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1NC- NATO Pullout Scenario (1/2)

NATO’s Chief says Strategy Remains Unchanged in the Status Quo 

Reuters 6/23. [“Nato Chief Says Strategy For Afghanistan Unchanged” June 23, 2010. http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/LDE65M2C5.htm]

NATO will maintain its approach to Afghanistan after President Barack Obama on Wednesday relieved his top general in the country from command, NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen said. "I have taken note that General McChrystal is stepping down as Commander of the NATO-led mission in Afghanistan. While he will no longer be the commander, the approach he helped put in place is the right one," Rasmussen said in a statement. "The strategy continues to have NATO's support and our forces will continue to carry it out." Naming General David Petraeus to replace McChrystal, Obama also said the shift did not reflect a change in policy. McChrystal's dismissal follows remarks he and his aides made in a magazine article that disparaged the U.S. president and other senior civilian leaders. In his statement, Rasmussen said NATO's top diplomat in Afghanistan Mark Sedwill will continue to oversee political efforts. "Our operations in Afghanistan are continuing today, and they will not miss a beat," he said. 

US Withdrawal causes NATO to withdraw

Garamone 7/4 [Jim, American Forces Press Writer. “Winning is NATO’s Mission in Afghanistan, Petraeus Says.” Defense.gov. July 7, 2010. http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=59896]

WASHINGTON, July 4, 2010 – The objective in Afghanistan is to win, Army Gen. David H. Petraeus said today as he formally assumed command of the International Security Force in Afghanistan. “Our enemy is doing all that they can to undermine the confidence of the Afghan people,” he said in front of NATO's headquarters building in the Afghan capital of Kabul. “In so doing, they are killing and maiming Afghan civilians on a daily basis.” Speaking in front of assembled U.S., international and Afghan leaders, the general said the Taliban and al-Qaida are using women and children to launch attacks and to intimidate the population. Petraeus spoke directly to fears among Afghans that the United States and international partners will walk away from the country. The United States, ISAF and allied nations are committed to a sustained effort in Afghanistan, Petraeus said. “Certainly, the character of our commitment will change over time,” he said. “Indeed, Afghans and the citizens of ISAF countries look forward to the day when conditions will permit the transition of further tasks to Afghan forces. In the meantime, all of us at ISAF pledge our full commitment to protect your nation from militants who allowed al-Qaida sanctuary when they ruled the country.” The general called his assumption of command a change in personnel, but not in policy or strategy. The counterinsurgency effort put in place by former commander Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal will remain, he said, and protecting the people of Afghanistan is key to that effort. 

1NC- NATO Pullout Scenario (2/2)

NATO pullout from Afghanistan kills credibility- it has nuclear consequences 

Fox 10 (Liam, “Afghanistan, standing shoulder to shoulder with the United States”, 7-7-10) 
So in Afghanistan today, the operations of NATO and other Coalition allies are a direct consequence of 9/11. It was there that the Taliban rulers gave al-Qaeda sanctuary, allowed it to run terrorist training camps, and made it a base for terrorist attacks across the world. The Taliban were driven out of power by Afghan and international forces. Al-Qaeda fled to the border areas of Pakistan. Although reduced and under considerable pressure, they are still there and continue to pose a real and significant threat to us. So the first reason we cannot bring our troops home immediately is that their mission is not yet completed. Were we to leave prematurely, without degrading the insurgency and increasing the capability of the Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF), we would probably see the return of the destructive forces of transnational terrorism. Not only would we risk the return of civil war in Afghanistan creating a security vacuum, but we would also risk the destabilization of Pakistan with potentially unthinkable regional, and possibly nuclear, consequences. The second reason is that it would be a shot in the arm to jihadists everywhere, re-energizing violent radical and extreme Islamism. It would send the signal that we did not have the moral resolve and political fortitude to see through what we ourselves have described as a national security imperative. Premature withdrawal would also damage the credibility of NATO, which has been the cornerstone of the defense of the West for more than half a century. To leave before the job is finished would leave us less safe and less secure. Our resolve would be called into question, our cohesion weakened, and the Alliance undermined. It would be a betrayal of all the sacrifices made by our armed forces in life and limb. 

A strong NATO prevents escalatory wars that cause extinction 

Duffield 95 (John S. Duffield, Assistance Professor of Government and Foreign Affairs at the University of Virginia, 1995
NATO’s Functions After the Cold War, Political Science Quarterly, JSTOR)

Although so far unable to put an end to such conflicts, NATO helps to address the concerns they raise in several ways.  First, it protects its members against the possible spillover of military hostilities.  While no alliance countries have yet been seriously threatened in this way, NATO’s long experience with organizing the defense of its members leaves it well prepared to deal with such contingencies.  NATO also helps to prevent other countries from being drawn into conflicts of this type.  The existence of the alliance reassures member states bordering on the region that they will not be left alone to deal with nearby wars they escalate or spill over, thereby reducing the incentive to intervene unilaterally.  Instead, NATO’s presence helps to ensure that Western military involvement in such conflicts, where it occurs at all, is collective and consensual.  At the same time, the possibility of a sharp, coordinated NATO response may inhibit other countries from meddling.

1NC NATO Cohesion Scenario (1/2)

NATO’s Chief says Strategy Remains Unchanged in the Status Quo 

Reuters 6/23. [“Nato Chief Says Strategy For Afghanistan Unchanged” June 23, 2010. http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/LDE65M2C5.htm]

NATO will maintain its approach to Afghanistan after President Barack Obama on Wednesday relieved his top general in the country from command, NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen said. "I have taken note that General McChrystal is stepping down as Commander of the NATO-led mission in Afghanistan. While he will no longer be the commander, the approach he helped put in place is the right one," Rasmussen said in a statement. "The strategy continues to have NATO's support and our forces will continue to carry it out." Naming General David Petraeus to replace McChrystal, Obama also said the shift did not reflect a change in policy. McChrystal's dismissal follows remarks he and his aides made in a magazine article that disparaged the U.S. president and other senior civilian leaders. In his statement, Rasmussen said NATO's top diplomat in Afghanistan Mark Sedwill will continue to oversee political efforts. "Our operations in Afghanistan are continuing today, and they will not miss a beat," he said. 

NATO fails without US presence








      CTVNews 11/1. [“Will the War in Afghanistan bring down NATO?” November 1, 2009. CTV News. http://www.ctv.ca/servlet/ArticleNews/print/CTVNews/20091031/nato_afghanistan_091101/20091101/?hub=SEAfghanistan&subhub=PrintStory]

Next week in Washington, U.S. President Barack Obama will host a summit of European Union leaders to discuss a number of issues, including what to do next in Afghanistan.  Despite the presence of about 70,000 troops under NATO command, the central Asian country has become increasingly violent and unstable. NATO's International Security Assistance Force has been looking for more troops in order to reverse course.  But NATO nations have so far come up short  on offering troops, and now their alliance's reputation is on the line.  NATO defence ministers met in Bratisalva, Slovakia, last week to discuss the war. They endorsed a recent assessment by ISAF's commander, U.S. Gen. Stanley McChrystal, that tens of thousands of additional troops are needed or NATO will lose to the Taliban.  However, the gathering of defence ministers stopped short of committing more troops. NATO said that discussing "the resource implications" of endorsing McChrystal's assessment "will follow at a later stage."  Growing concerns  While NATO's 28 member countries grapple with how to improve their chances of beating the Taliban, the alliance is facing growing criticism over how the mission has been conducted and whether it can go on for much longer.  The autobiography of Rick Hillier, a retired Canadian general and former chief of defense staff in Ottawa, landed in book stores this week. In it, he provides a written attack on the alliance's performance in Afghanistan from his time as commander of ISAF.  The mission's leadership is "abysmal," he writes. Staff at NATO's headquarters in Kabul "had no strategy, no clear articulation of what they wanted to achieve, no political guidance and few forces."  Afghanistan has shown that the alliance has become "a corpse, decomposing," Hillier concludes. "Unless the alliance can snatch victory out of feeble efforts, it's not going to be long in existence in its present form."  

1NC NATO Cohesion Scenario (2/2)

Failure in Afghanistan kills NATO cohesion

Atlantic Council 10 (“Afghanistan, Pakistan and NATO’s Strategic Concept” 4-9-10

http://www.acus.org/publication/afghanistan-pakistan-and-natos-strategic-concept)

In that regard Afghanistan and by extension Pakistan play critical roles. It is self-evident that the future of the Alliance very much hangs in the balance over how the conflict in Afghanistan is resolved. After all, NATO has become more expeditionary and designed to operate “out of area.” Afghanistan is THE test case for this proposition. “Victory,” however – defined as NATO action leading to a more secure and more stable Afghanistan – will give the Alliance a huge political boost. “Failure,” meaning that NATO cannot bring stability and security to Afghanistan, could, and we repeat could, pose a profound danger to Alliance cohesion and integrity. But make no mistake: what happens in Afghanistan is almost certainly going to have a profound impact on the Alliance and its future. Hence, a key question is how the Strategic Concept should deal with Afghanistan, if at all.

Collapse of NATO causes superpower nuclear war

John O'Sullivan, editor of the National Review and founder of the New Atlantic, 6-1998 [American Spectator] 

 Some of those ideas--notably, dissolution and "standing pat"--were never likely to be implemented. Quite apart from the sociological law that says organizations never go out of business even if their main aim has been achieved (the only exception being a slightly ominous one, the Committee for the Free World, which Midge Decter closed down after the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact), NATO's essential aim has not been permanently achieved. True, the Soviet threat is gone; but a nuclear-armed and potentially unstable Russia is still in the game; a major conflict has just been fought in the very Balkans which sparked the First World War; and there are a number of potential wars and civil wars lurking in such regions as the Tyrol, the Basque country, Northern Ireland (not yet finally settled), Corsica, Belgium, Kosovo, and Eastern Europe and the Balkans generally where, it is said, " every England has its Ireland, and every Ireland its Ulster." If none of these seems to threaten the European peace very urgently at present, that is in part because the existence of NATO makes any such threat futile and even counter-productive. No nation or would-be nation wants to take NATO on.  And if not NATO, what? There are international bodies which could mediate some of the lesser conflicts: the Organization for Security Cooperation in Europe is explicitly given that responsibility, and the European Union is always itching to show it can play a Big Power role. But neither body has the military heft or the prestige to deter or repress serious strife. The OSCE is a collective security organization, and as Henry Kissinger said of a similar body: "When all participants agree, there is no need for it; when they split, it is useless." And the EU only made itself look ridiculous when it attempted to halt the Bosnian conflict in its relatively early stages when a decisive intervention might have succeeded.  As for dealing with a revived Russian threat, there is no military alliance in sight other than NATO that could do the job. In a sense, NATO today is Europe's defense. Except for the American forces, Western armies can no longer play an independent military role. They are wedded to NATO structures and dependent on NATO, especially American, technology. (As a French general admitted in the Gulf War: "The Americans are our eyes and ears.") If NATO were to dissolve--even if it were to be replaced by some European collective defense organization such as a beefed-up Western European Union--it would invite chaos as every irredentist faction sought to profit from the sudden absence of the main guarantor of European stability.  

Uniqueness (Both Scenarios)

Strategy Will Remain Same 

BBC News 06/24. [“Afghan Strategy remains despite sacking, says Nato” June 24, 2010. BBC News. http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/10401329?print=true]

Nato representative Mark Sedwill: "The campaign remains on track" Nato's strategy in Afghanistan "remains on course", its top civilian representative has said, despite the sacking of the top US military chief. Mark Sedwill said that "no-one wanted to see Gen Stanley McChrystal go" but he was "much reassured" by the appointment of Gen David Petraeus. However, the Taliban said that the insurgency would go on until "invading forces" leave. Gen McChrystal was sacked after mocking top US officials in a magazine article. Mr Sedwill told the BBC: "No-one wanted to see Stan McChrystal go but he made a bad mistake, as he acknowledged, and he has had to pay the price for that mistake." He added: "By appointing General Dave Petraeus to take over [President Barack Obama] is reassuring everyone of the United States commitment to the campaign and is putting in one of the finest officers of his generation to take it forward. I think everyone should take great reassurance from that.”

NATO is not changing their strategy

Xinhua 6/27. [“No Change in Afghan Strategy: NATO.” June 27, 2010. XinhuaNet. http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-06/27/c_13372020.htm]

KABUL, June 27 (Xinhua) -- The replacing of Gen. Stanley McChrystal the former commander of NATO and U.S. forces in Afghanistan is not change of policy, a spokesman for NATO-led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) said Sunday. Gen. Josef Blotz told a press briefing here, "As President Barack Obama and NATO Secretary General Rasmussen have stated, this is a change in leadership." He made this remarks in the wake of sacking McChrystal last Wednesday by U.S. President Barack Obama over his controversial comments in a U.S. magazine. "The counter-insurgency strategy remains the basis of our campaign. The campaign is on track," the ISAF spokesman further noted. Regarding the mood of troops and pace of operations, there is absolutely no change whatsoever, he said, adding "Our troop understand they must continue partnering with the Afghan National Security Forces to push the fight in the south, that there is no pause in our efforts to protect the Afghan people." The southern provinces have been regarded as the stronghold of Taliban militants in the war-torn country. According to Blotz, Gen. David Petraeus, nominated to take command of ISAF, will soon be in Kabul and his assumption of command will be scheduled in the near future.   

Nothing is to change in Afghanistan

VoaNews 6/24. [“Obama: No Change in US Afghan Policy.” June 24, 2010. Voa News. http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/New-US-General-Prepares-to-Take-Lead-in-Afghanistan-97058419.html]

U.S. President Barack Obama says the U.S. strategy in Afghanistan will remain the same despite his decision to replace the top general leading the war effort.  President Obama spoke at a news conference with Russian President Dimitri Medvedev Thursday, a day after accepting General Stanley McChrystal's resignation and replacing him with U.S. Central Command chief David Petraeus.  President Obama said he is insisting on a unity of purpose in Afghanistan.  He said he is confident General Petraeus understands the U.S. strategy in Afghanistan because he helped to shape it.  Earlier Thursday, U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said he fully supports the president's decision to replace McChrystal with Petraeus.  Gates said his primary focus remains to ensure U.S.-led success in Afghanistan, and he is confident NATO forces will be able to achieve this under Petraeus' command. 

2NC Cohesion Link Extn

NATO failure undermines cohesion- makes them useless in future conflicts 

Cogan 8 ( “Ahead of NATO meeting: New US reports warn of failure in Afghanistan 2-5-08 http://www1.wsws.org/articles/2008/feb2008/afgh-f05.shtml)

The likely tenor of the discussion is indicated by the Atlantic Council’s warning that the European powers risk a rupture with Washington unless they provide the troops and finances needed to subjugate Afghanistan. Under a heading “The consequences of failure,” the thinktank commented: “If the Afghanistan effort fails, NATO’s cohesion, effectiveness and credibility will be shaken and the rationale for NATO’s expeditionary, out of area, role will be undermined.... This could lead to a moribund alliance, which could find itself reduced to geopolitical irrelevancy and marginalisation.”

Plan crushes US credibility and NATO cohesion 

Carroll 9 [Conn, Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, Heritage Foundation, The Foundry, 19 Reasons to Win in Afghanistan, October 2nd, http://blog.heritage.org/?p=16195]

2. U.S. Credibility is at stake.
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the United Nations support the U.S.-led war effort in Afghanistan. Over 500 coalition soldiers from countries other than the U.S. have died in Afghanistan. Abandoning Afghanistan could lead to significant weakening of NATO cohesion/structure and undermine potential future requests for security assistance. The Fallout from a Afghanistan withdrawal can potentially be far worse than remaining. Following the Fall of Vietnam, U.S. experienced setbacks in Cambodia, Philippines, Fall of Iran, Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, Egypt-Israeli conflict, Angola, Lebanon, Libya, El Salvador, Colombia, and Nicaragua due to the loss of U.S. credibility.

A NATO defeat would put the alliance at risk

Washington Post 7 (“What’s at stake in Afghanistan” 4-10-07 http://www.lexisnexis.com.turing.library.northwestern.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/) 

That argument is myopic. Mr. Krauthammer made not one mention of NATO. For the first time in NATO's history, the alliance is engaged in a ground war, not against a massive Soviet attack across Germany or in Iraq against insurgents and al-Qaeda but in Afghanistan. In committing to sustained ground combat in Afghanistan (unlike in Kosovo in 1999), NATO has bet its future. If NATO were to fail, alliance cohesion would be at risk. A moribund or unraveled NATO would have a profoundly negative geostrategic impact. Defeat in Iraq or Afghanistan would have dire consequences. In both places, political, not military, solutions will bring success. Where we are losing in Afghanistan is in the battle to create a fair legal and judicial system; overcome rampant corruption; build a police force; control the drug-production epidemic; and bring job opportunities to the Afghan people. Whether any Martian would choose Iraq as the more important war is off-point. What is important is this: To prevail in Afghanistan, more than military force is needed. Until Washington, Brussels and Kabul address that concept, as in Iraq, the outcome will be too close to call.

2NC NATO Fails Ext. 

NATO fails without US presence

CTVNews 11/1. [“Will the War in Afghanistan bring down NATO?” November 1, 2009. CTV News. http://www.ctv.ca/servlet/ArticleNews/print/CTVNews/20091031/nato_afghanistan_091101/20091101/?hub=SEAfghanistan&subhub=PrintStory]

Next week in Washington, U.S. President Barack Obama will host a summit of European Union leaders to discuss a number of issues, including what to do next in Afghanistan.  Despite the presence of about 70,000 troops under NATO command, the central Asian country has become increasingly violent and unstable. NATO's International Security Assistance Force has been looking for more troops in order to reverse course.  But NATO nations have so far come up short  on offering troops, and now their alliance's reputation is on the line.  NATO defence ministers met in Bratisalva, Slovakia, last week to discuss the war. They endorsed a recent assessment by ISAF's commander, U.S. Gen. Stanley McChrystal, that tens of thousands of additional troops are needed or NATO will lose to the Taliban.  However, the gathering of defence ministers stopped short of committing more troops. NATO said that discussing "the resource implications" of endorsing McChrystal's assessment "will follow at a later stage."  Growing concerns  While NATO's 28 member countries grapple with how to improve their chances of beating the Taliban, the alliance is facing growing criticism over how the mission has been conducted and whether it can go on for much longer.  The autobiography of Rick Hillier, a retired Canadian general and former chief of defense staff in Ottawa, landed in book stores this week. In it, he provides a written attack on the alliance's performance in Afghanistan from his time as commander of ISAF.  The mission's leadership is "abysmal," he writes. Staff at NATO's headquarters in Kabul "had no strategy, no clear articulation of what they wanted to achieve, no political guidance and few forces."  Afghanistan has shown that the alliance has become "a corpse, decomposing," Hillier concludes. "Unless the alliance can snatch victory out of feeble efforts, it's not going to be long in existence in its present form." "Forget about bombing Serbia from the safety of 20,000 feet," he told CTV.ca earlier this month. "Now that we're having blood being spilled, we have 28 different opinions as to how things should be done. You just can't run an alliance that way."  "It's proven that it's incapable," he added.  

2NC Impact- Cohesion—Democracy (1/3)

NATO is key to democracy promotion through the partnership for peace

Council on Foreign Relations, 2004 (John Edwards, Senator, D-NC, “Edwards announces New ‘Strategy for Freedom,’” January 13, http://www.cfr.org/publication/6666/)

"Promoting democracy around the world should be one of America's highest priorities-for the sake of those who love freedom around the world, and for the sake of our own security," Edwards said. "But encouraging democracy takes more than President Bush's combination of high-minded rhetoric at home and high-handed arrogance toward our allies. Encouraging democracy requires a concrete strategy for working together with other free nations, encouraging those who are building free societies amid oppression, and pressure the world's dictators to change their ways. My 'Strategy for Freedom' offers a concrete agenda to win the war of ideas and advance the cause of democracy around the world." In December, Edwards laid out his detailed agenda for stopping the proliferation of nuclear weapons, including a new Global Nuclear Compact. The "Strategy for Freedom" he announced today includes: Establishing new international institutions committed to promoting democracy. Edwards will establish a new "Organization for Security and Cooperation in the Middle East" bringing together the world's leading democracies together with countries in the region moving toward democratic reform. The new organization could assist with civil society and political party development, monitor elections, and manage crises. In the 1970s, the "Helsinki Process" played a similar role in advancing freedom in Eastern Europe. Edwards would also create a new Middle East Partnership Program at NATO that would help establish civilian control over militaries in democratizing states, as well as a "democracy caucus" within the United Nations that would work to prevent states like Libya from getting improper roles, like heading the U.N.'s human rights committee. Creating a New "Freedom List." Edwards will direct the State Department to create a new "Freedom List" of imprisoned dissidents to name and shame nations that incarcerate political prisoners. Like the FBI's "most wanted" list, the "Freedom List" will draw attention to terrible international violations of human rights. Increasing support for democracy programs. Edwards will double funding for the National Endowment for Democracy, which supports grassroots civil society programs around the world. Curbing U.S. assistance to nondemocratic states. Edwards will reward nations that move along the path toward democracy with increased aid and debt relief. But where governments are nondemocratic and show no interest in developing democracy, he will curb aid or shift it toward nongovernmental bodies. Fact Sheet: The Edwards' Plan for Promoting Democracy: A Strategy for Freedom John Edwards has a detailed plan to meet one of America's highest global priorities: to promote the spread of democracy. He will launch a far-reaching new effort to work with our allies to promote the fundamental components of democracy: a free press and civil society, open and fair elections, respect for human rights, and the legal, political, and regulatory institutions to make government accountable before the law and the people. Today, more countries choose their rulers-and replace them-through free, fair, and competitive elections than ever before. But enormous challenges remain. Many of the new democracies of the world are corrupt and inefficient, lacking a true rule of law. And there are too many regions of the world without democracy. Not a single Arab state is a democracy. Most of the states of Africa and many of the states that emerged from the collapse of the Soviet Union continue to be governed by authoritarian regimes. America will never defeat violent terror so long as hundreds of millions of people in the Muslim world and elsewhere are denied the right to express themselves peacefully, openly and democratically. President Bush has only offered rhetoric about this challenge -- he has failed to offer a strategy for achieving it. He might have delivered the right message; but he is the wrong messenger.

2NC Impact- Cohesion—Democracy (2/3)

The impact is extinction

Larry Diamond, Hoover Fellow @ Stanford, Fmr. Advisor to the Coalition Provisional Authority in Iraq, December 95, (A report to the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict)

On any list of the most important potential threats to world order and national security in the coming decade, these six should figure prominently: a hostile, expansionist Russia; a hostile, expansionist China; the spread of fundamentalist Islamic, anti-Western regimes; the spread of political terrorism from all sources; sharply increased immigration pressures; and ethnic conflict that escalates into large-scale violence, civil war, refugee flows, state collapse, and general anarchy. Some of these potential threats interact in significant ways with one another, but they all share a common underlying connection. In each instance, the development of democracy is an important prophylactic, and in some cases the only long- term protection, against disaster. A HOSTILE, EXPANSIONIST RUSSIA Chief among the threats to the security of Europe, the United States, and Japan would be the reversion of Russia--with its still very substantial nuclear, scientific, and military prowess--to a hostile posture toward the West. Today, the Russian state (insofar as it continues to exist) appears perched on the precipice of capture by ultranationalist, anti-Semitic, neo-imperialist forces seeking a new era of pogroms, conquest, and "greatness." These forces feed on the weakness of democratic institutions, the divisions among democratic forces, and the generally dismal economic and political state of the country under civilian, constitutional rule. Numerous observers speak of "Weimar Russia." As in Germany in the 1920s, the only alternative to a triumph of fascism (or some related "ism" deeply hostile to freedom and to the West) is the development of an effective democratic order. Now, as then, this project must struggle against great historical and political odds, and it seems feasible only with international economic aid and support for democratic forces and institutions. A HOSTILE, EXPANSIONIST CHINA In China, the threat to the West emanates from success rather than failure and is less amenable to explicit international assistance and inducement. Still, a China moving toward democracy--gradually constructing a real constitutional order, with established ground rules for political competition and succession and civilian control over the military--seems a much better prospect to be a responsible player on the regional and international stage. Unfair trade practices, naval power projection, territorial expansion, subversion of neighboring regimes, and bullying of democratic forces in Hong Kong and Taiwan are all more likely the more China resists political liberalization. So is a political succession crisis that could disrupt incremental patterns of reform and induce competing power players to take risks internationally to advance their power positions at home. A China that is building an effective rule of law seems a much better prospect to respect international trading rules that mandate protection for intellectual property and forbid the use of prison labor. And on these matters of legal, electoral, and institutional development, international actors can help. THE SPREAD OF ISLAMIC FUNDAMENTALISM Increasingly, Europeans and Americans worry about the threat from fundamentalist Islam. But fundamentalist movements do not mobilize righteous anger and absolute commitment in a vacuum. They feed on the utter failure of decadent political systems to meet the most elementary expectations for material progress and social justice. Some say the West must choose between corrupt, repressive regimes that are at least secular and pro-Western and Islamic fundamentalist regimes that will be no less repressive, but anti-Western. That is a false choice in Egypt today, as it was in Iran or Algeria--at least until their societies became so polarized as to virtually obliterate the liberal center. It is precisely the corruption, arrogance, oppression, and gross inefficacy of ruling regimes like the current one in Egypt that stimulate the Islamic fundamentalist alternative. Though force may be needed--and legitimate--to meet an armed challenge, history teaches that decadent regimes cannot hang on forever through force alone. In the long run, the only reliable bulwark against revolution or anarchy is good governance--and that requires far-reaching political reform. In Egypt and some other Arab countries, such reform would entail a gradual program of political liberalization that counters corruption, reduces state interference in the economy, responds to social needs, and gives space for moderate forces in civil society to build public support and understanding for further liberalizing reforms. In Pakistan and Turkey, it would mean making democracy work: stamping out corruption, reforming the economy, mobilizing state resources efficiently to address social needs, devolving power, guaranteeing the rights of ethnic and religious minorities, and--not least-- reasserting civilian control over the military. In either case, the fundamentalist challenge can be met only by moving (at varying speeds) toward, not away from, democracy. POLITICAL TERRORISM Terrorism and immigration pressures also commonly have their origins in political exclusion, social injustice, and bad, abusive, or tyrannical governance. Overwhelmingly, the sponsors of international terrorism are among the world's most authoritarian regimes: Iran, Iraq, Syria, Libya, Sudan. And locally within countries, the agents of terrorism tend to be either the fanatics of antidemocratic, ideological movements or aggrieved ethnic and regional minorities who have felt themselves socially marginalized and politically excluded and insecure: Sri Lanka's Tamils, Turkey's Kurds, India's Sikhs and Kashmiris. To be sure, democracies must vigorously mobilize their legitimate instruments of law enforcement to counter this growing threat to their security 
But a more fundamental and enduring assault on international terrorism requires political change to bring down zealous, paranoiac dictatorships and to allow aggrieved groups in all countries to pursue their interests through open, peaceful, and constitutional means. As for immigration, it is true that people everywhere are drawn to prosperous, open, dynamic societies like those of the United States, Canada, and Western Europe. But the sources of large (and rapid) immigration flows to the West increasingly tend to be countries in the grip of civil war, political turmoil, economic disarray, and poor governance: Vietnam, Cuba, Haiti, Central America, Algeria. And in Mexico, authoritarianism, corruption, and social injustice have held back human development in ways that have spawned the largest sustained flow of immigrants to any Western country--a flow that threatens to become a floodtide if the Zedillo government cannot rebuild Mexico's economy and societal consensus around authentic democatic reform. In other cases--Ethiopia, Sudan, Nigeria, Afghanistan--immigration to the West has been modest only because of the greater logistical and political difficulties. However, in impoverished areas of Africa and Asia more remote from the West, disarray is felt in the flows of refugees across borders, hardly a benign development for world order. Of course, population growth also heavily drives these pressures. But a common factor underlying all of these crisis-ridden emigration points is the absence of democracy. And, strikingly, populations grow faster in authoritarian than democratic regimes.4ETHNIC CONFLICT Apologists for authoritarian rule--as in Kenya and Indonesia--are wont to argue that multiparty electoral competition breeds ethnic rivalry and polarization, while strong central control keeps the lid on conflict. But when multiple ethnic and national identities are forcibly suppressed, the lid may violently pop when the regime falls apart. [CONTINUES NO TEXT DELETED]
2NC Impact- Cohesion—Democracy (3/3)
[CONTINUES NO TEXT DELETED]

The fate of Yugoslavia, or of Rwanda, dramatically refutes the canard that authoritarian rule is a better means for containing ethnic conflict. Indeed, so does the recent experience of Kenya, where ethnic hatred, land grabs, and violence have been deliberately fostered by the regime of President Daniel arap Moi in a desperate bid to divide the people and thereby cling to power. Overwhelmingly, theory and evidence show that the path to peaceful management of ethnic pluralism lies not through suppressing ethnic identities and superimposing the hegemony of one group over others. Eventually, such a formula is bound to crumble or be challenged violently. Rather, sustained interethnic moderation and peace follow from the frank recognition of plural identities, legal protection for group and individual rights, devolution of power to various localities and regions, and political institutions that encourage bargaining and accommodation at the center. Such institutional provisions and protections are not only significantly more likely under democracy, they are only possible with some considerable degree of democracy.5 OTHER THREATS 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. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY 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. 
AFF—Impact Inev 

Impact inevitable—Current withdrawal deadline triggers the lack of commitment

Rubin 3/8. [Michael, Resident Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute. “Why Obama was Wrong to Insist on a Deadline.” MichaelRubin.Org. March 8. http://www.michaelrubin.org/7033/afghanistan-withdrawal-deadline]

It is true, as Schlesinger points out, that Obama did not set a date for the completion of the withdrawal,        but he signaled its finite nature. And herein lays the problem. The reason Obama spoke of a deadline was not to pressure Afghanistan President Hamid Karzai but rather to assuage constituencies in the United States increasingly wary of open-ended U.S. involvement in the country. But in the Middle East and South Asia, perception matters far more than reality. Diplomatic affairs expert Omar Sharifi, speaking on Afghan television, declared, "Today the Afghans unfortunately lost the game and failed to get a long-term commitment from the international community." Likewise, Afghan political analyst Ahmad Sayedi observed, "When the USA sets a timeline of 18 months for troop withdraw, this by itself boosts the morale of the opponents and makes them less likely to take any step towards reconciliation." It is absolutely correct to say that Obama did not say that all—or even a significant fraction—of U.S. troops would withdraw in July 2011, but this is what was heard not only by U.S. allies and adversaries in Afghanistan but also by the governments and media in regional states such as Pakistan, Iran, and even Russia.
Aff—UQ—Cohesion Low 

Non-Unique-NATO Cohesion low now

Dempsey 5/16. [Judy, Staff Writer at New York Times. “East Europe Feels Ignored by NATO, Report Says” New York Times. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/05/17/world/europe/17iht-nato.html]

BERLIN — NATO is ignoring the security concerns of its Central and East European members to such an extent that several of those countries are pursuing separate bilateral security arrangements with the United States, says a report issued by a group of experts on the eve of the presentation of a major new proposal on strategy for the alliance.  If the alliance continues to play down the security concerns of the region, several of these countries will remain reluctant to conduct NATO missions outside Europe because they do not feel safe at home, says the report, published by the Center for European Reform, an independent research institute in London.   

Cohesion Low Now-Europe not Spending enough on Defense

Abshire 3/10. [David, Former US ambassador to NATO. President of Center of Study of the Presidency and Congress. “NATO renewal Requires European Courage on Afghanistan.” Christian Science Monitor. March 10. http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/Opinion/2010/0310/NATO-renewal-requires-European-courage-on-Afghanistan]

A recent symposium held in Washington on the future of NATO was, in a sense, a modern day Solarium Exercise. Led by former Secretary of State Madeleine Albright, the current initiative consists of 12 experts from across the Alliance and is tasked with creating a new “Strategic Concept” that will define the future of the Alliance. While this exercise, which examined a wide range of topics including energy, cyber security, relations with Russia, and other future challenges, is of great value, Defense Secretary Robert Gates rightly warned that if immediate reforms are not enacted, the new Strategic Concept would not be worth the scrap of paper it was written on.  Secretary Gates shocked some of the diplomats present when he lambasted the pitiful state of European defense investment. Only 5 of 28 NATO members spend the minimum 2 percent of GDP that NATO recommends; 24 of NATO’s 28 members spend less on defense than they did in the relatively peaceful year of 2000.  The Strategic Concept’s timing threatens to render it inconsequential. The reform lags well behind the president’s new troop commitment and the need to turn the tide in Afghanistan this year. The collapse of the Dutch government due to political opposition to a continued Dutch military contribution is just the latest example of why NATO must reform immediately. There was much talk about the importance of Article 5, which states that “an armed attack against one or more [NATO nations] in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all....” Yet the best way to guarantee Article 5’s credibility is to ensure that its first invocation results in success in Afghanistan. If not, Americans would see little value in it and the transatlantic relationship could be irrevocably damaged.  The night before the symposium, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton similarly criticized the Alliance, saying that military and civilian budgets were divorced from Alliance priorities and that important priorities were under-[
resourced. Following her speech, she said that the art of leadership was to lead and called on European heads of government to speak out and mobilize their publics in support of an enhanced commitment to Euro-Atlantic security.   
Aff—UQ—No Credibility 

Afghanistan killing NATO Credibility

Hamilton 09 [Daniel. Executive Director of the Center of Transatlantic Relations. “Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century. Center for Strategic International Studies. February 2009. http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:8f76olNH7woJ:transatlantic.sais-jhu.edu/bin/i/y/nato_report_final.pdf]

Visions of a more effective, resilient partnership will be moot if allies fail to quell terrorism and turmoil in the Afghanistan-Pakistan borderlands. Afghanistan has become a crucible for the Alliance. NATO’s credibility is on the line. We must be clear regarding the threat, our goal, and our strategy: Terrorist threats to the U.S. and Europe directly linked to the Afghanistan-Pakistan borderlands present the most immediate acute danger to transatlantic security today. Our goal is to prevent any attacks and ensure that this region never again serves as a base for such threats. Our strategy must have various components: greater understanding that NATO’s engagement in Afghanistan follows from the Alliance’s invocation of its Article 5 collective defense clause on September 12, 2001; more effective, integrated international coordination, working from Afghan priorities, coupled with political engagement of local leaders; a broader region-wide approach geared to stability in Pakistan and beyond.  

Canadian withdrawal already killed NATO credibility in Afghanistan

Xinhua News 9 (“Canadian withdrawal from Afghanistan loss to NATO” 8-13-09  http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/2009-08/13/content_11872062.htm) 

OTTAWA, Aug. 12 (Xinhua) -- A U.S. expert sees Canada's withdrawal from Afghanistan in 2011 to be a great loss to NATO's mission there, Canadian media reports said Wednesday. The Canadian departure would seriously undermine NATO's war as it is not about a small number of troops but a big issue as the loss of experience and credibility with local Afghans, according to Anthony Cordesman, a U.S. counter-insurgency expert, who served as a special adviser to the alliance's new ground commander, Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal. "It isn't simply a matter of troop levels," Cordesman, of the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, said in an interview with The Canadian Press. "It's a matter of experience continuity, having shaped the security presence in one of the most critical provinces in the country. And so would a Canadian departure seriously hurt NATO? The answer at least this point seems to be: Yes." Canada first sent troops to Afghanistan in 2002 and has suffered one of the most serious fatalities among the NATO countries there. The government, under great domestic pressure to withdraw, has pledged to bring back its 2,500 combat troops by early 2011. Despite pleas from the new secretary-general of NATO and hints from the Obama administration that it too wants Canadians to stick around longer, Ottawa has shown little sign that it intends to budge from the intended withdrawal date. 

Aff—Impact T/--Terrorism 

NATO Presence leads to Terrorism

Koster 09. [Karel, Director of the Project on Nuclear Non-Proliferation in Netherlands. “The Shadow of Nato Summit: Option for NATO-Pressing the Reset button on the Strategic Concept.” February 2009. www.basicint.org/pubs/natoshadow.pdf]

There is a fourth problem which may well flow from the intervention wars waged elsewhere, which is that in the modern globalised world with its rapid communication and transportation methods and massive population displacements, ‘blowback’ has become more likely. Although NATO governments argue that operations in, for example, Afghanistan, are necessary to prevent terrorist assault on the soil of member states, the reverse process is seldom mentioned: namely that the operations are themselves the driving force behind jihadi operations in the industrialised world. That is, the assumption that one can wage war elsewhere without consequences for one’s own population is no longer valid. This is all the more so if ethnic or religious minorities who sympathise with the inhabitants of the country where the war is waged, live in the NATO member states involved in such a conflict.
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