely to “survive” as democracies and the patterns they exhibit in terms of transitions to and away from democracy. For example, Ward and Gleditsch (1998; also Gleditsch andWard 2000) demonstrate that “setbacks” on the road to democracy—which here would be transitions away from F or PF—do increase the probability of war, whereas “smooth transitions toward democracy reduce the risk of war” (Gleditsch and Ward 2000, 2). Similarly, the growth and survival of democracy in the system should alert us to the role and impact of norms in the international system. The question of how norms grow and spread, especially in regard to Axelrod’s (1984) model of the “evolution of cooperation,” is of direct relevance. Recall that Axelrod argues that cooperation can indeed evolve from “small clusters of individuals who base their cooperation on reciprocity and have even a small proportion of their interactions with each other” (pp. 20-21). Axelrod provides guidelines for our expectations of what could happen in the international system once a certain percentage of democracies exists and forms a “core group” of cooperators. Theoretically, the growth and diffusion of norms that lead to peaceful interaction (resembling the outcomes of Deutschian integration) is of central importance to the project concerned with the general critique of realism. To develop this theoretical application further, the growth and spread of democracy can be linked to the growing re-attention to models of integration and security communities (e.g., Russett and Starr 2000; Adler and Barnett 1998). Russett’s (1993) notion of reconfiguring the system from the bottom up, along with the broad applicability to integration models, shows how the study of democratic growth also can be relevant to the growing literature studying the interaction between domestic factors and foreign policy. This literature (for example, Rosenau 1990, 1997) draws on the idea of two-level games, models of interdependence, transnational relations, and integration (see Starr 1997a). 

Democratic countries generate higher levels of inter-dependence and in other countries throughout their region

Harvey Starr and Christina Lindborg, department of government and international studies @ usc, 2003 (http://jcr.sagepub.com/content/47/4/490)
The analyses in Starr (1991) covered a period that ended in 1987. Although a post– cold war context would argue for the increased impact of general systemic effects (which we do find with some qualifications), the post–cold war period also brought with it a substantial increase in the number of F countries in the system (from 57 in 1987 to 81 in 1996). The increased number of democracies in the system appears to have increased the impact of neighbor effects as well—with stronger results for the effects of BGTs and clear neighbor environment effects for PF states. The post-1989 period is also one of growing interdependence, led by technologically based factors (see Rosenau 1990). This interdependence is reflected in systemic patterns of adaptive innovation, emulation, and expanded communication, which include the diffusion of governmental forms, especially the diffusion of democracy. These systemic effects promoting the diffusion of democracy are bolstered by local context factors—border effects and the nature of a state’s neighborhood. If students of democracy—whether in international or comparative politics—are essentially correct in regard to theoretical arguments about democratic norms, procedures, and transparency, then greater numbers of democracies should not only reflect higher levels of interdependence but also generate even higher levels of interdependence. Such a feedback loop would have been anticipated by Karl Deutsch’s vision of the process by which security communities are established. This is heartening news indeed. But Deutsch’s model of integration also alerts us to the constant possibility of disintegration. This is the cautionary lesson we must never forget.

Iraqi democ- spill over/ solves regional instability

Strong Iraqi democracy solves regional instability and spills over throughout the region- government legitimacy is key.

Andrew J. Enterline and J. Michael Greig, Andrew J. Enterline (ajenter@unt.edu) is associate professor of political science, University of North Texas, Michael Greig (greig@unt.edu) is assistant professor of political science, University of North Texas, Denton, September 08 2004, The Journal of Politics  

We find partial support for Hypothesis 1 in Table 3. Specifically, the results reported for the minimum distance to a bright beacon variable in Model 1 suggest that the greater the distance between a state and a bright beacon, the greater the likelihood that such a state will engage in interstate war. Conversely, the more proximate a state is to a bright beacon democracy, the lower the likelihood of war participation. This positive relationship between proximity and war is corroborated in Model 2, wherein the performance of an alternative variable measuring the proximity of bright beacons provides greater granularity with respect to a state's minimum distance to a bright democratic beacon. Specifically, the negative and statistically significant coefficient for the variable capturing contiguity to a bright beacon for the 1909–94 period (Model 2) provides further evidence that it is the states most proximate to a bright beacon that are significantly less war prone. Substantively, our analysis suggests that a state's war propensity declines by approximately 32% when it is contiguous to a bright beacon. By contrast, there is no statistically significant relationship between the presence of a bright beacon within 1–950 kilometers of a state and that state's war propensity.  As encouraging as these results are regarding the relationship between imposed democracy and regional war, further analysis suggests the need for caution. First, although the analysis for the full 1909–94 time period suggests a significant pacifying effect by bright democratic beacons on neighboring states, this effect is considerably weaker in the sample corresponding to the post-WWII time period. Indeed, although the minimum distance to a bright beacon variable is positively signed and statistically significant, neither of the variables corresponding to a state's contiguity with a bright beacon or a range of 1–950 kilometers to a bright beacon, are statistically significant from zero, suggesting a weaker effect of bright beacons during precisely the historical interval, the post-WWII period, identified by contemporary policymakers as evidence of a causal link between externally imposed democracy and regional peace.  Most striking, however, are the findings corresponding to the performance of dim democratic beacons during the post-WWII interval. Specifically, it appears that rather than enhancing regional peace, these weak democratic beacons actually undermine regional peace. Indeed, a state that is contiguous to a dim beacon is 87% more likely to engage in war in any given year relative to a state that is not. Furthermore, Model 4 suggests that a state within 950 kilometers of, but not directly contiguous to, a dim beacon is 93% more likely to be involved in an interstate war than a state outside of this range. In general, the empirical analysis suggests that the degree to which an imposed democratic polity is democratic has significant implications for regional war. The brighter the imposed democratic beacon, the greater the negative impact on regional war; conversely, the dimmer the democratic beacon, the greater the regional tendency toward war.  Finally, the performance of the control variables describing whether a state is, itself, a bright or dim beacon suggests information that bears on theoretical arguments linking imposed democracy with regional peace. Specifically, if we rely on predicted probabilities from Model 4, a dim democratic beacon in the post-WWII period is more than three and half times more likely to be involved in a war than other states. Viewing the results within the context of the argument outlined above suggests that the increased war propensity of dim beacons may arise from the tendency of states neighboring these imposed polities to become more warlike, perhaps seizing upon the perceived weakness of the dim beacon. Interestingly, bright democratic beacons during this same period of time are neither significantly more nor less likely to be involved in war. Perhaps the greater stability of bright beacons dissuades potential adversaries from acting aggressively.  In sum, our analysis of regional peace suggests that externally imposed democratic polities can stimulate regional peace, but only under conditions in which imposed democratic beacons burn brightly. If an imposed democracy reflects strong democratic institutions, then this bright beacon does reduce conflict among its closest neighbors, stimulating greater regional peace. Yet, our analysis suggests that dim democratic beacons do not merely exert a benign impact on the regions in which they reside. Rather, our analysis suggests that these dim beacons increase their own conflict propensity, as well as the war-proneness of neighboring states, a dynamic that undermines regional peace. Regional Democracy  
Iraqi democ- stability

Empirically proven- data shows Iraq’s development as a democracy is good

Harvey Starr and Christina Lindborg, department of government and international studies @ usc, 2003 (http://jcr.sagepub.com/content/47/4/490)
Several summary points should be highlighted. First, our picture of the global system over the period from 1974 to 1996 reveals a sustained trend toward the growth of F states in the system and positive transitions toward democracy for whichever breakpoint we select—1985 or 1989. In the more recent periods—either after 1985 or 1989—despite some hiccups, the positive trend continues. Second, the Poisson analyses demonstrate that the governmental transitions experienced by states are not random— they are best represented by the modified (or “contagious”) Poisson distribution. The possibility of diffusion is supported by controlling for reinforcement and direction of transition. Third, the hazard rate analysis indicated that states had the greatest risk—likelihood—of experiencing a positive transition in the post-1989 period. The survival analysis, however, indicated that the states moving to F in this period might be less stable, with a risk of leaving the F condition approximately the same as the risk that NF states faced for leaving the NF condition.22 Our analyses also paint a more complex picture of the post–cold war system than some analysts present. We find some support for the “Axelrod hypothesis”—not that there is a takeoff of democratic growth after a core of cooperators is created but that the F states created after 1985 appear to be less volatile. Systemic factors are probably at their most powerful when they are based on gradual norms rather than on “dramatic events.” Because the Axelrod hypothesis seems to be stronger than the dramatic event hypothesis, the failure of some democracies during the 1992 to 1994 period does not sound the death knell of a more democratic world. Those countries that moved back to NF may stay at that level for quite some time, but if an evolution of democratic norms exists in the system according to an Axelrodian-type model, then the NF countries may gradually move in the direction of democracy and be more likely to stay there than to fail again. A fourth and related point is that PF countries appear to be more sensitive to all of these factors and trends. As noted in the regional analyses and border effects analyses, different regional contexts, differing treatments of transitions on a state’s borders, and different border contexts (of MOREFREE or LESSFREE) all will have an impact on which states move away from a PF condition to F and then remain F.
Stability- brink ev

Recent election results have put stability to the brink- absent government consolidation and legitimacy, there is an ever-present risk of civil war
Karon 10 (Tony,  analyst for the National, “Flawed system will breed continued instability in Iraq”, The National)

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.  The French bequeathed Lebanon an inherently dysfunctional system that allocates power on the basis of the demographic balance of sect and ethnicity of 70 years ago, which no longer represents the reality on the ground. In Iraq, the Americans – perhaps mindful of the dangers of the strong centralised government of Saddam and in an attempt at inclusivity – established that most inherently unstable of western political structures: the proportional-representation parliamentary system. Even in relatively stable societies (Israel is a good, if ironic example) proportional representation produces inherently fragile governments hamstrung by the breadth of interests they have to accommodate to maintain a ruling majority. But in an Iraq haunted by the spectre of civil war, where a majority of voters remain stubbornly inclined to cast their ballots on the basis of sect, ethnicity and tribe, it has been a recipe for political deadlock and paralysis.  We are all familiar with the failures of the current government to make progress on national reconciliation, or to resolve such critical issues as the fate of Kirkuk, the distribution of power between the centre and regions, and the terms for sharing of oil revenues. But consider what we know about the latest election results: With more than 80 per cent of votes counted, we’re told, the State of Law coalition of prime minister Nouri al Maliki is narrowly ahead of the Iraqiya coalition of the former US-appointed prime minster Ayad Allawi, each with around 90 seats. Both of these blocs are secular in name, although Mr Maliki’s base is more moderate Shi’ite, while Allawi’s drew most of the Sunni vote. Running third is the Shiite religious Iraqi National Alliance with around 65-70 seats, the bulk of those being won by supporters of the radical cleric Muqtada a Sadr. Then comes the Kurdish bloc that runs the autonomous zone in the north, corralling just under 40 seats, the remainder going to a smattering of smaller parties.  What was to be the final election before US troops depart appears to have produced no winner, and the mechanics of forming a new ruling coalition, which requires 163 of the 325 seats in the legislature, will be protracted and complicated. The possible permutations are many, few of them natural alliances, although the bargaining is already underway. It could take months to create a new government, and the process could conceivably fail.  In the interim – filled by a Maliki government unable to govern effectively even if it were inclined to do so — communal tensions could rise. Much of the calm for which the US troop surge is credited was created by a combination of a Sadrist ceasefire and the decision by the bulk of the Sunni insurgency to align with the Awakening. The latter group’s sense of betrayal by Mr Maliki could be exacerbated by any political outcome that again sidelines Sunnis.  

Stability- brink ev

Elections put stability at the brink- unless legitimacy is established, Iraq will fall back into disarray

Peter Henne, Security Fellow at Truman National Security Project, 2010 (Huffington post, “Supporting Allawi and stability in Iraq)
Reports are beginning to emerge about increasing sectarian tension in Iraq, as trust degrades between Sunnis and Shia and fears of returning to the full-blown insurgency of a few years ago spread. This possibly deteriorating situation is connected to two concurrent developments in that country. Iraqi politicians are currently struggling to form a government following contentious parliamentary elections, with numerous sectarian undertones. Meanwhile, the United States is gradually withdrawing its troops from the country. Although the US drawdown of forces is a good move, the increasingly downgraded importance of Iraq among the US public and its leaders indicates a dangerous complacency.  While Americans want out of Iraq, the stability of the country is far from assured, and reignited ethnic violence in that country can harm both US interests and the American conscience. The best course for the United States to take may be to fully support the outcome of the parliamentary elections, including its winner, Iyad Allawi.  As I argued recently, the recent parliamentary elections represented a significant milestone in Iraq's democratic development. Former Prime Minister Iyad Allawi's secular coalition -- which many Sunnis supported -- won a plurality of votes, claiming victory. He beat out incumbent Nouri al-Maliki's coalition of Shia groups, and the more radical Shia bloc of Moqtada al-Sadr. Because no side gained a clear majority, difficult negotiations among the factions are needed before a new government is formed.  Yet, al-Maliki has hesitated in accepting Allawi's victory. Al-Maliki ominously pointed out that he remains the commander of Iraq's military, and accused Allawi of fraud. Also, he convinced Iraq's Supreme Court to allow him -- instead of Allawi -- to set up the next government. And there have been continuing moves to disqualify some candidates in Allawi's bloc for reputed Baathist ties, which could erase his lead. In addition to this, al-Maliki has been negotiating with al-Sadr to merge their blocs, which would yield a majority. If al-Maliki succeeds in holding on to power, the results could be disastrous. If he does so through extra-democratic means -- such as a coup (even a soft one) or disqualifying members of Allawi's coalition -- it could undermine the viability of Iraqi democracy and set the stage for a return to dictatorship. Even if he wins through an alliance with al-Sadr, ignoring the outcome of an election could degrade voters' confidence in the system. More troublesome, though, would be the possibility of ethnic strife. Allawi's Sunni supporters hoped to balance the perceived Shia favoritism of al-Maliki through their votes. If Allawi were to be passed over for Prime Minister in favor of al-Maliki, this would -- at best -- lead to greater cynicism among Sunnis concerning the electoral process, with decreased participation. At worst it could lead to renewed Sunni-Shia violence.  Despite this possibly explosive situation, the United States has taken only minimal steps to shore up the political system following the election. This is far from the hands-on diplomacy that may be needed to help set up a new government. US aloofness is in part to be expected; Americans are tired of the war in Iraq, and are wary of being perceived as dictating political outcomes. Also, President Obama's agenda is rather full. Health care, financial reform, Supreme Court nominees and other domestic issues have high priority, and even his foreign policy attention is occupied with significant initiatives on nuclear weapons.  Moreover, US officials are likely -- and rightly -- wary of picking a winner in Iraqi political debates. Historically, outside powers' preferred figures in an unstable country are rarely the most popular, and their connection to the outside state makes them suspect to domestic audiences. In the case of Iraq, though, Allawi was picked by the domestic public with little US interference; support for Allawi would represent support for the Iraqi political system, not a hand-picked pro-US leader. The United States cannot stay in Iraq forever, and Obama's plans for troop withdrawal should effectively transfer responsibility for Iraqi security to its government. But this does not mean we can ignore Iraq, or our obligation to stabilize the country we invaded. President Obama should throw his support behind Allawi as the democratically-elected leader, and make it clear that any attempt to reverse the electoral outcome will be met with US disapproval.  If al-Maliki regains control and the Sunnis lose faith in the system, the United States will be forced to decide between abandoning Iraq as it explodes or re-committing a significant number of troops to the country. If, instead, the US supports Allawi now, this would represent not an expanded US presence, but rather insurance that we can withdraw responsibly from Iraq.   
Stability- No Intervention

Countries won’t intervene after withdrawal- relations are stable

ELLEN LAIPSON: President and CEO, Stimson Center; former vice-chair, National Intelligence Council , 7/16/09, Symposium: U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq (“U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq: What are the Implications?”, Middle East Policy, Vol. XVi, No.3, Fall 2009, Ebsco)
Let me focus a little bit on some of the practical dimensions of the neighbors’ engage- ment with Iraq, particularly the security dimension. For at least two or three years now, we have seen a fairly steady improvement in Iraqi neighbor relations: exchanges of interior ministers to look at border issues, to track bad guys, to try to stop the transfer of weapons and third-party actors across the border. We know there are intelligence exchanges, and slowly but surely, ministers other than the intrepid Hoshyar Zebari are now showing up in Arab capitals. Just this month, Egypt and Iraq signed a memorandum of understanding that addresses security cooperation as well as trade and commercial activity. Last month, Turkey and Iraq signed a memorandum of understanding that talks about military train- ing and science and technology cooperation and calls on Turkey to maintain the American equipment that is left behind. So Turkey will have that special role to play. In May, the United Arab Emirates hosted an Iraqi delegation and talked about military security cooper- ation, and Jordan for a number of years now has been in partnership with the United States helping train the Iraqi police and some of the other security forces. So there is a practical level at which normal professional-counterpart interaction is occurring.
Stability- Iraq remains stable

600,000 Iraqi security forces can maintain stability and Iran won’t intervene
LAWRENCE KORB: Senior fellow, Center for American Progress; former assistant secretary of defense 7/16/09, Symposium: U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq (“U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq: What are the Implications?”, Middle East Policy, Vol. XVi, No.3, Fall 2009, Ebsco)
Our departure is also important because it gives the Iraqis the incentive to undertake the political reconciliation that is necessary to create stability. It doesn’t matter how long you stay, because if the Iraqis do not undertake this political reconciliation, they are going to have problems, at least internally. It is going to be up to them to do it, and now they can’t have any more excuses or incentives. The clock is ticking. They know we are leaving, and to the extent that they don’t deal with their internal problems and political reconciliation, they can’t count on us to deal with the situation. Can the Iraqis maintain internal security? General Odierno thinks so, and it seems to me 600,000 people in the Iraqi security forces should be more than enough to maintain internal security. Having looked at that over the years, my view is that it is never really going to be a question of capabilities; it’s motivation. Do they want to? I think they won’t want to unless you have the political reconciliation that’s necessary to create a unified Iraq.

I think our leaving is also good for the region. Iran no longer has an excuse to inter- vene in Iraq, nor a justification. At the Bonn Conference of December 2001 that set up the Karzai government, if the Iranians had not worked with us, that conference would not have succeeded, according to Ambassador Dobbins. What was their reward for helping us in Afghanistan, particularly at the Bonn Conference? They got put in the Axis of Evil the next month. Therefore, one can see why they assumed that, if we were in Afghanistan and in Iraq, they in fact would be surrounded. When we are out of there, they no longer have that excuse.

Heg- Military Readiness

Iraq war is devastating US military readiness- depletion of manpower and equipment and lower recruitment

Washington Post, 3/19/05(Ann Scott Tyson, Washington Post Staff Writer, “Two Years Later, Iraq War Drains Military Heavy Demands Offset Combat Experience”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/articles/A48306-2005Mar18.html)
Two years after the United States launched a war in Iraq with a crushing display of power, a guerrilla conflict is grinding away at the resources of the U.S. military and casting uncertainty over the fitness of the all-volunteer force, according to senior military leaders, lawmakers and defense experts.  The unexpectedly heavy demands of sustained ground combat are depleting military manpower and gear faster than they can be fully replenished. Shortfalls in recruiting and backlogs in needed equipment are taking a toll, and growing numbers of units have been broken apart or taxed by repeated deployments, particularly in the Army National Guard and the Army Reserve.  "What keeps me awake at night is, what will this all-volunteer force look like in 2007?" Gen. Richard A. Cody, Army vice chief of staff, said at a Senate hearing this week.  The Iraq war has also led to a drop in the overall readiness of U.S. ground forces to handle threats at home and abroad, forcing the Pentagon to accept new risks -- even as military planners prepare for a global anti-terrorism campaign that administration officials say could last for a generation.  Stretched by Iraq and Afghanistan, the United States lacks a sufficiently robust ability to put large numbers of "boots on the ground" in case of a major emergency elsewhere, such as the Korean Peninsula, in the view of some Republican and Democratic lawmakers and some military leaders.  They are skeptical of the Pentagon's ability to substitute air and naval power, and they believe strongly that what the country needs is a bigger Army. "The U.S. military will respond if there are vital threats, but will it respond with as many forces as it needs, with equipment that is in excellent condition? The answer is no," said Sen. Jack Reed (D-R.I.).  To be sure, the military has also benefited from two years of war-zone rotations, and from a historical perspective it is holding up better than many analysts expected. U.S. troops are the most combat-hardened the nation has had for decades, and reenlistment levels have generally remained high. The war has also spurred technological innovation while providing momentum for a reorganization of a military that in many ways is still designed for the Cold War.  Moreover, military leaders are taking steps to ease stress on the troops by temporarily boosting ranks; rebalancing forces to add badly needed infantry, military police and civil affairs troops; and employing civilians where possible. Yesterday, defense officials worried about recruiting announced that they will raise the age limit, from 34 to 40, for enlistment in the Army Guard and Reserve. The Pentagon is spending billions to repair and replace battle-worn equipment and buy extra armor, radios, weapons and other gear.  Yet such remedies take time, and no one, including senior officials, can predict how long the all-volunteer force can sustain this accelerated wartime pace. Recruiting troubles, especially, threaten the force at its core. But with a return to the draft widely viewed as economically and politically untenable, senior military leaders say the nation's security depends on drumming up broader public support for service.  "If we don't get this thing right, the risk is off the scale," said Lt. Gen. Roger C. Schultz, director of the Army National Guard, the military's most stressed branch.  At dusk the night the Iraq war started in March 2003, Staff Sgt. Spurgeon M. Shelley was near the Kuwaiti border, watching the orange glow of missiles streak overhead as he guided one Marine ammunition convoy after another north across the line of departure.  Manning a dirt berm while wearing his gas mask and full chemical suit, Shelley was determined to make it home alive to see his daughter, Lena, 2. "I'm going to do whatever I have to, to survive," he told himself.  Today, Shelley is on duty in what he calls a "one-man fighting hole" on another battlefield -- a Marine recruiting station in Lexington Park, Md., in St. Mary's County -- with a mission to persuade young men and women to enlist, and probably go to war.  One recent night, after making dozens of fruitless phone calls to high school students, Shelley said his recruiting job is more taxing than combat. "I hear 'no' more times in one day than a child would hear in their entire childhood," he said. "If I had hair, I'd pull it out."  The active-duty Army and Marine Corps, and five of six reserve components of the military, all failed to meet at least some recruiting goals in the first quarter of fiscal 2005, according to Defense Department statistics. The active-duty shortfalls came amid rising concern among Army and Marine officials that their services risk missing annual recruiting quotas for the first time this decade.  Shelley, for example, has signed up four people in nearly six months, despite working 16-hour days. Asked why recruiting is so difficult, he has a quick reply: "The war."  Increasingly, surveys show that the main reason young American adults avoid military service is that they -- and to a greater degree their parents -- fear that enlisting could mean a war-zone deployment and death or injury. One survey showed such fears nearly doubling among respondents from 2000 to 2004.  Indeed, today's recruiting problems reflect a widespread concern dating from the conception of the all-volunteer force in 1973 -- that a military composed wholly of volunteers would not supply adequate troops for a lengthy ground war.  But confidence in the force has since grown as it gained discipline and professionalism. Meanwhile, overseas missions proliferated, even as the military downsized drastically. The Army shrank from 40 active-duty and National Guard 
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divisions during the Vietnam War to 28 when the Cold War ended, and it has 18 now.  The military is seeking to rebuild forces, adding temporarily 30,000 Army soldiers and 5,000 Marines. But the war isn't the only obstacle. Rising college attendance and an expanding job market are giving high school graduates more choices. "It's times like this when unemployment is reaching 5 percent that is a critical level" for undercutting recruitment, said Curtis L. Gilroy, director of accession policy for the Defense Department.  To meet its targets, the Army is considering expanding the use of enlistment bonuses of as much as $20,000. Both the Army and the Marines are adding hundreds of recruiters, who "will have to work very, very hard," Gilroy said.  Shelley's situation exemplifies the pressure on today's recruiters. Up at 6:30, he consults his "plan of attack," a white sheet of paper on which he pencils in his activities by the hour. At lunchtime, he hits fast-food restaurants. When school lets out at 2:45, he starts calling potential recruits at home. In early evening, he goes to gas stations or the 7-Eleven, scouting for youths with "less desirable" jobs. At night, he is out "AC-ing," or "area canvassing," until 10:30.  Palming the steering wheel of his steel-gray Dodge Stratus one night, Shelley cruises slowly past a Chick-fil-A. Scanning the cars, he estimates who's in the restaurant and whether it's worth going in. It's not.  He makes one last, failed pitch of the day -- to an overweight young man stacking tomatoes at Giant -- and heads home. As long as the war drags on, recruiting won't improve, he predicts. "I think it's going to get worse."  As the military struggles to find fresh recruits, there is unprecedented strain on service members and their families.  Since 2001, the U.S. military has deployed more than 1 million troops for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, with 341,000, or nearly a third, serving two or more overseas tours.  Today, an entrenched insurgency in Iraq ties down 150,000 U.S. troops, inflicting upwards of 1,500 deaths so far -- more than 10 times the number killed in the major combat operations that President Bush declared ended on May 1, 2003.  Because of the spreading violence from the insurgency, coupled with a smaller foreign coalition than was hoped for, the U.S. Army and Marines in particular have scrambled to keep a force of roughly 17 brigades in Iraq until now, rather than draw down to eight brigades or even be out altogether, according to previous military projections.  

US presence in Iraq overstretches military by causing low recruitment levels, and US military is bogged down and will not be helpful because they lack the necessary skills to accomplish the mission- no risk of turns.
Brookings  Institue, 2-15- 2006, Policy Luncheon on a New Strategy for America in Iraq, http://www.brookings.edu/events/2006/0215iraq.aspx
Katulis argued that the U.S. military lacks the necessary skills, including knowledge of Arabic and Iraqi culture, required for the traditional counterinsurgency operations proposed in the report. The U.S. military, he pointed out, had been trained for offensive operations and conventional warfare. Its promotion and reward system does not reward the skills required for counterinsurgency campaigns. Furthermore, the U.S. military's obsession with force protection runs against the strategy proposed in A Switch in Time, Katulis said. Katulis argued that the U.S. military would not be able to make the switch in approach in the six to twelve month period envisioned in the report.

Katulis claimed that the "oil stain" strategy would not alleviate the strains on already overstretched U.S. forces in Iraq. He pointed to the fact that the U.S. military failed to meet its recruitment targets in 2005, even after lowering its standards, and cautioned that continuous pressure on U.S. troops might eventually undermine the U.S. military as a whole. Katulis felt that some of the recommendations in the report relied heavily on military solutions. As an alternative, he proposed reducing the presence of the U.S. military in Iraq and applying other forms of U.S. power there. He strongly supported the redeployment of U.S. forces for three main reasons: first, to rehabilitate the U.S. troops and to focus on broader U.S. national security interests; second, to defeat the arguments of terrorists who believed that the U.S. intends to occupy Iraq permanently; and third, to motivate the Iraqis to take control of their own country.

Katulis concluded that there was no single right option in Iraq. Instead, there were several bad alternatives, and if one looked at the history of U.S. engagement in Iraq over the past two and a half years, the power wielded by the United States has never been, in Katulis' view, strong enough to influence events in Iraq, and it grows weaker by the day.

Heg - Military Readiness

Iraq war causes equipment shortage and low recruitment- hurts readiness
Washington Post, 3/19/05(Ann Scott Tyson, Washington Post Staff Writer, “Two Years Later, Iraq War Drains Military Heavy Demands Offset Combat Experience”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/articles/A48306-2005Mar18.html)
Meanwhile, a sizable portion of Marine and Army gear is in Iraq, wearing out at up to six times the normal rate. Battle losses are mounting; the Army has lost 79 aircraft and scores of tanks and Bradley Fighting Vehicles. "We are equip-stretched, let there be no doubt about it. . . . This Army started this war not fully equipped," Cody said in recent congressional testimony.  The priority on allocating scarce resources to deployed units means that forces rotating back home -- especially reserve units -- are dropping in readiness. In many cases, they are being rated at the lowest level, C4, because of a lack of functioning equipment, required training or manpower.  "The Army in the aggregate is reporting readiness levels that are less today than they have been in the past," said Paul W. Mayberry, deputy to the undersecretary of defense for personnel and readiness.  The Pentagon says that by rotating duties, it maintains enough ready forces and pre-positioned equipment to handle a crisis on the Korean Peninsula and other contingencies. But U.S. lawmakers are concerned.  Sen. John W. Warner (R-Va.) said he worries primarily about the U.S. ability to respond if "some problem should arise on the Korean Peninsula."  "How capable are we of handling another major conflict?" asked Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.). "It's pretty obvious that it would be incredibly difficult because of the portion of our resources devoted to Iraq and Afghanistan. What if a conflict broke out with North Korea or Iran?"  Of all the military branches, the Army National Guard and the Army Reserve are suffering the most, as they provide between a third and half of the troops in Iraq, despite a legacy of chronic shortages in their manning and equipment. "The real stress on the system was the fact that no one envisioned that we would have this level of commitment for the National Guard," which shipped seven combat brigades to Iraq and Afghanistan for the most recent rotation, Cody said.  Because the Army traditionally undersupplies Guard and reserve units, few had the troops or gear needed when mobilized. As a result, large numbers of soldiers and equipment were shifted from one unit to another, or "cross-leveled," to cobble together a force to deploy.  "We were woefully underequipped before the war started. That situation hasn't gotten any better. As a matter of fact, it gets a little bit worse every day, because we continue to cross-level," Lt. Gen. H. Steven Blum, chief of the National Guard Bureau, told Congress this month.  The widespread fracturing of units is making it increasingly difficult for the Army to assemble viable forces from the remaining hodgepodge -- most of which have low readiness ratings, Army figures show. "It's a little bit like Swiss cheese. We've taken out holes in the units," Lovelace said. "Those holes are a lot of times leaders, and they are hard to grow."  Already, the Guard and Reserve have deployed the vast majority of their forces most needed for fighting counterinsurgencies in Iraq and Afghanistan -- such as military intelligence, civil affairs, infantry and military police -- bringing into question whether the Pentagon's two-year limit on reserve mobilizations is sustainable.  "Can we do this forever? No. We can't do this forever at current levels," the Army National Guard's Schultz said in an interview.  In a sign of deeper problems, career citizen-soldiers frustrated by broken units and long, grueling war-zone duties are increasingly leaving the Guard. Attrition among career guardsmen is running at nearly 20 percent, said Schultz, who expects that as many as a third of the members of some units rotating back from Iraq will quit.  Recruitment is sluggish, reaching just 75 percent of the target for the first quarter of fiscal 2005 -- meaning that the Guard is unlikely to reach its desired strength of 350,000 soldiers this year.  The viability of the Army Guard and Reserve will prove decisive, senior Army leaders say, as they consider in 2006 whether to permanently increase the size of the active-duty Army, and if so by how much. It also marks a critical test of the military's ability to appeal to the civilian population, not only with bonuses and education benefits, but also with an ethos of self-sacrifice that it considers the bedrock of the all-volunteer force.  "For the all-volunteer force to work, it has to work all the time, not just in peacetime," Schultz said. "It's now time to answer the call to serve, to assemble on the village green.”

HEG  overstretch  econ card

Our presence causes economic overstretch- we’re pouring billions more dollars than we can afford into iraq- withdrawing would solve

Christopher Preble Director of the Cato Institute, 2004 (Exiting Iraq: Why the US must end the military occupation and renew the war against Al Qaeda, pg 35-37)

Since the end of the first Gulf War, the United States has maintained a sizable military presence in the Persian Gulf region. More than 20,000 Americans were stationed near Iraq at the end of 2001, before the buildup for Operation Iraqi Freedom began.” The direct monetary costs of maintaining that presence were substantial. Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz estimated that operations against Iraq in the 12 years since the end of the first Gulf War cost $30 billion; but that figure was only for Iraq, in particular the policing of the northern and southern no-fly zones, and therefore underestimated the total cost of all forces in the region. More complete estimates place the costs of U.S. troops in the Persian Gulf at at least 10 times that amount. In 1997 Graham Fuller and Ian Lesser of the RAND Corporation estimated that the US presence cost taxpayers between $30 billion and $60 billion annually. Separately, Earl Ravenal, professor emeritus of the Georgetown University School of Foreign Service, estimated that the United States spent $50 billion a year to maintain its commitment to police the Gulf region.” The cost of maintaining that force increased dramatically in 2002 and early 2003, as the U.S. military presence ballooned from 24,000 to more than 225,000 in preparation for war. Rough estimates of those costs may be derived from the Bush administration’s two supplemental defense appropriation requests. The first, submitted in March 2003, totaled $74.7 billion and included $62.6 billion specifically earmarked for military operations.” Then, in August 2003, the adm.i.nist1°ation returned with yet another supplemental request, this one for $87 billion, of which $51 billion was specifically for the military.” The supplemental requests in 2003 covered combat operations as well as occupation duties. The cost of merely maintaining forces in Iraq during most of 2003 averaged nearly $4 billion per month!" During congressional testimony in April 2004, Deputy Defense Secretary Wolfowitz admitted that, as of January 2004, monthly operating costs in Iraq stood at $4.7 billion, and he expected those costs to rise in the months ahead, given an increase in the number of troops in the country. Gen. Richard Myers, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, agreed, admitting that intense combat, an increase in troop levels, and the need to replace or repair damaged equipment were "going to cost us more money.”‘°° Those are incremental costs, over and above what the U.S. government would be spending to maintain the same forces in the United States. The true Costs of a long-term U.S. military presence in Iraq must be extrapolated from the overall defense budget. The Bush administration requested $400.5 billion for the Defense Department for fiscal year 2004, a staggering figure that seems all the more imposing considering that that amount did not include the cost of military operations in Iraq.‘°‘ Incredibly, the administration refused initially to budget for the occupation and was planning instead to request a supplemental appropriation after the November election. But the White House succumbed to congressional pressure in May and submitted a supplemental request for $25 billion to fund military operations in both Iraq and Afghanistan.’°5 The United States already spends more on its military than all of the leading developed nations of the world, combined. If current trends continue, the United States will spend more than all of the rest of the planet by 2007. In an era of burdensome government spending, stifling taxation, and expanding deficits, Washington should be looking for ways to economize. Limiting the size and scope of our military would be a good place to start. Absent a firm commitment to substantially reduce, and in short order eliminate, the U.S. military garrison in Iraq, such economies will be impossible to achieve.

Heg- Recruitment 

Troops too- against the backdrop of falling public support, our volunteer army is about to fail

Christopher Preble, Director of the Cato institute, 2004 (Exiting Iraq: Why the US must end the military occupation and renew the war against al-Qaeda, pg 37-39)

The solution to the problem, so far, is primarily to impose greater and greater burdens on our men and women in uniform. This, too, is unsustainable. The Bush administration should be reducing the number of missions that our armed forces are expected to complete. Instead, the administration keeps adding to the military's already- long to-do list. The true costs of a U.S. military occupation of Iraq must therefore also include the known and projected stresses that such an operation places on our all-volunteer force. Military planners are always mindful of the pace at which operations are conducted and the frequency with which our troops are shifted from mission to mission and place to place. Ending the U.S. military occupation of Iraq would go a long way toward reducing the operational tempo (or op tempo, for short) for our forces. Relieving op tempo burdens will reduce the unseen and immeasurable hardships for our troops, including family separation, and may help to avert future recruitment and retention problems. The Army plans to expand beyond its statutory limit of 480,000 personnel for the foreseeable future, and Congress appears ready to raise the limit still further. Most of the additional troops are slated for occupation duties in Iraq.‘“‘ At the high point of the military buildup in support of the Iraq War, the total force, including Navy and Marine Corps personnel on board ships, numbered more than 225,000 The occupation force is projected to number nearly 140,000, at least through 2005, with later reductions contingent upon improvements in the security situation.‘°’ U.S. troop reductions are therefore highly dependent on the contribution of other forces, Iraqi or foreign. In the meantime, new U.S. troops are being introduced into the dangerous Iraqi theater every day. The troop rotation con- ducted in spring 2004 was the largest such operation ever attempted in America's history. An estimated 40 percent of the new arrivals were drawn from the ranks of the National Guard and Reserves.” The strains on the Guard and Reserves continue a pattern that began under President Clinton in the 1995. Reserve personnel are deployed at military installations worldwide, in support of missions in Bosnia and Kosovo, for example. Since the September 11 attacks, 300,000 National Guard personnel have been called up at one time or another.'°’ At least 155,000 reservists have been activated."° While they are on active duty, those individuals are away from civilian jobs and therefore unable to contribute to the recovery of the domestic economy. Meanwhile, state and local officials worry about their ability to deal with natural disasters and other emergencies, given that as many as half of their forces are deployed overseas. Mark Sanford, the Republican govemor of South Carolina and an Air Force reservist, predicted that reenlistment rates in the Guard might suffer, given the new demands."’ Similar concerns are being voiced about the Reserves. In October 2003 Lt. Gen. James Helmly, the chief of the Army Reserve, told the Associated Press that faltering retention was "the No. 1 thing in my worry book" By January 2004, the Denver Post reported Reserve retention had already shown a decline, falling 7 percent short of goals. In some states, the drop- off was even more pronounced. For example, whereas the military aims for 85 percent retention in the Reserves, Colorado units were showing only a 71 percent reenlistment rate. Master Sgt. Pat Valdez, a spokesman for the 2nd Brigade of the 91st Division of the Army Reserve, concluded that many individuals "are getting out because of personal reasons, promotions at work . and stress on family/’“3 Those stresses are now being felt among active duty personnel. Recruitment and retention within the active duty Army had remained strong for most of 2003, but military planners witnessed a drop in the first half of 2004. Whereas the Army exceeded its reenlistrnent targets by 6 percent in 2003, statistics for January through March 2004 showed a 4 percent shortfall?" Fearing the effects of Iraq and other post-9/11 deployments on the force, the Pentagon employed stop-loss orders to prevent military personnel from leaving the service when their terms of enlistment expired. That approach, while allowable under current law and included within the terms of each service member’s contract with the government, has been only rarely used in the past. The first modern use of stop-loss orders occurred during the buildup for the first Gulf War in 1990, but because the war itself was of limited duration, the long-term effects of those actions were relatively limited. On the contrary, the orders issued in November 2003 applied to thousands of servicemen and servicewomen. Because the order covered the period 90 days before and 90 days after an individual is scheduled to deploy abroad, those men and women will be unable to leave the service until the spring of 2005, at the earliest. In the Army alone, an estimated 40,000 men and women had their enlist- ments extended against their will for some period of time in 2003.115 According to a senior Defense Department official, as many as 19,000 troops were covered by stop-loss orders when the recruitment and retention figures were released in April 2004. Defenders of the PIQC- tice assert that all persons subject to those regulations are volunteers and that the enlistment form clearly states, "My military service may be extended without my consent until six (6) months after the end of that period of war.”“‘ However, given that the global war on terrorism, by the president’s own admission, is expected to last many years, so too might involuntary extensions. Some military officials, while calling the use of stop-loss orders a necessary evil, concede that the action "is inconsistent with the fundamental principles of voluntary service/’”’ Our men 
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and women in uniform all know the risks and rewards of their service long before they are sent into harm’s way. More than 1.4 million men and women do choose to wear the uniform every day, and an additional 1.7 million agree to do so on a "part- time" basis as members of the National Guard or Reserves.” But an unsustainable operational tempo poses a grave risk to our all-volunteer force. The Iraq war (and postwar occupation), combined with ongoing operations in Afghanistan and the Balkans, has placed a serious strain on our military. David Segal, director of the Center for Research on Military Organization at the University of Maryland, warned, "Our volunteer army is closer to being broken today than ever before in its 30-year history.""’ 

Realism Inev

History proves realism is inevitable—the alternative ensures conflict 
Solomon, pol sci prof, 96 – PolSci Professor and Director of the Centre for International Political Studies, Pretoria (Hussein, In Defence of Realism, http://www.iss.co.za/pubs/ASR/5No2/5No2/InDefence.html, AG) 

The post-modern/critical theory challenge to realism has been tested, and proved wanting. Realism remains the single most reliable analytical framework through which to understand and evaluate global change. Post-modernism can provide no practical alternatives to the realist paradigm. We know what a realist world looks like (we are living in one!); but what does a post-modernist world look like? As long as humanity is motivated by hate, envy, greed and egotism, realism will continue to be invaluable to the policy-maker and the scholar. In this regard it has to be pointed out that from the end of World War II until 1992, hundreds of major conflicts around the world have left some twenty million human beings dead.109 Neither has the end of the Cold War showed any sign that such conflict will end. By the end of 1993 a record of 53 wars were being waged in 37 countries across the globe.110 Until a fundamental change in human nature occurs, realism will continue to dominate the discipline of international relations. The most fundamental problem with post-modernism is that it assumes a more optimistic view of human nature. Srebrenica, Bihac, Tuzla, Zeppa, Goma, Chechnya, Ogoniland, and KwaZulu-Natal all bear testimony to the folly of such a view.

Realism Inev

Realism is inevitable – a shift away collapses order and security 
Murray, Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea, 1997 (Alastair J. H. Murray, 1997, “Part II: Rearticulating and Re-Evaluating Realism,” Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics, Keele University Press, ISBN 1853311960, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Net-Library, p. 195-196)  

For the realist, then, if rationalist theories prove so conservative as to make their adoption problematic, critical theories prove so progressive as to make their adoption unattractive. If the former can justifiably be criticised for seeking to make a far from ideal order work more efficiently, thus perpetuating its existence and legitimating its errors, reflectivist theory can equally be criticised for searching for a tomorrow which may never exist, thereby endangering the possibility of establishing any form of stable order in the here and now. Realism's distinctive contribution thus lies in its attempt to drive a path between the two, a path which, in the process, suggests the basis on which some form of synthesis between rationalism and reflectivism might be achieved. Oriented in its genesis towards addressing the shortcomings in an idealist transformatory project, it is centrally motivated by a concern to reconcile vision with practicality, to relate utopia and reality. Unifying a technical and a practical stance, it combines aspects of the positivist methodology employed by problem-solving theory with the interpretative stance adopted by critical theory, avoiding the monism of perspective which leads to the self-destructive conflict between the two. Ultimately, it can simultaneously acknowledge the possibility of change in the structure of the international system and the need to probe the limits of the possible, and yet also question the proximity of any international transformation, emphasise the persistence of problems after such a transformation, and serve as a reminder of the need to grasp whatever semblance of order can be obtained in the mean time. Indeed, it is possible to say that realism is uniquely suited to serve as such an orientation. Simultaneously to critique contemporary resolutions of the problem of political authority as unsatisfactory and yet to support them as an attainable measure of orderin an unstable world involves one in a contradiction which is difficult to accept. Yet, because it grasps the essential ambiguity of the political, and adopts imperfectionism as its dominant motif, realism can relate these two tasks in a way which allows neither to predominate, achieving, if not a reconciliation, then at least a viable synthesis. 66 the other is inevitable short of a wholesale transformation of human behaviour. Power is ultimately of the essence of politics; it is not something which can be banished, only tamed and restrained. As a result, realism achieves a universal relevance to the problem of political action which allows it to relate the reformist zeal of critical theory, without which advance would be impossible, with the problem-solver's sensible caution that, before reform is attempted, whatever measure of security is possible under contemporary conditions must first be ensured. Perhaps the most famous realist refrain is that all politics are power politics. It is the all that is important here. Realism lays claim to a relevance across systems, and because it relies on a conception of human nature, rather than a historically specific structure of world politics, it can make good on this claim. If its observations about human nature are even remotely accurate, the problems that it addresses will transcend contingent formulations of the problem of political order. Even in a genuine cosmopolis, conflict might become technical, but it would not be eliminated altogether.67 The primary manifestations of power might become more economic or institutional rather than (para)military, but, where disagreements occur and power exists, the employment of the one to ensure the satisfactory resolution of the other is inevitable short of a wholesale transformation of human behaviour. Power is ultimately of the essence of politics; it is not something which can be banished, only tamed and restrained. As a result, realism achieves a universal relevance to the problem of political action which allows it to relate the reformist zeal of critical theory, without which advance would be impossible, with the problem-solver's sensible caution that, before reform is attempted, whatever measure of security is possible under contemporary conditions must first be ensured. 
Terrorism and Prolif 

Iraq wasn’t funding terrorism- only a risk of our internal link

Christopher Preble Director of the Cato Institute, 2004 (Exiting Iraq: Why the US must end the military occupation and renew the war against Al Qaeda, pg 20-21)

If Iraq had indeed become the central front in the terror war, then that was an entirely new development. A survey of the annual "Patterns of Global Terrorism" published by the U.S. Department of State does not support such a contention. For example, the State Department’s report for the year 2000 states, "The [Iraqi] regime has not attempted an anti-Western terrorist attack since its failed plot to assassinate former President Bush in 1993 in Kuwait.”“2 Some inactive and insignificant terrorist groups such as the 15 May Organization and the Arab Liberation Front maintained offices in Iraq. There was no mention, however, of any links between the Iraqi regime and Al Qaeda or any other terrorist group that was a threat to the United States.

Presence is a magnet to terrorists- anti-american sentiments are inflamed by our troops

Christopher Preble Director of the Cato Institute, 2004 (Exiting Iraq: Why the US must end the military occupation and renew the war against Al Qaeda, pg 24)

Now, however, following the invasion and occupation of Iraq, we have witnessed a spate of attacks on U.S. and Coalition forces and against Iraqis willing to cooperate with occupation authorities. Many of those attacks have been tied to disaffected former Baath Party officials and to Iraqi nationalists opposed to the occupation, but a number appear to have been staged by terrorists at least loosely affiliated with Al Qaeda.” In short, Iraq was never before a hotbed of terrorism, but it now has become a magnet for such activity. When Americans shifted attention and resources to Iraq, the task of eliminating Al Qaeda and the Taliban was largely delegated to Pakistani Gen. Pervez Musharraf's weak and duplicitous regime?" By fall 2002, the Taliban was reconstituting its forces, and many Al Qaeda members had dispersed. The terrorist groups in eastem Afghanistan and westem Pakistan that provide shelter and sanctuary to bin I.aden's forces continued their activities, including collecting funds for jihad and running terrorist camps. From across the globe, financial support continued to flow to Al Qaeda. A United Nations report in August 2002 found that only a small percentage of money flowing into global jihad was traceable.” A number of experts agree that Iraq has diverted resources from the fight against Al Qaeda. Flynt Leverett, a former CIA analyst and Middle East specialist on the Bush National Security Council, said that Arabic-speaking Special Forces personnel and CIA officers were pulled out of Afghanistan in March 2002 to prepare for the Iraq invasion. Pat Lang, former head of Middle East and South Asia intelligence at the Defense Intelligence Agency, pointed out, "When you commit as much time and attention and resources as we did in Iraq, . . then you subtract what you could commit to the war on terrorism”

Our presence spurs prolif- other nations develop nukes to heg their bets

Christopher Preble Director of the Cato Institute, 2004 (Exiting Iraq: Why the US must end the military occupation and renew the war against Al Qaeda, pg 26)

Almost a year after America waged preemptive war against Iraq to rid the world of a regime purported to possess WMD, the advertised gains of a belligerent strategy have not materialized. There is a growing perception around the world that possession of such Weapons may be the only way to deter American belligerence. North Korea and Iran have either brazenly continued to expand their nuclear programs or have bought time through negotiation for future development of nuclear weapons. In May 2003 a U.S. congressional delegation visited North Korea. According to Curt Weldon, a Republican representative from Pennsylvania who headed the delegation, North Korea said that it was developing its nuclear weapons as "a response to what they saw happened [sic] in Iraq, with the U.S. removing Saddam Hussein from power/'71 The leaders there, and possibly in [ran as well, may have determined that Iraq’s quick collapse derived from its lack of WMD. The Iraq war has given other nations new incentives to acquire the deterrent that Iraq lacked.

Terrorism

Presence causes terrorism- kills our image and provides propaganda for recruiters

Christopher Preble Director of the Cato Institute, 2004 (Exiting Iraq: Why the US must end the military occupation and renew the war against Al Qaeda, pg 30-31)

There is an understandable impulse to want to prevent the preachers of radical Islamic ideology from recruiting would-be terrorists who may then perpetrate attacks, but the admonition to medical doctors seems more applicable: primum non nocere (first do no harm). If our counterterrorism efforts are actually contributing to a worsening perception of the United States by a growing number of Muslims, and if that leads to hostility toward the United States, then we have adopted a losing strategy. On at least one level, Rumsfeld himself seemed to recognize that concern. In a confidential memorandum to his staff, Rumsfeld asked, perhaps rhetorically, “Are we winning or losing the Global War on Terror?" and "Are we capturing, killing or deterring and dissuading more terrorists every day than the madrassas and the radical clerics are recruiting, training and deploying against us?" Worried that the United States lacked “metrics” to measure success or failure, Rumsfeld conceded, "We are having mixed results with Al Qaida” and “we are just getting started” with Ansar Al-Islam. Accordingly, he wondered whether the United States needed "to fashion a broad, integrated plan to stop the next generation of terrorists/"‘7 A winning strategy must begin with a better understanding of the nature of the threat and then proceed to realistic measures for monitoring and containing the threat. The invasion and subsequent occupation of Iraq are based on the premise that U.S.-led regime change in the Arab world will undermine bin Laden’s radical ideology. But regime change (or decapitation, the popular term used in the targeting of Saddam during the invasion) does not cure the underlying ideology of radical Islam. On the contrary, such action can instead focus the energies and wrath of the subscribers to that ideology on the United States and its allies. That will be particularly true if the regime change is based on dubious national security justifications.

Terrorism- No Terrorism

Iraq will not become a haven for terrorists after withdrawal

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, is the author of seven books on international affairs and a coauthor of Exiting Iraq: Why the U.S. Must End the Military Occupation and Renew the War against Al Qaeda, August 2007, International Affairs Vol. 53, Iss. 4 (“Escaping the Trap: Why the United States Must Leave Iraq”)
ADMINISTRATION OFFICIALS and other supporters of the war have warned repeatedly that a "premature" withdrawal of U.S. forces would enable al-Qaeda to turn Iraq into a sanctuary in which to plot and from which to launch attacks against the United States and other Western countries. In late 2005 Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld warned of that danger explicitly. "They [al-Qaeda leaders] would turn Iraq into what Afghanistan was before 9/11 - a haven for terrorist recruitment and training and a launching pad for attacks against U.S. interests and our fellow citizens." In a speech to the U.S. Naval Academy on November 30, 2005, President Bush made a similar argument. Pointing to al-Qaeda's stated objective of gaining control of Iraq, he predicted, "They would then use Iraq as a base to launch attacks against America." Nearly a year later he repeated the same refrain. "If we were to leave before the job is done, in my judgment, the al Qaeda would find a safe haven from which to attack." White House chief of staff Joshua B. Bolten was even more apocalyptic, saying that "any premature withdrawal of U.S. forces" would "lead to a terrorist state in control of huge oil reserves." But al-Qaeda's taking over Iraq is an extremely improbable scenario. First of all, even the U.S. government estimates that there are fewer than 2,000 al-Qaeda fighters in Iraq, and the Iraq Study Group put the figure at only 1,300. Indeed, such foreign fighters make up a relatively small component of the Sunni insurgency against the U.S. and British occupation forces. It strains credulity to imagine 1,300 fighters (and foreigners at that) taking over and controlling a country of 26 million people. In Afghanistan, by comparison, al-Qaeda had some 18,000 fighters and enjoyed the protection of an entrenched, friendly government. The challenge for al-Qaeda would be even more daunting than those raw numbers suggest. The organization does have some support among the Sunni Arabs in Iraq, but opinion even among that segment of the population is divided. The September 2006 poll conducted by the Program on International Policy Attitudes found that 94 percent of Sunnis had a somewhat or highly unfavorable attitude toward al-Qaeda. As the violence of al-Qaeda attacks has mounted, and the victims are increasingly Iraqis, not Americans, many Sunnis have turned against the terrorists. There has been a growing number of reports during the past year of armed conflicts between Iraqi Sunnis and foreign fighters. Sunni support for al-Qaeda is feeble; Kurdish and Shiite support is nonexistent. Almost to a person they loathe al-Qaeda. The Program on International Policy Attitudes poll showed that 98 percent of Shiite respondents and 100 percent of Kurdish respondents had somewhat or very unfavorable views of al-Qaeda. The notion that a Shiite - and Kurdish-dominated government would tolerate Iraq becoming a safe haven for al-Qaeda is improbable on its face. And even if U.S. troops left Iraq, the successor government would continue to be dominated by the Kurds and Shiites, since they make up more than 80 percent of Iraq's population and, in marked contrast to the situation under Saddam Hussein, they now control the military and police. At best, al-Qaeda forces could hope for a tenuous presence of its forces in Anbar Province and other predominantly Sunni areas of the country, and even there, they would be incessantly stalked and harassed by government forces. That doesn't exactly sound like a reliable safe haven. 
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