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***1NC***

Consult NATO 1NC
Text: The United States Federal Government should propose that it__________________________________________________________________ 

to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization for binding consultation. The United States should support the proposal during consultation and abide by the result of consultation. We’ll clarify

The plan risks international backlash – consultation over military policy facilitates acceptance and blunts perceptions of US unilateralism

Campbell & Ward 2003 Senior Fellows @ the Council on Foreign Relations(Kurt & Celeste, September/October, Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20030901faessay82507/kurt-m-campbell-celeste-johnson-ward/new-battle-stations.html?mode=print)

Given the sensitivity of the issues involved, several steps should be taken before and during the rollout of any new military posture. The first is ensuring that everything about the move is vetted carefully by all major relevant actors. Attention to process will not solve every problem, but it will certainly affect the receptivity of other countries to any changes. How allies such as South Korea and Japan respond, for example, will depend not just on the substance of the modifications themselves, but also on how well the United States consults with their governments, takes their reservations into account, and allays their various anxieties. In fact, rather than being seen as a routine obligation or a nuisance, consultations over the posture changes should be seen as an important opportunity to solidify, strengthen, and redefine those alliances for the future. In Europe, similarly, countries are likely to be more receptive to changes if they take place in the context of a revitalized NATO and a reinvestment in the Atlantic alliance by the United States, rather than being seen as an expression of impatience or unconcern with "old Europe."  During the consultations, the United States should explain the purpose and rationale behind its actions, making it clear that the changes are global and not driven by any particular regional dynamic. Because of the timing, international observers will be prone to view the changes in the context of recent events, particularly the lead-up to and conduct of the war in Iraq. Without guidance from the United States, they will put their own spin on what is happening, which will not necessarily be accurate and could adversely affect other U.S. interests.  U.S. officials should also underscore repeatedly the fact that the United States has no intention of stepping back from its traditional security commitments. Getting the signals right will be critical to preempting unnecessary negative consequences. Despite much evidence to the contrary, some allies continue to worry about U.S. commitment and staying power and may read the new plans as an indicator of what the most powerful nation on earth thinks is important. They need to be assured that any moves are being driven by military concerns and do not reflect a significant change in diplomatic priorities.  

Consultation and Communication are key to the NATO alliance

Chernoff 95—Associate Professor of Political Science at Colgate Univ (1995, Fred, after bipolarity p 10)

The policies based on the alternative theory thus differ from realist policies: NATO can survive. Western States need not shift their policies to base them on some radically different organization of solely on bilateral treaties. Neoliberal institutionalist theories suggest that NATO could continue so song as current communications do no deteriorate. Alternative theory is much closer to the neoliberal instiutionalist theory of regimes on this point, since it holds the alliance can continue and must avoid breakdowns in consultation and communication. The alternative is more pessimistic though, because it hold the past performance must be substantially improved on; the status quo is not sufficient. If an Atlantic alliance (whether or not NATO is the particular incarnation) is to survive, future policy must emphasize the improvement of consultation procedures and organs so that the periodic failures of the past are not repeated.  

Collapse of NATO causes immediate instability that escalates to 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.

Consultation with NATO spills over to attract future U.S. involvement

Robert Kagan, 2004 (Of Paradise and Power: America and Europe in the New World Order. p 170)

Nor can the United States, in promoting liberalism, fail to take the interests and the fears of its liberal democratic allies in Europe into account. The United States should try to fulfill its part of a new transatlantic bargain by granting Europeans some influence over the exercise of American power-- if, that is, the Europeans in turn will wield that influence wisely. The NATO alliance-- an alliance of and for liberal democracies-- could be the locus of such a gain, if there is to be one. NATO is where the United States has already ceded influence to Europeans, who vote on an equal footing with the superpower in all the alliance's deliberations. Indeed, NATO has for decades been the one organization capable of reconciling American hegemony with European autonomy and influence. And NATO even today retains a sentimental attraction for Americans, more potent than the attraction they feel for  the United Nations.

***Theory***

Consult CPs Good – General

Consultation is key to education – 

A.  Consultation CPs uniquely check the desirability of the process by which the plan is passed.  No other CP provides the educational benefit of testing unilateral troop withdrawal versus other alternatives

B.  Consultation forces them to defend the immediate enactment of the plan, which is key to core negative generics, allowing them to sever immediacy destroys politics, trade-off, and other main DA’s

Literature checks abuse – 

A. There isn’t net benefit or consultation literature on every country, which sets a key limit on who can be consulted.

A. We have specific literature saying that we should consult [INSERT COUNTRY NAME] about the plan, which proves it’s predictable.

B. They have plenty of ground—unilateralism versus multilateralism is one of the most researched areas under every resolution.

Consultation increases education—you learn more about international political systems and relations between countries.

Probabilistic solvency increases aff ground – the counterplan guarantees a delay and potential non-adoption. All they have to do is win one argument and the entire CP goes away.

Consult Counterplans are key to fairness

A. They maintain negative flexibility by hedging against unpredictable 2ac add-ons

B. They’re key to beat small affirmatives that don’t link to anything – especially problematic on this topic because of the diversity of small roles or missions affs

Net benefits check abuse – 

A. 
The aff always has the option of straight turning the NB and not even dealing with the solvency of the CP.   Proves we don’t link to any of their “steals aff” offense

B. The research burden is inevitable- reading the counterplan as a disad still would’ve forced the research burden without gaining the additional topic based education based on unilateral withdraw vs multilateral

Best policy option—the search for perfection promotes real world education by comparing congressional unilateral withdrawal versus first withdrawing with prior consultation. The CP is key 

Don’t vote on potential for abuse. It’s like voting on arguments they didn’t make, in round abuse is the only objective standard.

Their interpretation is arbitrary – It’s the same as rejecting all politics disads because there’s too much stuff on the docket or they’re too complex. Don’t punish us because we’re strategic.

Counter-Interpretation – the neg can only consult formal mechanisms [Japan & NATO]

Korea Herald – 5-24-2004
Instead of having a fully integrated cooperation structure, it would desirable for the parallel consultative structure that can be found in NATO and U.S.-Japan alliance. This does not mean two totally independent forces in parallel. Rather, the strategic consultative mechanism will be strengthened, while intelligence and information sharing will be enhanced. The two forces will not be integrated but linked through a close consultative mechanism. Each side would then be better able to understand what the other can and will do should something arise

AT: Conditional Fiat

1. No abuse – 

A. They control the outcome. They can read cards saying whether or not [INSERT COUNTRY NAME HERE] would like the plan.

B. We only defend one outcome of consultation, which makes the counterplan predictable.

2. Policy complexity increases education because it forces them to make strategic concessions and think in multiple worlds, which increases critical thinking.

3. It’s reciprocal—they can kick advantages or solvency, which is the same as arguing that [INSERT COUNTRY NAME] says no.

4. Net benefits check—they can straight turn them and entirely avoid the issue of the counterplan’s outcome.

5. Err negative on theory—they have infinite prep, speak first and last, and win more rounds. Conditional fiat is critical to competitive equity.

6. CP isn’t conditional – it’s a single act of consultation with a debate about outcome – just like every other debate

7. There’s no greater abuse because the counterplan itself is conditional – the 1AC is nine minutes of offense against the world of the status quo and the world of a veto

8. Conditional advocacies are good

A. Negative flexibility its key to test the desirability and immediacy of the plan, and also preserves core negative ground based on the immediate inaction of the plan like politics and trade-off

B. Time pressuring the 2ac increases quality of debate because it forces them to make strategic choices in time-allocation and offense, which is best for critical thinking

AT: Timeframe Counterplans bad

Its reciprocal with the plan because getting a law passed in Congress takes time.

Not a timeframe counterplan—consultation is one simultaneous action that begins immediately. Their offense doesn’t apply because it assume the classic delay counterplan where there isn’t any immediate action. 

The delay is critical- the counterplan tests the desirability of immediate action in the plan, which is critical to test the “resolved” portion of the resolution, which is critical to ongoing topical based education.

Their interpretation destroys core negative generics like politics DA and trade-off DA’s because the changes in troops and capital aren’t immediate.  Preserving our interpretation is key to fairness.

Thinking about the future is good for education. It’s more real world and promotes critical thought similarly to how disads and plans force us to evaluate different possibilities for the future.

***Perms***

Multiple perms bad

Making more than one permutation is a voting issue because it’s the same as reading multiple conditional counterplans only a worse timeskew because perms take two seconds to read. This isn’t reciprocal because we only get one dispositional counterplan. And, they’re a worse moving target than counterplans because the aff can decide whether or not to advocate them based on 2nr strategy. 

AT: Perm – Do Counterplan

1.  The Perm Shifts Advocacy – 
This is a severance permutation which skews 1NC strategy and is a voting issue

A.  Functionally – the perm allows the plan to be amended or vetoed – since the plan is the focus of the debate a stable plan is key to ground for both sides

B.  Textually – the plan text says [should/will] which imply definite adoption 

C.  Topical action – the perm means the whole plan is conditional which means the aff could advocate any non-topical minor modification or even the status quo

Reject the perm because severance is a moving target that allows them to spike out of our offense by removing parts of the plan and makes all counterplans not competitive—it’s the same as affirmative conditionality.

2.  Even if perms can be extra-topical, they can’t be completely non-topical

“Resolved” means “fixity of purpose”—webster’s dictionary ’01. They’re not resolved implementation because [INSERT COUNTRY NAME] can say no.

Reject the perm because it allows completely non-topical action. Our interpretation is best because it forces them to justify the resolution and it’s more predictable because the resolution is the only sacrosanct thing in debate.

AT: Textual Competition

Evaluating whether two policies can practically co-exist is best – 

The Counterplan still competes textually because the plan text uses words like will or should that imply unconditional and guaranteed enforcement. 

. 

Counterplan Ground – textual competition destroys our ability to counterplan in uniqueness by making “ban the plan” non-competitive, which is critical to ground. The aff can always rearrange words or letter to make all counterplans not competitive.

Hurts Education and Clash – debating about various interpretations of texts better simulates critical thought and allows more clash because you can read disads and turns off of the effects of the policy instead of only evaluating the words in a vacuum. 

Its bad for the Aff too – it allows counterplans to exclude a word from the plan or replace acronyms or hyphens and win on dumb net benefits like E-prime and Marcouse.

If they win this argument, their perms become meaningless because “do both” is intrinsic. The words “do” and “both” are in neither the plan nor the counterplan. 

AT: Perm – Do Both

The perm is illegitimate –  

They sever the unconditional and guaranteed enforcement of the plan by conditioning it on [INSERT NAME] acceptance without modification. Sever perms are moving targets and make stable plan texts impossible.

Sequential adoption perms should be rejected. They make all counterplans non-competitive and can co-opt offense by changing the time of the plans implementation. 

It’s not topical because “resolved” means “fixity of purpose” [websters dictionary, ‘01]. Perms can be extra-topical but not completely non-topical. This forces them to justify the resolution, which is the basis of our offense. 
Consultation guarantees leaks which causes an alliance backlash to the perm, even if they support the plan

Stanley Sloan, Senior Specialist in Security Policy with the Congressional Research Service, 7-25-97 [CSM]

Self-confident US behavior has rubbed many Europeans the wrong way. When the Clinton administration revealed its choice of three candidates - Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary - to participate in the first wave of NATO enlargement, many allies privately applauded. Even France, which is a strong proponent of including Romania and Slovenia, was not surprised that the United States and several other allies would only support a smaller group. But the fact that the United States appeared to have abandoned the process of NATO consultations in making its choice clear, and then said its decision was non-negotiable, troubled even our closest allies. It strengthened the hand of those in Europe who claim that the United States is acting like a "hegemonic" power, using its impressive position of strength to have its way with weaker European allies. One official of a pro-American northern European country that supports the package of three told me, "We liked the present but were troubled by the way it was wrapped." US officials say that they wanted to keep the issue within alliance consultations but that their position was being leaked to the press by other allies. They decided to put an end to "lobbying" for other outcomes. Their choice to go strong and to go public may be understandable and even defensible. However, the acknowledged leader of a coalition of democratic states probably needs to set the very best example in the consultative process if it wants other sovereign states to follow. Perhaps it is just hard being No. 1. US officials have noted that the United States is "damned if it does, and damned if it does not" provide strong leadership. Perhaps the style of the NATO decision simply reflects a Washington culture in which the bright and brash more often than not move ahead in the circles of power. But the style does not work well in an alliance of democracies. Whatever the explanation, US-European relations would have been better served by a US approach that allowed the outcome to emerge more naturally from the consultative, behind-the-scenes consensus-forming process. The final result would have been the same, and the appearance of a United States diktat to the allies would have been avoided. 
Only prior and binding consultation solves the NB

James Goldgeier, Adjunct Senior Fellow at the Institute for European Studies at George Washington, and Elizabeth Sherwood-Randall, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Alliance Relations at Stanford, 2-18-2005 [FNS]

MR. GOLDGEIER: Well, you know, I mean, part of the with us or against us that's been so important has been this notion of consultation means we tell you what our policy is and then, you know, you either agree, in which case we've consulted effectively, or you disagree, in which case we don't work with you on that particular issue. The Europeans have a different view of what that should look like, which is serious give and take in which the United States presents its ideas and the Europeans present their ideas and there is some effort to work through the different perspectives in trying to reach a common ground and forge ahead with policies to deal with common problems. And so the Europeans are -- the Europeans are eager to have this be a successful trip. so that's an important point. They want the president's visit to go well because the president had made the effort to say I'm reaching out to you. But they are also looking for a sign that the president is coming to really hear what they have to say and is interested in serious interaction and serious taking account of their views. As Liz said, on some of these other issues that have been so important to the Europeans, like the environment generally, climate change in particular, nobody's expecting Bush to say yes, we're joining Kyoto, but there is an expectation that he will -- he will reach out by showing that he takes the European position seriously and that he has an interest in working on this set of issues. And if the trip ends up being a repeat of what we saw in the first term, which is, "here are our views, and we look forward to your accepting them," then it's not going to -- there won't be anything to build on. There really has to be an effort by the United States. And then in return, if Bush does really reach out in a more substantive way, the Europeans should not miss the opportunity to reach back. If they miss the opportunity, then they've really missed something significant. MS. SHERWOOD-RANDALL: I'd like to add to that. Can you just -- (comes on mike) -- yeah. I'll add to what Jim has said. First of all, I agree on the description of the content of consultations. The distinction for me is whether you go to inform or actually consult -- (chuckles) -- and I think the pattern of the last four years has been we inform you of our views, you're with us or against us. We're looking for real -- and I think the Europeans are looking for real -- listening and engagement. I mean, the tradition in the alliance, the alliance that worked for 50 years, was that we actually used the fora that we had built, both formal and informal mechanisms of dialogue, to reach agreement on the most contentious issues out of the limelight. And the whole purpose was that we would discuss and disagree, but not have a pissing match in public. And so the question is whether we can find some way to get back to a process in which we actually talk, listen and work out agreed positions on highly contentious issues. It continues…  MS. SHERWOOD-RANDALL: This is the wrong group. But I would say, I mean, if you're looking at transatlantic relations, the important thing is with respect to an overall plan for reaching some -- for achieving progress on the Middle East peace front, I believe we should be doing what we have traditionally done with the Europeans, which is to go to Europe first, talk to our key allies about what we're thinking about doing, work out an agreed process that they are a part of it, and use our collective leverage to bring about results. So it's not about us going out first and then hoping people will come along, it's about going through Europe first. I mean, that's the big difference in psychology, is whether you choose to strengthen transatlantic ties as you pursue broader goals, or whether you go around Europe and expect people to either be with you or against you and bear the consequences of being against you, which was the first- term approach. My view is we are much more effective, much stronger, both in terms of our policies in the world and also the import of our relations with Europe, if we choose to go to Europe first. That needs to be a part of any action plan, is to consult first with our European allies bilaterally and multilaterally, in capitals and at NATO.

Prior binding consultation is critical to alliance success 

Serfaty, 98 

(Simon Serfaty. Senior Adviser to the Europe Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, Bridging the gap across the Atlantic: Europe and the United States in the Persian Gulf, The Middle East Journal. Washington: Summer 1998. Vol. 52, Iss. 3; pg. 337)sp

A Euro-American dialogue on the Gulf might mean a more moderate rhetoric vis-a-vis adversaries but it will require above all a softer rhetoric vis-a-vis allies. Although the states of Europe may not be indispensable to the solution of the problems in the Gulf region, they are not, either, a central part of these problems. A Euro-American dialogue on the Gulf, however, would not necessarily ensure a hiatus in transatlantic and intra-European economic rivalries in the region. Such a dialogue would presuppose, however, that in most instances transatlantic cooperation would be more likely to succeed if preceded by genuine consultation before decisions were made. Disagreements would also be less likely to escalate if explicit discussions took place that would lead to mutual understanding of the interests that caused them. US interests in Europe, and Europe's interests in the United States are too important to be captive to US-European disagreements over the Gulf. Finally, US-European interests in the Gulf are too important for one side not to know what the other is doing, or for one side to expect the other to accept its leadership unquestioningly.

Unilateral decision making crushes relations 

Kase, 2001 (Miki Kase, Adjunct Fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, Adjunct Fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, Europe, U.S. must determine new peacetime relationship, The Daily Yomiuri, June 13, 2001, pg. 6)sp
It is not only the Russians and the Chinese who resent U.S. hegemony. The feeling is also shared by Europeans. They feel Americans are unilateral and egocentric, like bulls in a china shop. The United States has often not managed its own economy well, but is all too ready to determine the way the global economy should be run or what the policies of international financial institutions should be. The Europeans have accepted being dominated by the United States in the NATO alliance, but have never felt comfortable. They were often outraged by unilateral decision making by the United States and the way in which those decisions were thrust down their throats. Now America is withdrawing from the Kyoto Protocol on global climate change, sending conflicting messages about its commitment in the Balkans and launching a new missile defense scheme without prior consultation with the Continent.
AT: Perm – Plan then consult

1.  No solvency – 

Genuine Consultation Key to Solvency

Ambassador Brooks, 2009

(Linton, US Ambassador and former Under Secretary of Energy for Nuclear Security and Administrator of the National Nuclear Security Administration, 

 Carnegie International Nonproliferation Conference www.carnegieendowment.org/files/npc_build_or_break4.pdf)

Amb. Brooks: We Always Talk About Deterrence Being a Function of Capability and Will. Nothing We’re Going to Do in the Next Several Years, as Just a Practical Matter, is Going to Take Away the Capability to Offer Extended Deterrence, Even If the Start Follow-on Goes Quickly, and We Immediately Move to a Much More Dramatic Level. So the Question is How Do We Convince Our Allies That We Still Have the Will? Things Like Weapons in Europe are Symbols, but They’re Not the Only Way. I Agree Completely with the Point About Consultation, and I’d Go Further. We in the ’80s, When I Was Doing Arms Control, We Would Wind up Paul Nitze and Ed Rowney, and We Would Put Them on Planes, and They Would Go to Every Capital You’ve Ever Heard of. and They Would Say, We’re Here to Consult; Tomorrow We’re Making an Announcement, and Here’s What It is. and So What Our Allies Got Was They Weren’t Surprised. They Didn’t Do What Mort Said. They Didn’t Read Our Position in the Paper, but They Also Didn’t Influence Our Position. I Think Those Days Have to Be Over. That’s Going to Be Hard, Because the New Administration, Like All New Administrations, Wants to Do Things Quickly. and Consultation with Allies, as Many in this Room Know, Whatever Else It is, is Not a “Quickly” Kind of Thing, but I Think We are Going to Have to Do More of It So That We Do Not Have Our Allies Misinterpret Where the President is Going. I Don’t Think There’s Anything That Risks the Security of Our Allies at Least in What the President Has Outlined So Far, but I Think It is Entirely Possible to Do this Wrong and Leave That Impression. and So I Think We’re in the Need to Build in Time for Genuine Consultation with Allies, or We’re Not Going to Like the Way this Works out. We Are Going To Trade One Set Of Problems For Another. 

Only prior and binding consultation solves the NB

James Goldgeier, Adjunct Senior Fellow at the Institute for European Studies at George Washington, and Elizabeth Sherwood-Randall, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Alliance Relations at Stanford, 2-18-2005 [FNS]

MR. GOLDGEIER: Well, you know, I mean, part of the with us or against us that's been so important has been this notion of consultation means we tell you what our policy is and then, you know, you either agree, in which case we've consulted effectively, or you disagree, in which case we don't work with you on that particular issue. The Europeans have a different view of what that should look like, which is serious give and take in which the United States presents its ideas and the Europeans present their ideas and there is some effort to work through the different perspectives in trying to reach a common ground and forge ahead with policies to deal with common problems. And so the Europeans are -- the Europeans are eager to have this be a successful trip. so that's an important point. They want the president's visit to go well because the president had made the effort to say I'm reaching out to you. But they are also looking for a sign that the president is coming to really hear what they have to say and is interested in serious interaction and serious taking account of their views. As Liz said, on some of these other issues that have been so important to the Europeans, like the environment generally, climate change in particular, nobody's expecting Bush to say yes, we're joining Kyoto, but there is an expectation that he will -- he will reach out by showing that he takes the European position seriously and that he has an interest in working on this set of issues. And if the trip ends up being a repeat of what we saw in the first term, which is, "here are our views, and we look forward to your accepting them," then it's not going to -- there won't be anything to build on. There really has to be an effort by the United States. And then in return, if Bush does really reach out in a more substantive way, the Europeans should not miss the opportunity to reach back. If they miss the opportunity, then they've really missed something significant. MS. SHERWOOD-RANDALL: I'd like to add to that. Can you just -- (comes on mike) -- yeah. I'll add to what Jim has said. First of all, I agree on the description of the content of consultations. The distinction for me is whether you go to inform or actually consult -- (chuckles) -- and I think the pattern of the last four years has been we inform you of our views, you're with us or against us. We're looking for real -- and I think the Europeans are looking for real -- listening and engagement. I mean, the tradition in the alliance, the alliance that worked for 50 years, was that we actually used the fora that we had built, both formal and informal mechanisms of dialogue, to reach agreement on the most contentious issues out of the limelight. And the whole purpose was that we would discuss and disagree, but not have a pissing match in public. And so the question is whether we can find some way to get back to a process in which we actually talk, listen and work out agreed positions on highly contentious issues. It continues…  MS. SHERWOOD-RANDALL: This is the wrong group. But I would say, I mean, if you're looking at transatlantic relations, the important thing is with respect to an overall plan for reaching some -- for achieving progress on the Middle East peace front, I believe we should be doing what we have traditionally done with the Europeans, which is to go to Europe first, talk to our key allies about what we're thinking about doing, work out an agreed process that they are a part of it, and use our collective leverage to bring about results. So it's not about us going out first and then hoping people will come along, it's about going through Europe first. I mean, that's the big difference in psychology, is whether you choose to strengthen transatlantic ties as you pursue broader goals, or whether you go around Europe and expect people to either be with you or against you and bear the consequences of being against you, which was the first- term approach. My view is we are much more effective, much stronger, both in terms of our policies in the world and also the import of our relations with Europe, if we choose to go to Europe first. That needs to be a part of any action plan, is to consult first with our European allies bilaterally and multilaterally, in capitals and at NATO.

Prior binding consultation is critical to alliance success 

Serfaty, 98 

(Simon Serfaty. Senior Adviser to the Europe Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, Bridging the gap across the Atlantic: Europe and the United States in the Persian Gulf, The Middle East Journal. Washington: Summer 1998. Vol. 52, Iss. 3; pg. 337)sp

A Euro-American dialogue on the Gulf might mean a more moderate rhetoric vis-a-vis adversaries but it will require above all a softer rhetoric vis-a-vis allies. Although the states of Europe may not be indispensable to the solution of the problems in the Gulf region, they are not, either, a central part of these problems. A Euro-American dialogue on the Gulf, however, would not necessarily ensure a hiatus in transatlantic and intra-European economic rivalries in the region. Such a dialogue would presuppose, however, that in most instances transatlantic cooperation would be more likely to succeed if preceded by genuine consultation before decisions were made. Disagreements would also be less likely to escalate if explicit discussions took place that would lead to mutual understanding of the interests that caused them. US interests in Europe, and Europe's interests in the United States are too important to be captive to US-European disagreements over the Gulf. Finally, US-European interests in the Gulf are too important for one side not to know what the other is doing, or for one side to expect the other to accept its leadership unquestioningly.

The perm is illegitimate – 

They sever the unconditional and guaranteed enforcement of the plan by conditioning it on [INSERT NAME] acceptance without modification. Sever perms are moving targets and make stable plan texts impossible.

Sequential adoption perms should be rejected. They make all counterplans non-competitive and can co-opt offense by changing the time of the plans implementation. 

It’s not topical because “resolved” means “fixity of purpose” [websters dictionary, ‘01]. Perms can be extra-topical but not completely non-topical. This forces them to justify the resolution, which is the basis of our offense. 
AT: Perm – Consult then plan [lie]

It’s a double-bind. Either – Plan and counterplan are enacted simultaneously and it doesn’t solve the net benefit because consultation isn’t prior to plan passage.

OR

They consult and then pass the plan which severs the immediacy of the plan and should be rejected because it’s a moving target and allows them to co-opt our offense.

It’s intrinsic because neither the plan nor the counterplan use non-binding consultation. Reject it because intrinsic perms can co-opt our offense by adding planks to the plan and make plan texts unstable. 

No Solvency – 

The perm would be seen as bluffing

Sartori 05, (Anne, Assistant Professor of Politics at Princeton) [Deterrence by Diplomacy, Princeton University Press, p. 125-6.]

Similar Issues arise in the context of negotiations.  Negotiators often have incentives to misrepresent information.  For example, if a negotiating team falsely claims that its country is willing to make a few concessions, then it may get a more favorable bargain.  The negotiating partner might prefer to make major concessions than to arrive at no agreement.  However, if the negotiating partner is itself prepared to concede little, then the bluffing state my back down and accept a less-favorable deal.  My theory suggests that the state whose negotiators are caught bluffing will find its negotiations more difficult in the near future, since others will be less likely to believe their claims.  However, it also suggests that negotiations will bluff only rarely; this explains why states are often able to make agreements based upon purely verbal and written negotiations.  On a more macro level, this theory might help to explain the functioning of alliances.  The details of the formal model apply less directly to alliances, which involve promises, rather than threats.  Nevertheless, the idea is similar.  States have incentives to form alliances that they do not intend to fulfill.  Forming an alliance can make a state better off by persuading opponents not to threaten the state or its ally.  My work suggests that states might acquire reputations for bluffing, of a sort, when they renege on their alliances commitments, thereby reducing the credibility of their future commitments.  To avoid these, states should fulfill most of their commitments, a pattern that we see in practice (Leeds 2004). 
That kills heg.

Sartori 02, Anne is an associate professor of political science at Northwestern University, Winter 2002, International Organization 56, 1, Winter 2002, pp. 122, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_organization/toc/ino56.1.html)
I demonstrate formally that diplomacy works in the absence of domestic audiences. It works precisely because it is so valuable. When states are irresolute, they  are tempted to bluff, but the possibility of acquiring a reputation for blufﬁng often  deters a state from blufﬁng. A state that has a reputation for blufﬁng is less able to  communicate and less likely to attain its goals. State leaders often speak honestly in  order to maintain their ability to use diplomacy in future disputes.6 They are more  likely to concede less important issues and to have the issues they consider most  important decided in their favor. The model thus suggests that in the (more  complicated) real world, states use diplomacy to attain a mutually beneﬁcial “trade”  of issues over time.  States sometimes do bluff, of course. It is impossible to measure how often they  do so because opponents and researchers may not discover that a successful  deterrent threat was actually a successful bluff. Nevertheless, the model I present  here has a theoretical implication about when bluffs will succeed: Diplomacy,  whether it be honest or a bluff, is most likely to succeed when a state is most likely  to be honest. A state is most likely to be honest when it has an honest reputation to  lose, a reputation gained either by its having used diplomacy consistently in recent  disputes or having successfully bluffed without others realizing its dishonesty.  Since a state that uses diplomacy honestly cannot be caught in a bluff, concessions to an adversary can be a wise policy. When a state considers an issue relatively  unimportant and the truth is it is not prepared to ﬁght, blufﬁng carries with it the  possibility of success as well as the risk of decreased credibility in future disputes.  The term appeasement has acquired a bad name, but not all states in all situations  are deterrable. Many scholars believe that Hitler would have continued his onslaught  regardless of Britain’s actions in response to Hitler’s activities in Czechoslovakia.7  If Britain had tried to bluff over Czechoslovakia, its attempts to deter Germany’s  attack on Poland would have been even less credible. Similarly, the United States’  acquiescence to the 1968 Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia was not a high point of  moral policymaking; however, given that any threats regarding Czechoslovakia  would have been bluffs, honest acquiescence was the best way to preserve credi-  bility. In the latter case, U.S. leaders seemed to realize the beneﬁts of honesty; when  Russian ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin told U.S. president Johnson that U.S.  interests were not affected by the Soviet action in Czechoslovakia, “in response he  was told that U.S. interests are involved in Berlin where we are committed to  prevent the city being overrun by the Russians.”8 Johnson’s words reveal that he  saw a difference between Czechoslovakia, where he was honestly admitting that  there was no strong U.S. interest, and Berlin, where he was threatening and prepared  to go to war.  

Global nuclear war

Khalilzad – 95 (Zalmay, RAND Corporation, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995)
On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
The Lie will get out- especially with Obama

Thompson 08, Michael, staff writer for Associated Content, 11-5-. [Associated Content, The Obama Administation’s First Leak, http://www.associatedcontent.com/article/1182373/rahm_emanuel_the_obama_administrations_pg2_pg2.html?cat=9]
So how does candidate Obama's camp spring virtually no leaks during a 20-month campaign, but then unleash a gusher of a leak within hours of his acceptance speech? Does this portend to more things to come? Past presidents such as Clinton and Ronald Reagan went so far as to limit participation in their most crucial White House discussions, so distressed were they by endless leaks to the press. Biden infamously has said that a hostile foreign power likely will test Obama within six months. It seems that on the domestic front, Barack Obama already is being tested by leaks within 24 hours.

The lie will come out—US can’t keep a secret.
Wilson and Dilulio 98, Professors of Political Science and UCLA and Princeton, James Q. Wilson and John J. [American Government: Institutions and Policies, p. 291] 

American government is the leakiest in the world . The bureaucracy, members of Congress, and the White House staff regularly leak stories favorable to their interests. Of late the leaks have become geysers, gushing forth torrents of insider stories . Many people in and out of government find it depressing that our government seems unable to keep anything secret for long . Others think that the public has a right to know even more and that there are still too many secrets. However you view leaks, you should understand why we have so many. The answer is found in the Constitution. Because we have separate institutions that must share power, each branch of government competes with the others to get power. One way to compete is to try to use the press to advance your pet projects and to make the other side look bad . There are far fewer leaks in other democratic nations in party because power is centralized in the hands of a prime minister, who does not need to leak in order to get the upper hand over the legislature, and because the legislature has too little information to be a good source of leaks. In addition, we have no Official Secrets Act of the kind that exists in England; except for a few matters, it is not against the law for the press to receive and print government secrets.

Promising genuine consultation but doing the plan regardless is intentional deception, which is immoral and should be rejected. 

Mark C. Murphy, 1996 [41 Am. J. Juris. 81]

Bok's remarks capture the insight that what disturbs people about lying is not fundamentally that lies are contrary to the good of knowledge, though lies certainly are contrary to that good. What is most troubling about being lied to is that lies infect the decisionmaking process, undermining the good of practical reasonableness. Thus, the account of the moral absolute against lying defended here does justice to what bothers reflective people about being the victim of lies. 39 
I have argued that although Finnis is right to think that the lie is an act directed against the intrinsic good of knowledge, the wrongfulness of lying is most adequately explained by reference to the good of practical reasonableness. Lying is absolutely morally forbidden, in last analysis, because refraining from lying is necessary to show adequate respect for the status of other agents as practical reasoners. On this matter, at the very least, natural law theory should affirm its agreement with Kant. 40
Ext – Lying Immoral

Lying restricts the freedom of the deceived

Kupfer, 82. (Joseph Kupfer,  professor of philosophy and religious studies at Iowa State, he Moral Presumption Against Lying , Review of Metaphysics, 36:1 (1982:Sept.) p.104-107)

Immediate restriction of the deceived’s freedom is inherent in all (successful) lies because they limit the practical exercise of his reason: reasoning about possible courses of action. Believing true what is false or vice versa, the deceived’s perspective on the world and his possible futures in it are distorted. As a result, his choices of action concerning that future in it are circumscribed. By limiting the horizon or content of his practical reasoning, the lie restricts the choosing and subsequent acting of the deceived. He reasons within a more or less false view of the world; misinformed, his practical conclusions and the actions they motivate are misdirected. The lie misdirects the deceived’s reasoning about future conduct in two complementary ways: it may suggest choices that are not available or eliminate from consideration live options. Both the illusion and elimination of choice limit the deceived’s freedom. The first makes this reasoning practically fruitless, thereby retarding or postponing the deliberations necessary to the exercise of freedom. The latter excludes options from the scope of his volition’ the are “shielded from his view. In this respect, lying establishes “conditions of unfreedom…(which) restrict choice by making alternatives unavailable or ineligible of the illusion and elimination of choice have the net effect of deflecting the deceived’s reasoning.  Unwarranted inferences are drawn; barren plans of action laid’ irrelevant courses of inquiry opened. The lie not only determines what the deceived thinks about, but it skews how he thinks of things, e.g. whether he sees something as a threat or a boon. Misinformed and misdirected, the deceived’s practical reasoning and thereby his freedom are restricted. In lying, the deceived’s thinking is channeled through a distorted view of the world as lying always aims to misrepresent the way things really are. But the more we see things the way they really are the more free our choices and subsequent actions. In  offering a criterion for freedom as autonomy, Benn and Weinstein speak to the issue of one individual controlling and thinking of another. Though not specifically about lying, what they say is clearly germane to it: “it [criticism, choice, and eventually freedom] …requires that B’s sources of information shall not be controlled by A, for then B’s view of reality is what A chooses to make it. Lying is clearly a way of choosing another’s view of reality for him. It is important to underscore the significance of the deceived’s rational competency together with the liar’s posefulness explain the sense in which restricting reason (and freedom) is “inherent” in or “necessary to” lies. Lies being what they are, the restriction is “practically” necessary---necessarily part of the practice. Lies being purposeful endeavors at getting someone capable of reasoning to hold a false belief, restricting that person’s reasoning is simply how lies “work.” And since restricting reasoning necessarily restricts freedom, restriction of freedom is inherent in lying. In all cases of lying, the liar is trying to channel the thinking and subsequent choosing of the other by his utterance, though this is rarely the only thing he is trying to accomplish. The restriction is usually thought to serve some further purpose. As Isenberg points out, “it is impossible to understand why, without ulterior purpose, anyone would wish another to believe a proposition, P. when he himself thinks P is false. It is a rare liar who seeks simply to deceive. But regardless of ulterior or ultimate purpose, the lie is always immediately limits the particular deliberations and choosing of the deceived. “Immediately “ is important here, since it is possible to enhance the other’s freedom in the long run by lying. Similarly, lying may benefit the deceived in other ways as well, such as prompting him to think and choose intelligently for himself. These and considerations like them are what enable us to excuse or justify some lies.

AT: Perm – Consult on other stuff

1.
Doesn’t solve – our link arguments are specific to consultation over troop withdrawal

2.
This is intrinsic – they fiat consultation on an issue that is not in the plan or the counterplan. Consultation is a process that is issue-specific, which means the process they advocate in the perm is intrinsic. Intrinsic perms are a voting issue because they give the aff unlimited ground and destroy negative strategy. 

3.
The permutation is vague and should be rejected – we could make arguments about [INSERT COUNTRY NAME HERE] rejection of the perm or arguments about how the issue involved in the perm is not big enough to solve the net benefit but we can’t because they don’t specify another policy about which to consult. This is unfair and a voting issue. 

AT: Perm – Consult on enforcement

The perm is illegitimate –

It’s Intrinsic – the plan doesn’t outline a specific enforcement mechanism and the counterplan doesn’t consult on enforcement, meaning they create a new type of consultation about a new issue. Intrinsicness is a moving target and should be rejected.

It Severs – the plan unconditionally guaranteed enforcement but the permutation conditions it on [INSERT COUNTRY NAME HERE’s] acceptance, which severs the certainty of the plan. Reject the perm because it makes the plan conditional.

Doesn’t Solve the NB – the permutation doesn’t let [INSERT COUNTRY NAME HERE] have a say in crucial policy regarding US troop withdrawal, which is key to their continued alliance.

AT: Multiple Worlds Permutation

1. It’s Intrinsic – The CP is one world, it consults and that is it – the outcome of consultation is an effect of the CP, not a part of fiat. It’s a voting issue because it allows the affirmative to add anything to escape the links to negative arguments. 

2. It’s Severance – Consulting before do the plan severs the immediate nature of fiat which is a voting issue because it destroys uniqueness for all negative positions 

3. Even if the outcome of consultation is guaranteed to be “yes”, there is also a theoretical risk of a minor modification or a “no”. The permutation risks hurting relations which links to the net benefit 

AT: Permutation do the plan and Consult [No Specification]
1. Double Bind – Either this permutation consults on the plan and links to the net-benefit because they do the plan regardless of the outcome of consultation 

OR

It consults on another issue that is not the plan and is intrinsic and is a voting issue because it allows the affirmative to add anything to escape the links to negative arguments. 

2. Vague – Reject the permutation because they have not specified what it consults on. This makes it impossible to answer on the negative. 

***LINKS***

Link – NUCLEAR POLICY

Consultation is required for changes to nuclear policy

Sengupta, 10. (Kim Sengupta, Defence and Diplomatic Correspondent of The Independent, The Independent, Nato chief urges members to consult with allies over changes to nuclear deterrent, 24 April 2010, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/politics/nato-chief-urges-members-to-consult-with-allies-over-changes-to-nuclear-deterrent-1952988.html)sp

Nato member states like Britain must consult allies before making changes to their nuclear deterrent policies to ensure that "unity is maintained'' and "there is a defence structure'', the secretary general of the Alliance stressed yesterday.Anders Fogh Rasmussen's comments came after a Nato summit decided that "decisions on nuclear policy will be made by the Alliance together ... and a broad sharing of the burden for Nato's nuclear policy remains essential".The discussions on nuclear capabilities in the Estonian capital, Tallinn, came as Nick Clegg, the Liberal Democrat leader, once again declared that his party would consider scrapping the £80bn Trident submarine fleet although he held out the possibility of switching to a different, cheaper, nuclear deterrent.Mr Rasmussen said: "Each individual ally has the right to take decisions themselves but there is a political contribution to the consensus to consider as part of an integrated defence." It was important, he added to "take decisions based on consensus, taking into consideration the concerns of others so that we maintain alliance unity and move together". Mr Rasmussen avoided referring directly to Britain in outlining the responsibilities of Nato members on the nuclear issue The US Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton, refused to be drawn into the Trident issue. "We have to let the British people and their government make their own decisions on nuclear deterrents," she said. However, she stressed, as long as nuclear weapons exist, Nato will remain a nuclear alliance. "And as a nuclear alliance, sharing nuclear risks and responsibilities widely is fundamental."Mrs Clinton added that it was the Obama administration's "broad aim" to continue to reduce the role and number of nuclear weapons in its overall arsenal. She called on the allies to broaden deterrence by pursuing territorial missile defence – in contrast to regional or global missile defence. The US arsenal contains about 5,000 strategic, or long-range, nuclear weapons – including about 3,000 that are in storage.
Failure to consult about nuclear policy changes damages the alliance
Kulesa 09 -- Lukasz Kulesa is an analyst at the Polish Institute of International Affairs ( PISM) (March 2009, “Reduce US Nukes in Europe to Zero, and Keep NATO Strong (and Nuclear). A View from Poland.,” http://www.pism.pl/zalaczniki/Strategic_File_7.pdf )

Assuring the cohesion of the Alliance when such a change is agreed upon would remain the top priority. In practice, this calls for close consultations between the two sides of the Atlantic during all stages of the process. There should be a common assessment that the positive consequences of the discontinuation of the nuclear sharing arrangement will outweigh the negative ones, and that the other elements of NATO’s nuclear policy will remain valid. It would be damaging for the Alliance to create the impression that the US weapons are being “pushed out” of Europe by pacifist Europeans, or that the US is weakening its commitment to NATO by initiating changes in the nuclear strategy without properly consulting its allies.

NATO supports non-proliferation, disarmament, and arms control

NATO 04 – (June 28th, “NATO Council Reaffirms Collective Defense Role in Europe and Beyond”, http://www.antegotovina.com/default.aspx?clanak=2695&LID=1)

14. The Alliance's policy of support for arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation will continue to play a major role in the achievement of the Alliance's security objectives, including preventing the proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and their means of delivery. We stress the importance of all states abiding by, and fully implementing, their arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation commitments, and of strengthening existing international arms control and disarmament accords and multilateral non-proliferation and export control regimes. In this regard, early admission of all NATO members into all appropriate existing non-proliferation regimes would play a positive role. Today, we: -- underline our commitment to reinforcing the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the cornerstone of non-proliferation and disarmament, and ensuring the full compliance with it by all states Party to the Treaty; -- underline the importance of related other international accords, including the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, the Chemical Weapons Convention and the Hague Code of Conduct against the Proliferation of Ballistic Missiles; -- strongly support United Nations Security Council Resolution 1540, calling on all states to establish effective national export controls, to adopt and enforce laws to criminalise proliferation, to take cooperative action to prevent non-state actors from acquiring WMD, and to end illicit trafficking in WMD and related materials;
Link – middle east

Consultation on Middle Eastern issues builds stronger transatlantic relations

Kaye 03—assistant professor of political science and international affairs at the George washing university and a council on foreign relaitons international affairs fellow at the Netherlands ministry of foreign affairs (Winter 2003, The Washington Quarterly, p. lexis)

Since the United States presented its national security strategy in the fall of 2002 with its prominent focus on the strategy of preemption, many Europeans have become suspicious of U.S. motives and objectives in maintaining global order. Although the war in Iraq only exacerbated European fears of a growing U.S. tendency to go it alone and engage in preemptive conflict, it also prompted the European document reflects many U.S. concerns, including the threat of terrorism and proliferation, but it also reflects many U.S. concerns, including the threat of terrorism and proliferation, but it also reflects distinct European positions and approaches to security issues. The formulation of document such as this one allows a perfect opportunity for a transatlantic dialogue on the key questions that emerge from them, particularly the question of if and when preemption is a suitable strategy for addressing contemporary security challenges. Given that the Middle East is a these documents could help foster cooperation on core Middle East policy issues

Link – Afghanistan 

Failure to consult NATO on Afghanistan will be the end of US-NATO relations

EUCE 09 (April 2009, European Union Center of North Carolina, “Policy Area: NATO in Afghanistan” http://www.unc.edu/depts/europe/business_media/businessbriefs/Brief0904-afghanistan.pdf) 

NATO’s mission in Afghanistan has the potential to become one of the greatest tests for the transatlantic alliance since the end of the Cold War. Following the US-led invasion of the country in 2001, NATO member states willingly provided troops and material support to the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), tasked with stabilizing the country. In 2003, NATO assumed the command of ISAF forces as its first ever “out-of-area” mission outside Europe. Ever since, the security situation in Afghanistan has notably deteriorated, the opium trade has flourished, and reconstruction efforts have floundered. Indeed, by 2008, ISAF seemed to be back to fighting a hot-war with a resurgent Taliban in the vast majority of the Afghan territory. In the meantime, NATO’s ISAF mission has been beset with internal problems. Alliance solidarity has been tested by the refusal of some countries to participate in combat operations and by a variety of operational restrictions imposed by national governments. Despite incremental increases in troops and equipment each year, there continues to be a lack of combat ready troops and military capabilities, and force commanders have warned of a rapid deterioration of morale amongst the troops on the ground. This is in part due to the inability to repair military equipment in theatre (UK), and the long periods in theatre with the commensurate problems at home (US). Moreover, NATO members continue to bicker about the ultimate goals and strategy of ISAF in Afghanistan. Turning a corner on the current situation has become one of the main foreign policy priorities for the new US administration. Indeed, success or failure in Afghanistan will to some extent determine the future of NATO and the transatlantic alliance. It also presents a severe test for the leadership capacity of the United States. This brief provides an overview of NATO’s mission and strategy in Afghanistan. It explores the deep divisions within the alliance when it comes to Afghanistan and the impact they have had on ISAF’s mission. What do they tell us about the cohesiveness of the transatlantic alliance and the future of NATO? Has the Afghanistan experience provided a new unity of purpose, or further divided the alliance? Finally, the brief considers the plans of the new US administration to reform the Afghanistan mission and the prospects for NATO to extract itself from its Afghan quagmire. 

Link – TNWs

Even though removal is ultimately popular, ignoring the process of consultations over TNW causes perception of failing alliance commitment

Potter et. al., 09 

(Miles Pomper, MA, editor of Arms Control Today @ ACA, Nikolai Sokov, Ph.D., is senior research associate at James Martin Center for Non-proliferation Studies at Monterey Institute of International Studies, William Potter, Ph.D., is Institute Professor and Director of the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies (MIIS) “Reducing and Regulating Tactical (Nonstrategic) Nuclear Weapons in Europe,” http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/pdfs/tnw_europe.pdf)

Meanwhile, members of the Obama team have staked out different approaches to the issue in a debate that is being played out in the Nuclear Posture Review. While Robert Einhorn, the State Department's special advisor for nonproliferation and arms control made a statement at the Strategic Command conference that clearly favored withdrawal of TNW from Europe, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Nuclear and Missile Defense Policy Brad Roberts--the primary drafter of the Perry‑ Schlesinger report--espoused a more cautious approach. Both were, however, united in promoting the need to hold consultations with European allies with regard to the optimal configuration of extended deterrence assets.38 Indeed, NATO has been preparing for this task for some time, having authorized in 2007 an internal review of nuclear deterrence requirements for the twenty-first century.39 In addition, the Obama administration has already begun informal consultations with NATO allies on the subject. More fully and formally working through this process would allow the United States and selected other allies (most likely the United Kingdom and, to a lesser extent France) to find means for reassuring the most concerned states that their Article 5 protections will remain intact without the forward deployment of TNW. Some European sources indicate that the United Kingdom in fact has been pushing for such enhanced discussions to take place, but to date has been held back by Germany, which has wanted to postpone any discussion until after its September 2009 national elections and the subsequent sorting-out of its new government. Given that questions about TNW in many ways serve as a proxy for broader concerns about the direction and vitality of the alliance, it makes sense to gain some consensus within NATO as part of the process of adopting a new Strategic Concept, the first such document in a decade. 40 Administration officials have also been quick to emphasize that Russia and the United States have already pledged to follow up the START replacement treaty with further negotiations that they hope will include non-strategic nuclear weapons. 

Link – Out of area

NATO performs “out-of-area” operations

Ivo Daalder and James Goldgeier Source: Foreign Affairs, Vol. 85, No. 5 (Sep. - Oct., 2006), pp. 105-113 Published by: Council on Foreign Relations. (JSTOR)

With little fanfare-and even less notice-the North Atlantic Treaty Organization has gone global. Created to protect postwar Western Europe from the Soviet Union, the alliance is now seeking to bring stability to other parts of the world. In the process, it is extending both its geographic reach and the range of its operations. In recent years, it has played peacekeeper in Afghanistan, trained security forces in Iraq, and given logistical support to the African Union's mission in Darfur. It assisted the tsunami relief effort in Indonesia and ferried supplies to victims of Hurricane Katrina in the United States and to those of a massive earthquake in Pakistan. NATO's expanded ambit is a result of the new global politics that emerged after the Cold War. Today, terrorists born in Riyadh and trained in Kandahar hatch deadly plots in Hamburg to fly airplanes into buildings in New York. Such interconnection means that developments in one place affect the security, prosperity, and well-being of citizens everywhere. NATO has recognized that the best (and at times the only) defense against such remote dangers is to tackle them at their source. Such forward defense often requires a global military reach: helicopters to deliver supplies to disaster zones and evacuate the in jured; command, control, and reconnaissance capabilities to sustain peacekeeping missions; and experienced military officers to train local security forces. As the world's premier multinational military organization, comprising many prosperous nations with a vested interest in maintaining global stability, NATO is uniquely suited to meeting such demands.
***AT: Other Arguments***

AT: NATO collapse now

NATO will not collapse 

HELENE Sjursen International Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944-), Vol. 80, No. 4, The Transatlantic Relationship (Jul., 2004), pp. 687-703 Published by: Blackwell Publishing on behalf of the Royal Institute of International Affairs
At the end of the Cold War many predicted that NATO would wither away. With the loss of its enemy, the very purpose of the organization, the basis of its legitimacy and the glue that kept the allied states together were also gone. However, contrary to expectations, NATO persisted and is still considered by many to be the core security organization in the western hemisphere. This persistence presented researchers with a puzzle. Why did NATO continue to thrive when, according to traditional assumptions about international politics, the basis for cooperation was no longer there? In order to answer this question many turned to so-called 'constructivist' approaches to international relations and suggested that it was necessary to take into account the role of norms, principles and identity in order to explain the persistence of NATO. In fact, it was argued, NATO was never only a military alliance held together by a sense of a common external threat; rather, it was and is a community of liberal democratic values and norms.

NATO Not Collapsing

Eide 09 (Norway’s Ministry of Defence State Secretary Espen Barth Eide,  “Norway's security outlook - strengthening the relevance of NATO,” FORSVARSDEPARTMENT, May 23 2009 http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/fd/Whats-new/Speeches-and-articles/Speeches-and-articles-by-other-apolitica/statssekretaer_espen_barth_eide/2009/norways-security-outlook-.html?id=562975)

It is truly a pleasure to address you here today, and to welcome you to Oslo. Spring is the season for celebrations here in Norway. Last weekend we celebrated our National day, and also, as it turned out, Norway’s victory in the Eurovision song contest. But there is another important reason to celebrate this year. Last month we celebrated NATO’s 60-year anniversary with a Summit meeting on both sides of the Franco-German border. The meeting symbolized the historical origin of the Alliance, a hugely successful organisation, still highly relevant, still playing a crucial role for the security of its members and working hard to extend security and stability also beyond Europe. In my mind the most significant outputs of the Summit were the accession of Croatia and Albania, the broad agreement on the way forward in Afghanistan, the decision to begin normalising the relationship with Russia, and, finally, the Declaration on Alliance Security which formally sets the stage for the start of the very important work on a new Strategic Concept for NATO. I also believe the announcement of France to return to full participation in NATO’s defence planning and integrated military structures will serve to further strengthen the cohesion of this Alliance. We were also pleased that agreement was reached regarding a raised profile for NATO concerning its role in arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation. This is something that my government will follow up actively. In addition, we are pleased that consensus was reached regarding the appointment of a new Secretary General, Mr. Anders Fogh Rasmussen. The Strategic Context Let us step back and take a broader look at the range of security challenges NATO and its members are faced with today. I think there are two rather different sets of challenges facing us – while for some years, we have only focused on one of them. The first is familiar, and characteristic of the transitional period of the 1990s as well as the post-9/11 period. We are still faced with challenges stemming from intra-national, ethnic and religious conflicts. The increasing pace of globalisation and its consequences, in terms of terrorism and proliferation of weapons of mass destruction are still highly relevant. It also pertains to challenges such as pandemics. These so-called asymmetrical threats also include challenges like cyber threats and organised crime. In addition, environmental challenges with potential security implications, poverty and increased competition over strategic resources are becoming more apparent. While the phenomenon is well recognized, we are still trying to come to grips with our collective responses to them. At the same time, however, we are witnessing new trends in the geopolitical landscape of the world. China is emerging as an increasingly important global player, alongside a number of other great Asian powers. Russia has re-emerged as a dominant regional power and an important player in world politics. The steady rise of regional powers like India and Brazil is also an important part of this picture. From a global perspective, the relative economic and political power and influence of “the West” is declining in favour of Asia. The geopolitical centre of gravity is shifting. I think it is a fair assumption that the current global financial crisis is likely to further strengthen this trend, although most nations will be hit hard by its consequences. In some ways the map of Europe today looks more like that we saw before World War One than that after World War Two. On the eastern side of the current membership of NATO, Europe now consists of many small states, many of which have become weaker and some have unresolved border issues. There is little left of the clarity of the Cold War stalemate – and at the same time, the “end of history” promises of eternal liberal peace seems unfounded, less than two decades after this optimistic perception of the future was heralded by the end of the cold war. One consequence of this new emphasis on geopolitics and great power relations is the renewed possibility for inter-state conflict, also in Europe. Indeed, this is more than a possibility – we just saw one, in Georgia, less than a year ago. In sum, we are facing an even more complex security environment than ever before. Our work on transformation must be updated to cater to both trends, the asymmetric and the potential of symmetric. It is not any longer true that all potential conflicts NATO members can become involved in are asymmetric and far away from the home turf. Strengthening the relevance of NATO In spite of all these demanding challenges, there are reasons to be optimistic on behalf of the Alliance and transatlantic relations. The new American administration has resulted in a new optimism in transatlantic relations after years of strain due to differences, primarily over Iraq. President Obama’s administration has moved impressively fast to re-establish the pre-eminence of key universal values and norms as the basis of America’s foreign policy. This is a development we fundamentally applaud and which we are confident will strengthen the cohesion and strength of the transatlantic alliance. We also welcome the Obama administration’s stated willingness to engage in dialogue with all sides. This is fully in line with Norway’s approach to international problem solving based on multilateralism. NATO’s Parliamentary Assembly is one example of how NATO can play a role as a forum for dialogue between its members. From the Norwegian government’s perspective, it is important that NATO continues to be the main multilateral forum for dialogue between the US, Canada and Europe and the primary instrument for Europe to influence the US. The Alliance must be more than just a “tool box” of military capabilities. NATO has illustrated time and again that it is just as much a political organisation and I believe it should and will continue to be so in the 21st Century. Over the last years we have seen NATO’s capacity to contribute to broader solutions to crises on several occasions. In almost all forseable future crisis management situations, the Alliance is going to work with others, be it the UN, the EU or the African Union. Sometimes NATO will be in the lead, sometimes it will be in support of the leadership of others. Hence inter-institutional links should be further developed, so that every organisation can do what it does best without unnecessary duplication of effort. Time is of the essence here, and it’s my hope that we will be able to move out of the stalemate that characterizes some of these relationships, capitalizing on the new mood of transatlantic unity that recent changes have accommodated. "At home" and "away" The Alliance has a mission and a role to play “at home” as well as “away”. For a number of years, and for understandable reasons, the “away” mission has dominated the agenda, not least because it has been perceived as more urgent than the long-standing commitment to collective defence enshrined in Article V. We think the time is ripe to readdress this balance. Therefore, Norway initiated an important discussion in the Alliance last year, by highlighting the need for renewed focus on security challenges on NATO territory and in our immediate neighbourhood. We believe that by responding to these concerns, public support for operations outside NATO territory will also increase. We believe that the Alliance should be the primary organisation for dealing with the full range of security issues for its member states. Norway therefore sees a need for NATO to raise its profile in relation to missions “at home” and to improve capabilities in this respect. For this purpose, we presented a paper in the Alliance last autumn with a number of proposals to meet security challenges in and around the NATO area. These proposals include · The need for reform of NATO headquarters and the command structure, · improving geographical expertise and situational awareness, which has become less evident, · developing closer links between national- and NATO headquarters, · re-introducing regional responsibilities to NATO commands (Brunsum and Napoli), · improving intelligence exchange and analysis, · increasing NATO involvement in training and exercises, · and expanding the role for Allied Command Transformation These measures are important in and by themselves. However, they are also important because the public support for NATOs “away” missions will be more solid if NATO is perceived to be vital to the security of the member countries themselves. The “home” mission relates both to issues emerging on the territory of the member states but also the alliance’s immediate vicinity. It’s about the Caucasus, the Mediterranean, the Baltic sea, and, of course, the High North. The High North Let me now turn to the High North. In the foreseeable future, we will see the Arctic Ocean free of ice during summertime. This illustrates the need to address the global challenge of climate change through solid international cooperation and commitment. The melting of the Arctic ice – which is happening – combined with technological advances will also make this region accessible to large-scale economic activity to a degree never experienced before. This is a fundamental change effecting countries in Europe, North-America and Asia. And with a new set of challenges and opportunities that will demand our attention. So what are the security challenges in all this? · First of all, there are existing and potential conflicts of interest in the area which could undermine the stability in the area. Our security policy aims to build confidence and prevent negative developments in the High North. · Second, the Northern Fleet’s continued role in the Russian nuclear triad and the sheer weight of the Kola military infrastructure are of vital strategic importance to Russia. · Third, the Barents Sea continues to be a training ground for military forces and a test bed for new weapon systems. · Fourth, new sea lines of communication will enhance the High North’s military-strategic significance. When – not if – the Arctic is free of ice, the sailing time between North-America and Asia will be reduced by 40%. · Fifth, the possibility of deteriorating relations between Russia and the West could also influence relations in the Arctic negatively. Russia in the High North - cooperation or confrontation? Russia is the only non-NATO member of the five Arctic Ocean states. It therefore seems reasonable to conclude that the state of High North security in the long run will be a function of the bilateral and multilateral interaction between Russia and the other states. Over the last years, Russia has shown an increased willingness to engage in political rhetoric and even use of military force. The “zero-sum” approaches in Russian security thinking are a challenge for the West, including the increased tendency on the part of Russia to think in terms of geopolitical spheres of influence. In the High North, this political rhetoric has over the past couple of years been accompanied by the renewal of training sorties of strategic bombers across the Barents Sea into the Norwegian- and North Sea. There has also been an increase in naval exercise activity and deployments. On the other hand, we have an active and constructive bilateral dialogue with Russia, and Russian foreign policy statements and strategic documents regularly emphasise the primary role of international law and multilateralism in international relations. This is reflected in the new Russian Arctic strategy from 2008, where maintaining the Arctic as an area of peace and cooperation is highlighted as one of four main policy aims. So, Russia is sending mixed signals. We nevertheless choose to be optimistic regarding future relations in the Arctic. The reason is simply that Russia and Norway have a shared interest in maintaining the High North as an area of cooperation and absence of military confrontation. This does not mean, however, that we discard altogether the possibility of tension in the future. Potential points of dispute exist, and the Kola military complex with its inherent activities will always be a factor in Russian-Norwegian relations. A role for NATO in the High North? So what about NATO? Is there a role for the Alliance in the High North? Absolutely! NATO has a very important role to play and Norway has argued the case for a long time. The Alliance is at the core of the security and defence strategies of all but one Arctic Ocean state. It therefore cannot avoid defining its role in this area. The challenge will be to devise policies that address fundamental security interests of the Member States, while at the same time recognising concerns of others, including Russia. NATO already has a certain presence and plays a role in the High North today, primarily through the Integrated Air Defence System, including fighters on alert and AWACS surveillance flights. Some exercise activity under the NATO flag also takes place in Norway and Iceland, but to a large extent such activities are bilateral or multilateral by invitation. We would like to see NATO raise its profile in the High North. As I have already outlined, we believe there is a need for a renewed focus on security challenges in and around Allied territory. In this context, regular activities in a NATO framework would demonstrate collective solidarity. An increased NATO profile in the Arctic should be tailored not to provoke Russia, but to demonstrate Allied interest in the area. This could be done by establishing a presence sufficient to act as a stabilising factor in conceivable crisis scenarios and provide opportunities for interaction with Russian counterparts. Key words here are confidence building, cooperative activities and the development of common procedures. Such a presence would not necessarily have to be permanent and threatening in the shape of military hardware and personnel, but should be linked to planned training activities, exercises and visits. The Alliance should also actively search for arenas of cooperation with Russia. Challenges related to the new Arctic sea lines of communication are amongst the many areas were cooperation could be of mutual benefit, for example with regards to surveillance and patrolling. Also, NATO should take a comprehensive approach to challenges in this area. We especially need to ensure that NATO develops a good working relationship with organisations like the Arctic Council, the UN Convention of the Law of the Seas, the International Maritime Organisation (IMO) and the EU. Afghanistan It is impossible to discuss Norway’s security outlook and the challenges facing NATO without mentioning Afghanistan. The ISAF operation will continue to dominate the agenda for years to come and constitutes the main challenge for NATO now and in the coming years. The Norwegian government believes that a broad and comprehensive approach to the challenges in Afghanistan is needed. · First, we need to engage in a broader regional dialogue with Afghanistan’s neighbours. · Second, we need an increased state-building effort through close cooperation between different international actors and Afghan authorities. Such an approach will ensure that the whole spectrum of instruments be brought to bear through a coordinated strategy. I will not go into a detailed analysis of the situation in Afghanistan, but limit myself to the following observation; NATO’s presence is crucially important. The Norwegian government has a strong and long-term commitment to Afghanistan, but the goal for the international community should be an Afghanistan where our military presence is redundant. The PRT concept, which at the outset was intended to be a temporary solution, should be revised. The current set up at times adds international fragmentation to an already fragmented Afghan state. Norway is engaged in a constructive dialogue with key partners both in NATO and the UN to address this problem. Afghan capacity and ownership after all is a key part of our exit-strategy. We must ensure that our efforts end up supporting, rather than substituting, the legitimate governance structures we aim to build. This entails an even stronger focus and effort on building sustainable Afghan Security Forces. It is encouraging to see that Afghan security forces now have assumed the responsibility for security of Kabul. Other areas should follow. We must avoid cementing of static structures, tasks and mindsets. We have a long way to go to achieve this. Concluding remarks To conclude, NATO will continue to be the cornerstone of Norwegian security. I also believe the Alliance will remain the primary multilateral security forum for dialogue between the US, Canada and Europe. It is important that NATO focuses both on the challenges facing us at strategic distances and on those confronting us closer to home. We regard this as a prerequisite for maintaining the required political and public support in all Allied member states. The ISAF operation will continue to dominate NATO’s agenda for years to come and Norway will remain engaged, militarily as well as through civilian and diplomatic efforts. There is an urgent need for a more effective comprehensive approach in Afghanistan and a coordinated strategy between international actors and Afghan authorities. We need to readdress the broad set of issues pertaining to NATOs tasks and responsibilities closer to home. The situation in the High North is at the top of the Norwegian government’s policy agenda. We believe the High North should be on NATO’s agenda and will argue for an increased focus on this vital area of interest. A more active role for the Alliance must balance the signal of solidarity with cooperation, and lay the ground for interaction with Russia. This is also relevant for many of the other areas in the vicinity of NATO. The challenge will be to devise policies that address fundamental Western security interests, while at the same time recognizing Russian concerns. And finally, I would like to thank you for your attention and wish you a fruitful session here in Oslo. 
Cohesion key to nato
Lacks of cohesion risks disintegration – now is the key time 

NOETZEL AND SCHREER, 2009. (TIMO NOETZEL AND BENJAMIN SCHREERanalysts at the German Institute for International and Security Affairs in Berlin, Does a multi-tier NATO matter? The Atlantic alliance and the process of strategic change, International Affairs 85: 2 (2009) 211–212) sp

However, as the first decade of the new century draws to a close there appears to be a widening strategic rift among the allies. ‘Two-tier NATO’ is by now an established piece of shorthand in international strategic debate to indicate an ‘alliance à la carte’ divided into two or more factions of member states with divergent inter- ests.2 The symptoms of crisis within NATO are by now a real drag on the alliance’s ability to make strategy, with members struggling to resolve disagreement, or at least to find endurable compromises, on most issues of strategic relevance. Afghanistan, the Georgian crisis of 2008, missile defence, and enlargement exemplify the lack of coherence. Recent NATO summit meetings have provided no remedy for this problem.3

Consequently, strategic debate on the future of the alliance has resurfaced. Again, analysts argue that the lack of an existential threat and the increasing divergence of interests within an organization of what will soon be 28 members render NATO ill-prepared to prevail in the twenty-first century.4 So is the alliance on a path to disintegration and, ultimately, to failure? When the divisions within NATO are analysed it certainly becomes apparent that a process of disintegration has accelerated in recent years. The organization has by now developed from a fixed ‘two-tier’ into a rather fluid ‘multi-tier’ alliance. How NATO manages this challenge will be the key to its future. If this process is left unaddressed, the evolution of the ‘multi-tier’ system is likely to result in a significant decrease in NATO’s strategy-making capabilities. As a result of the increasing complexity of the tier system, the alliance lacks a sufficient degree of coherence and is bound to be strate- gically impaired when it comes to issues requiring the assertion of political will. This problem has been widely discussed.5 Yet so far strategic debate has focused on identifying rifts within the alliance, failing to address the crucial question whether there are ways that NATO might manage a multi-tier system of member states. Against this background, this article reviews recent political and military develop- ments in NATO in the context of the debate about the manifestation of the multi- tier system and develops recommendations for managing this process.

AT: Consultation causes delay

Consultation doesn’t cause delay 

NATO Publication 11/28/2007 http://www.nato.int/issues/consultation/index.html

All NATO decisions are made by consensus, after discussion and consultation among member countries. Consultation between member states is a key part of the decision-making process at NATO, allowing Allies to exchange views and information prior to reaching agreement and taking action. The process is continuous and takes place both on an informal and a formal basis with a minimum of delay or inconvenience, due to the fact that all member states have permanent delegations at NATO Headquarters in Brussels. The practice of exchanging information and consulting together on a daily basis ensures that governments can come together at short notice whenever necessary, often with prior knowledge of their respective preoccupations, in order to agree on common policies or take action on the basis of consensus.

NATO has streamlined the consultation process – it’s faster than their evidence assumes

Michael Rühle, Head of Policy Planning in the NATO Political Affairs Division, summer 2003 [Parameters]

The third area of Alliance reform concerns the organization itself. NATO’s working methods must reflect the requirements imposed by the new strategic environment. Although the Alliance will soon have 26 members, the organization’s working methods have remained largely unchanged from those developed in the early 1950s for an Alliance of 12. Even if American charges that the Kosovo campaign was “war by committee” were an urban myth, the need for change is still clear. As NATO is enlarging both its membership and its mandate, its working methods cannot be left unaffected. In a nutshell, NATO needs to be less bureaucratic and more flexible. Almost unnoticed by the broader public, the Prague Summit made a strong start in this direction. Heads of state and government agreed to reduce the numbers of NATO committees (currently 467) by 30 percent. More decisions will be pushed toward subordinate committees, leaving the North Atlantic Council room to discuss strategic issues. The procedures for ministerial meetings have been streamlined as well, sacrificing formality in order to gain time for more substantive exchanges. Over time, these changes should lead to a different working culture within the Alliance. 

The consultative process is quick and efficient – it’s uniquely better than every other international organization

Abshire, FORMER AMBASSADOR TO NATO, PRESIDENT, CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF THE PRESIDENCY, And Cross, SPECIAL ASSISTANT, CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF THE PRESIDENCY, 2004 (DAVID, S. WESLEY, GEORGETOWN JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, SUMMER/FALL)

NATO’s structure allows allies to consult in a way unmatched in other international organizations. Nowhere else can the United States meet tête-à-tête with twenty-six of its closest allies on the ambassadorial level twice weekly, once at the North Atlantic Council (NAC) and once at an intimate weekly lunch. Permanent representatives, on call twenty-four hours a day, enjoy the support of their country’s best military and diplomatic staff. The NAC brings together heads of government and foreign and defense ministers. At NAC meetings and the bilateral talks that surround it, formality is minimal and conversation is frank and direct. Issues discussed are not limited to immediate Euro-Atlantic concerns but can range the world over. For example, in the 1980s, the U.S. permanent representative shared American analyses of the Iraq-Iran War with the NAC.

AT: No Spillover

Consultation a template for enhanced US involvement with Europe, which spills over to further consultation and cooperation --- that’s Kagan

Creates a Precedent --- enhances cohesion

Stanley R. Sloan, Senior Specialist in International Security Policy with the Congressional Research Service in the Library of Congress, Spring 2001 NATO Review p. 8

The Greater Middle East, extending from North Africa through the Middle East and into the Gulf, is another area which would benefit from a coordinated transatlantic approach. Here, even though interests are not always common, whether within Europe or between Europe and the United States, goals are usually similar and policies, even when not common, can be compatible. Moreover, even though capabilities are uneven, they are sufficiently complementary for compatible policies to achieved common goals more effectively when the United States and the states of Europe act jointly, rather than separately. Asia, too, is an area about which Americans and Europeans must learn to think in unison, if they are to act jointly or in a complementary fashion. This is especially the case with respect to China, a country which must feature in any discussion about NMD and the future of nuclear deterrence. But working in unison outside the Euro-Atlantic area requires enhanced mechanisms for transatlantic policy coordination and consultation. This cooperative transatlantic agenda and the responsive dialogue it requires are not about new visions. Rather, the vision is the same as that which inspired those European and US statesmen who created NATO and the European Union whose ideas served as a beacon to light up the post-war darkness. On both sides of the Atlantic, post-war leaders share a comparable vision of a failed past and, accordingly, pursued similar ambitions to escape their respective histories and start anew. Under another set of post-war conditions, the beacon held by President Truman and others still illuminates the path forward, as President Bush and other political leaders complete their predecessors’ vision of a whole and free Europe moving as a counterpart to the United States within a strong and cohesive Euro-Atlantic community.

Causes European invitation for further cooperation

David M. Andrews, Associate Professor of Politics and IR at Scripps College and former senior research fellow in transatlantic relations at the European University Institute, 2005 The Atlantic Alliance Under Stress p. 266

The obstacles to continued cooperation among the Atlantic allies are real; overcoming them will not be easy. In my contribution to this volume, I played the role of objective analyst in outlining the sources and character of those obstacles. In concluding, let me now assume the role of policy advocate. While abstract historical forces help shape the fate of nations, they do not determine them. One of the many aims of diplomacy is to construct cooperation out of the raw materials of state interests. Understood in this light, the Atlantic crisis over Iraq was a massive diplomatic failure - a failure that reflects well on no one. But there remains the potential to restructure the Alliance in accordance with a vision of shared interests and shared responsibilities. Leaders from both sides of the Atlantic can still forge a new understanding corresponding more closely to the con​temporary needs of the Alliance members, if they choose to do so. Such an understanding might result in a renewed European "invitation," to use Geir Lundestad's evocative term, for continued US engagement in European security matters, and a corresponding restate​ment of traditional American support for continued European integra​tion. If so, there will undoubtedly be important qualifications to both these commitments. So be it. Far better to delineate the shape of the future Atlantic partnership than to allow it to become a casualty of war, and of the bickering of policy underlings. At present, though, official attitudes toward these essential questions remain unclear precisely because leaders at the highest levels have permitted them to become so. This neglect does their collective publics a disservice. The Alliance is a patrimony; citizens should hold their governments responsible if this legacy is squandered. The Atlantic part​nership has survived past crises intact, even if it was transformed in the process. It can do so again, given the political will to accomplish this objective.

***SAY YES SECTION***

AT: Say no – must read

NATO decisions are reached by consensus, there is no voting – to win a solvency deficit they have to prove a majority of countries don’t want the plan – consultation is also quick

NATO Publication 6/10/2010 http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_49178.htm

All NATO decisions are made by consensus, after discussion and consultation among member countries. A decision reached by consensus is an agreement reached by common consent, a decision that is accepted by each member country. This means that when a "NATO decision" is announced, it is the expression of the collective will of all the sovereign states that are members of the Alliance. This principle is applied at every committee level, and demonstrates clearly that NATO decisions are collective decisions made by its member countries.How this principle is applied. Consensus decision-making means that there is no voting at NATO. Consultations take place until a decision that is acceptable to all is reached. Sometimes member countries agree to disagree on an issue. In general, this negotiation process is rapid since members consult each other on a regular basis and therefore often know and understand each other's positions in advance. 

NATO countries don’t say no – they note their objection or abstain 

Ivo Daalder and James Goldgeier Source: Foreign Affairs, Vol. 85, No. 5 (Sep. - Oct., 2006), pp. 105-113 Published by: Council on Foreign Relations. (JSTOR)
Some people fear that an enlarged NATO with a broader reach would struggle to reach a consensus about when and how to act. There may be some truth to this, but the difficulty should not be exaggerated. The addition often new members over the past decade has not affected NATO'S ability to act, even though skeptics feared that it would. Part of the reason enlargement has not bred irresolution is that NATO has developed a decision-making process that allows for the emergence of consensus without agreement: rather than blocking a decision, dissenting member states may append a footnote to it or abstain from  contributing to whatever operation may ensue. 

If the US proposes it, NATO will vote yes regardless of the proposition

Gwertzman 04 – (Bernard, “Former NATO Envoy: Is Bush Making Genuine Shift To Closer Cooperation With Allies?”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/7147/former_nato_envoy.html?id=7147)
All one does see, to the extent one can judge here, is that the president and his people are saying, “This is the direction we want to go. The alliance is important to us. Let’s line it up.” In other words, I think he’s learned an awful lot in the last couple of years. [He’s learned that] going to the United Nations is a positive thing, not a negative thing, and that working with the alliance pays rich dividends. People want America to succeed; they can’t succeed without us. They’ll swallow hard. A lot of people didn’t like the war in Iraq, but they say, “We now have no choice, and if we have an America that reaches out to us, then”--this will sound patronizing— they will say, “Like the prodigal son, we will welcome America back and put it in the driver’s seat.”

Countries will vote yes – psychology proves

Freeman 2k – (Jody, Professor of Law at University of California L.A., “The Private Role in Public Governance”, Lexis)
Perhaps this form of public/private interdependence might increase the willingness of regulated entities to submit to the regulation, even when the outcome does not favor them. Social psychology teaches us that parties are more likely to view outcomes as legitimate when they play a meaningful role in the process. Parties may derive satisfaction not solely from getting what they want in a bargaining process, but from being included in the enterprise, taken seriously, and offered explanations for decisions. Evidence from the most recent study of regulatory negotiation supports such claims. Although speculative, it is reasonable to believe that a direct role in rulemaking will facilitate policy implementation or improve relationships among repeat players, producing payoffs down the line. Without more information about the nature of the public/private interaction, however, it proves difficult to assess its implications for accountability. Neither economists nor political scientists have sufficiently explored the deliberative dimension of public/private interaction, and how it might alter parties' preferences, for example. Traditionally, economists have modeled behavior assuming fixed preferences, but preferences form through the confluence of culture, environment, and experience. Conceivably, they shift as a function of both time and context. Recent research in cognitive psychology suggests, in fact, that preferences are not as fixed as traditional economics assumes. Perhaps deliberative processes present opportunities not only to readjust one's own preferences, but also to influence those of others.

Genuine Consultation solves – it guarantees a yes

Chernoff 95 – (Fred, After Bipolarity, p.219)

If the aim is to look at how communication indicates the use of information in the cybernetic and neoliberal theories, then the breadth of communication might be inadequate. When one examines alliance members' resentment or satisfaction in decisions, it is important to look at how, not just how many, states are involved in the decisions. One must consider whether all the states involved had equal roles, whether some had access to more information, and whether some were consulted in a more significant way, e.g., by being offered a genuine chance to shape the final decision. Communication between the sponsor of a proposal and others helps to provide information from one party to others. But two-way communication gives states a chance to have their concerns heard and addressed and thus gives them at least the opportunity to think that their participation played a role in shaping the outcome of the case. Coding for the depth measure is based on the number of meetings of officials who were consulted, on the level of those officials within their governments, and on whether they were being asked for their views on the proposal or whether they were simply being informed of a decision already taken. A large number of mere information sessions that were widely attended would constitute high breadth but low depth. So the frequency, the intensity, and the nature of consultations might lead states to feel their interests are taken into account in the formulation of proposals or policies and thus, in theory, to be more willing to support them. There might be cases in which communications have substantial depth but little breadth. That is, a group of states particularly important for a specific issue might consult intensely without attempting to bring all or most NATO members into the consultations.

Hegemony coerces nations into supporting the hegemon’s cause

Chernoff 95 – (Fred, After Bipolarity, p.221)

According to both realist theories and neoliberal institutionalism, the presence of a hegemon in a given issue area promotes cooperation, though the various theories differ in their explanations of how cooperation will result from a hegemonic distribution of power (Keohane 1984, 49-51). One view maintains that a hegemon is a "privileged group" in the sense in which the terms are used in the theory of collective goods (Olson 1965, 49-50). The hegemon values the collective good (e.g., instituting a regime or, in the NATO case, assuring defense or deterrence) so highly that it is willing, if necessary, to pay the costs of bringing about the good by itself. Not all realists agree with this picture of the role of the hegemon and the origin of cooperation. Gilpin (1981, 34), for example, maintains that the hegemon brings about cooperation through the exercise of its power; it creates institutions or regimes that exact payments of some sort from the other members of the system. In the latter case there is agreement among states, but there is no cooperation, as we have defined the term, because the states are coerced into reaching accord.

Will vote yes – Small countries rely on NATO for protection and will readily support major countries like the US

Chernoff 95 – (Fred, After Bipolarity, p.261)

The role of small states has evolved in recent years and will continue to do so. In the early years of the alliance, the smaller states worked to mediate the disputes between the major powers. However, as security issues came to be more important in the domestic political arena, especially in the late 1970s, the smaller states often initiated or exacerbated discord inside the alliance. In the future the changed incentives of small states may well work to bring about greater cooperation. The considerations advanced above suggest that smaller states will have a greater interest in maintaining the alliance, which will motivate more cooperative stances in them. Domestic political forces that would disrupt cooperation are improbable, since military-security issues are unlikely to recapture the highly charged place in European domestic politics that they held between the mid-1970s and the mid-1980s. Because small states in particular can no longer count on the bipolar rivalry to force the larger powers to defend them in guaranteed alliances and because of the continuing benefits of alliance with larger powers, small states are likely to behave even more cooperatively in alliances in the future.

2NR Ext – US push => say yes
The US has sway over NATO decisions, pushing the plan during consultation will gain support of all other countries

Webber 9 (21 Jan, “NATO: The United States, Transformation and the War in Afghanistan ”, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/cgi-bin/fulltext/121645457/HTMLSTART, Department of Politics, International Relations and European Studies, Loughborough University, UK ), 

, Mark,  , 

No one would deny the reality and significance of American dominance within NATO. There are at least three ways in which this has been manifest over time. The first is of historic interest, namely the manner in which the US set the terms of NATO's formation—watering down NATO's collective defence clause (Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty) and ensuring the entry of Portugal and, somewhat later, Turkey and Greece to the alliance in the face of Canadian, Danish and Norwegian objections. Second, once NATO was established, the US would come to play a leading role in its institutional development. The initial watershed in this regard was the Korean War. The fear, however misplaced, that war in Asia portended Soviet destabilisation of a divided Germany, galvanised the allies towards greater force integration (a process symbolised by the creation of the supreme allied command in Europe—SHAPE), force planning (hence the Lisbon Force Goals of 1952) and organisational coherence. All of this was, in turn, backed by a substantial reinforcement of the American military presence in Europe. The subsequent institutional development of the alliance would come to entrench US influence. Attention in this respect is usually given to NATO's political structures—and principally the North Atlantic Council (NAC). Here, American influence has been clearly apparent if somewhat hidden behind (and sometimes frustrated by) the formalities of consensus decision-making. Much more striking has been the exercise of influence in planning and operational matters. The starkest example of this has lain in the role of NATO's two supreme commands. Since its inception, SACEUR has always been held by an American and, with the exception of its first incumbent, the role has been double-hatted with that of Commander-in-Chief of US forces in Europe. SACLANT (NATO's other supreme commander until its relabelling in 2003) has, similarly, been double-hatted with the office of Commander-in-Chief of US Atlantic Command. Real power within NATO lies, according to Guillaume Parmentier (2000, 100), in these positions. SACEUR was dubbed 'the prince of Europe' by US military officials under Clinton (Halberstam 2001, 392–393) and, in practice, has been a figure of influence to rival both the chair of the NATO Military Committee and the office of Secretary General (both of whom have usually been European). The third way in which US dominance has been exercised concerns NATO policy initiatives. Here, the facts are stark: almost every major change has been the consequence of American action and no change has been possible without American support. The manner in which this role has been played out has varied. In some cases—NATO's adoption of 'flexible response' in 1967 or periodic force modernisation goals—a NATO position has been the culmination of an extended exercise in American persuasion; an attempt, in other words, to convince sceptical or indifferent European governments of the need for action. In other cases, the US has made a decisive intervention in order to galvanise a divided alliance—such, for instance, was the case in Bosnia, when a reversal of nearly three years of policy prevarication by first the Bush (senior) and then the Clinton administration led to Operation Deliberate Force and the stationing of IFOR (Daalder 2000, 31–36, 81–189). In other cases still, the US has given practical expression to an existing consensus or majority view that accords with an American preference; here, its superior diplomatic and political resources have served to shape and implement the policy. Such, for instance, has been the story of NATO's post-cold war enlargements, the development of partnerships with Russia and Ukraine and, from an earlier era, the twin-track decision of 1979 on theatre nuclear forces. Finally, there are instances where the US has, in effect, utilised NATO to set the parameters of European defence autonomy—cases in point being three related initiatives of the latter 1990s: ESDI, Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTFs) and the 'Berlin-plus' mechanism agreed at NATO's Washington summit in 1999. 

The United States can lobby other countries to support their causes in NATO.

Webber 9 (21 Jan, “NATO: The United States, Transformation and the War in Afghanistan ”, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/cgi-bin/fulltext/121645457/HTMLSTART, Department of Politics, International Relations and European Studies, Loughborough University, UK ), 

, Mark,  , 

 9/11 was the defining moment of the Bush presidency. This event has usually been regarded as a watershed in American foreign policy, and it is true that in policy towards NATO the US from that point pursued a more assertive stance on how the alliance could best be utilised to serve the emerging agenda of countering 'new' threats. But the Bush period also demonstrated important continuities. An instrumental attitude to the benefits of NATO has characterised successive administrations and it is entirely probable that an incumbent other than Bush would have sought to reconfigure the alliance towards new, expeditionary missions in much the same way. The coalition formula which animated US attitudes towards NATO under Bush was a predictable response to the differentiated capabilities and foreign policy interests of an enlarged alliance. Although seen by some as politically, even normatively, at odds with NATO's core identity, it was hardly path-breaking either in the practice of US-led intervention (see the 1991 Gulf War) or as an operating assumption within the alliance (the interventions in both Bosnia and Kosovo were, in effect, coalitions of the willing within NATO). The continuities of the Bush period accorded with longer-term trends which will also weigh down upon his successors. Throughout its 60-year history, NATO has presented to the US enduring benefits (Layne 2006, 94–117) and it is likely to remain the principal instrument of America's security relationship with Europe. Clearly, it is not the only instrument—the US has a significant role in the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty process, the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) and the UN Security Council (crucial in the Balkans, the South Caucasus and the Greece–Turkey–Cyprus triangle); it also enjoys significant bilateral relations with certain NATO allies (the UK most obviously and increasingly Poland) and states outside (Ukraine, for instance). While Europe has diminished in strategic significance for the US, it has not become marginal—and NATO will continue to sustain a route of influence, oversight and involvement not otherwise available. Whatever troubles the US has had with alliance decision-making and whatever the gap that exists in European and American capabilities, the convenience to it of an organisation with a vast experience of routine co-operation, interoperable capabilities and force planning will nonetheless remain. As the leading power within the alliance, the US also enjoys the enviable position of being able to utilise these benefits when and how it likes: drawing on NATO resources when convenient, cajoling allies to greater efforts when its own burden needs lightening and sidelining NATO when it is regarded as superfluous. Successive US administrations have adopted an instrumental attitude towards the alliance although the Bush administration was more brutally honest than most in its approach. Certainly the atmospherics will change after 2008 but the instrumentalism and the presumption of leadership will not. 

Europe looks to the US for leadership – NATO will vote up any of its proposals

Gwertzman 04 – (Bernard, “Former NATO Envoy: Is Bush Making Genuine Shift To Closer Cooperation With Allies?”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/7147/former_nato_envoy.html?id=7147)

I think one of the little secrets that people haven’t noticed is that a small group of us transformed NATO [in the late 1990s] while everybody was looking the other way and [wouldn’t] have anything to do with NATO because we were “typhoid Mary”--we had the problem of Bosnia. And a small group of people in the U.S. government transformed the alliance for the rest of the decade and the rest of this one. We were able to do a lot of things while no one was looking: Partnership for Peace, NATO enlargement, the relationship with Ukraine, the NATO-Russia relationship, etc. The same thing has been happening over the last two years under the leadership of our tremendous ambassador, Nick Burns, who’s as good an ambassador as we’ve ever had; General Jim Jones, who’s the SACEUR [Supreme Allied Commander Europe]; Admiral [Edmund P.] Giambastiani, who’s now head of the Allied Command Transformation, which is replacing SACLANT [Supreme Allied Command Atlantic] in Norfolk [Virginia]; plus the outgoing NATO secretary general, George Robertson; and the incoming one, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer. NATO has transformed itself again, in terms of its capabilities— the NATO-RussiaCouncil, the new commands, the NATO reaction force, and the like. There may be willpower yet to be brought together when dealing with a place like Iraq, but NATO is ready to go institutionally. These are the technical things; the larger picture is that everyone in Europe is looking to the president of the United States for leadership.

US initiative guarantees a yes

Chernoff 95 – (Fred, After Bipolarity, p.223)

On some occasions, policies are advocated and supported by several states but do not receive enough support to ensure that the policy is adopted. However, the support of more powerful states (e.g., a hegemon, if one is present) might offer a greater chance for a successful outcome. Realist theories, in particular, suggest that the support of the hegemon is an important factor; there is likely to be accord on the issue if the hegemon initially supports the proposal. Thus, the question whether the proposal is in the perceived interest of the hegemon would be an important one. If so, it is more likely that accord will result. The coding of this variable is based on the point at which the hegemon announced its support for the proposal. The proposal is taken as having the support of the hegemon if the United States was the initiator or was a very early sponsor of the proposal, before more states indicated support. If the United States sponsored the proposal, the support value is high. The value is low if the United States actively opposed it. The value is medium in the remaining cases. Table 7.6 displays the results from the case studies of the hypothesized connection between the support of the hegemon and accord.

The US acts as a leader for the rest of Europe to follow

Chernoff 95 – (Fred, After Bipolarity, p.258)

The two crucial questions are whether Europe can work with the United States and whether Europe should do so (i.e .• whether Europe would benefit from alliance with the United States). The DAMC provided an affirmative answer to the former. This and the next section suggest an affirmative answer to the latter by showing that the United States brings resources and leadership to the alliance that no other state can. Coalitions function more effectively with a clear leader. Cooperative enterprises like Bretton Woods in the 1950s and the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) in the 1970s offer strong evidence for this claim. Likewise, for military alliances, they are more effective in achieving the goal of securing deterrence for its membership when the alliance has a clear leader. 10 The United States has filled the role of alliance leader for the past four and a half decades and is fully capable of continuing to do so.

Say yes – General 

Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovenia, Croatia, and Albania all support troop reductions; military budgets prove.

Carpenter 9 (Galen, February 2, “ Lazy Allies ”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9933), 

Ted CATO institute

The last round of NATO expansion brought on board such military powerhouses as Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Slovenia. According to the 2008 edition of the widely respected publication The Military Balance, Estonia’s annual defense budget is $386 million, and the country fields 4,100 active-duty troops. The figures for Latvia are $471 million and 5,996 troops; Lithuania, $470 million and 13,850 troops; and Slovenia, $750 million and 5,973 troops. At NATO’s summit last year in Bucharest, alliance leaders gave the green light to membership for Croatia and Albania. Croatia’s accession would add $875 million and 17,660 troops, while Albania’s would add $208 million and 11,020 military personnel. Collectively, such members spend less on their militaries in a year than the United States spends in Iraq in two weeks. How adding such military pygmies to NATO is supposed to enhance the security of the United States is a mystery. Indeed, since several of those countries have serious tensions with their neighbors, they are not just militarily irrelevant, but are outright security liabilities that could drag the United States into needless conflicts. U.S. policymakers ought to be far more realistic about the utility of alliances. Allies are neither good nor bad, per se. But American officials should not pretend that allies are making meaningful military contributions when the evidence indicates otherwise. Security symbolism and tokenism is of little practical use, yet that is the level of assistance that has become all too common from America’s alliance partners. 

Poland, Slovakia, Denmark, Romania, Lithuania, and Latvia all support the plan; decreasing troops regularly.

Costel 8 –  Steven J (“Surging out of Iraq?”, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=lang_en&id=cwtAyr8dwaoC&oi=fnd&pg=PR7&dq=Latvia+and+%22withdrawal!%22+and+troops+and+Iraq&ots=HSlPGJ7rrX&sig=vlWgwNbJCRVuF8SX4kH7aPeRbrA#v=onepage&q=Latvia%20and%20%22withdrawal!%22%20and%20troops%20and%20Iraq&f=false). 

Nova Publishers, 

Some believe that the Bush administration did not exert sufficient efforts to enlist greater international participation in peacekeeping originally and that the US mission in Iraq is being complicated by diminishing foreign military contributions. The Administration view is that the partner drawdowns reflect a stabilizing security environment in the areas those forces are serving. A list of contributing countries, although not not force levels, can be found in the department of state’s “Iraq Weekly Status Report” referenced earlier. Britain continues to lead a multinational division in southern Iraq, based in Basra, but, in line with plans announced by then Prime Minister Tony on February 21, 2007, British forces have been reduced from 7,100 to about 5,500 currently, and will be reduced further to below 5,000 by the end of 2007, and that Basra Province would be turned over to ISF control. A Poland-led force (Polish forces number 900, down from a high of 2,600 in 2005) has been based near Diwaniyah and includes forces from the following foreign countries: Armenia, Slovakia, Denmark, El Salvado, Ukraine, Romania, Lithuania, Latvia, Mongolia, and Kazakhstan.

Iceland, Denmark, & Portugal supports withdrawal of troops.

“Tale of Two Empires” Oxford University 
In setting up her global security system after the war, the United States was obliged to construct an entirely new set of arrangements with the countries where she wished to base her forces. Neither her own anti-colonial traditions, nor the new-found independence of many of the nations concerned, permitted a security relationship in the old imperial tradition. In the immediate post-war years the Americans suffered several rebuffs in their attempt to consolidate the arrangements entered into during the war. Iceland asked for the withdrawal of American troops, Denmark proved reluctant to grant extended basing rights in Greenland, and Portugal took the same line over the Azores at this time even Ernest Bevin, the British Foreign Secretary, who was later to be the foremost advocate of American involvement in Europe, felt that the Americans were pressing too hard for purely military facilities. Instead, he proposed that they should secure access to civil airfields overseas which could be used for military purpose in emergencies. Further afield, the United States ran into similar difficulties in Panama where her request to maintain 131 military installations outside the Canal Zone was turned down.

Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg, Netherlands, and Norway all support reducing US military presence

Common dreams.org 10 (2/20/10, “Allied Bid for Obama to Remove US European Nuclear Stockpile”, http://www.commondreams.org/headline/2010/02/20) 

BRUSSELS - European NATO allies are to urge President Barack Obama to remove all remaining US nuclear weapons from European soil, as domestic pressure grows to rid its soil of outdated Cold War-era aerial bombs. Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg, The Netherlands and Norway will call "in the coming weeks" for more than 200 American warheads, mostly stocked in Italy and Turkey, to be taken back, a spokesman for Prime Minister Yves Leterme told AFP. A joint proposal by the five NATO members will demand "that nuclear arms on European soil belonging to other NATO member states are removed," Dominique Dehaene said. Only the United States has nuclear arms stored in other NATO member states in Europe, he added. The proposal does not refer to the distinct, and more modern British and French nuclear arsenals. These bombs are considered by military experts to be outdated because they are essentially dropped by pilots. "The Cold War is over. It's time to adapt our nuclear policy to the new circumstances," wrote Claes, fellow former Belgian foreign minister Louis Michel and former prime ministers Jean-Luc Dehaene and Guy Verhofstadt. It was agreed at the end of last year, after Germany sought the withdrawal of the warheads there, that all calls for the removal of these weapons be done on a NATO-wide basis, and not unilaterally.

Say yes – General – Albania

Albania says yes – they’ll counter international operations to keep NATO forces in their region.

ATA 02 – Albanian Telegraphic Agency, (8/05/02, “Albanian president attends handover ceremony of NATO command”, translated to English, LexisNexis).

Nato's command headed for 4 months by General Umberto Caparro will be led in the coming months by General Franco Giannini. The ceremony was held at military camp in Plepa, Durres. Albania's President Alfred Moisiu attended the ceremony along with commander in chief of NATO forces in Southern Europe Gregory Johnson, Albania's Defence Minister Pandeli Majko and other top militarymen. "The efforts and Albania's engagement for its integration into Euro-Atlantic structures, makes an irreversible process," President Moisiu said in his speech. In this framework even the increase of the level of this command from COMMZ(W) Communication Zone (West) into NATO's General Staff in Tirana makes an indicator of the continuity of political and military presence of the NATO in our country, an assessment of Albania's contribution for the preserve of peace and stability in the region. "We appreciate NATO's role in Albania, constant support of Kfor Kosovo Force forces to Kosova, as well as efficient collaboration with Albanian armed forces," President Moisiu said. He added that Document on Military Strategy of Armed Forces, just adopted by Albania's parliament determines the way through which Albanian armed forces will proceed up to 2010. "The process of reform and modernization aims establishment of a professional military force, capable of meeting its constitutional mission, fulfilment of the obligations and extension of Albania's participation into regional and international operations in support of peace and struggle against terrorism, meeting in this way even membership standards to the NATO," Mr Moisiu said. On this occasion President Moisiu handed over to Gen Caparro Medal on Military Services, as an expression of appreciation for his contribution into the field of military cooperation as well as to the aid of the population. Meanwhile, Commander in Chief of NATO forces to Southern Europe Gregory Johnson appreciated Caparro's work in respect of the challenges Kfor is facing in Kosova, border control and halt of illegal border crossings. The multinational NATO forces, in the framework of COMMZ(W)'s mission, were stationed in Albania since 1999, during the Kosovo crisis. The introduction of the NATO's General Staff to Tirana went in force on 17 June 2002, replacing Kfor's command in Albania, known as the Western Communication Area Zone COMMZ(W).

Say yes – General – Bulgaria

Bulgaria says yes – NATO compromises key to their national security.

BBC 01 - text of report in English by Bulgarian news agency BTA, (5/19/01, “President reiterates Bulgaria’s goal to join NATO”, LexisNexis).

The future relations between Bulgaria and NATO topped the agenda of the talks President Petur Stoyanov held with the ambassadors of NATO member states at a working lunch on Thursday 19 April . "I focused on Bulgaria's wish to join NATO in 2002, if NATO takes a decision on enlargement," Stoyanov said after the meeting. The head of state once again reiterated Bulgaria's motivation to become a NATO member. Stoyanov recalled that in Brussels on 30 April, the Bulgarian delegation attending the North Atlantic Council will hear the annual assessment of the plan on Bulgaria's joining NATO. Stoyanov said this will be an important period in the cooperation between Bulgaria and the alliance. Dwelling on the forthcoming general elections, Stoyanov said that unlike all election campaigns so far, the campaign for the next poll will be characterized by one important feature: there are no differences in the election platforms of the parties regarding the key Bulgarian strategic priorities - membership of the EU and NATO. He said that the differences in the parties' election platforms will be the ways each party will propose to achieve these priority goals. Taking a reporter's question about the price Bulgaria has to pay to join NATO, Stoyanov said that the matter should be addressed only after holding a very serious debate and not by merely making an assessment on how expensive or cheap the membership will be. "My view, based on a thorough analysis, is that Bulgaria will pay much less to protect its national security if it is a member in NATO than if it is outside NATO and has to take care alone about everything connected with the national security and defence. In the end, collective defence and the collective security always cost less; what is more, they are more reliable too," Stoyanov said. "It was a pleasure for me to host the monthly meetings of NATO ambassadors and that this time we had President Stoyanov as our guest," US Ambassador Richard Miles said after the meeting. Miles said that the meeting was a unique opportunity to meet and talk informally with top state officials.

Bulgaria says yes – support for NATO international peace-keeping strong.

BBC 03 - text of report in English by Bulgarian news agency BTA, (2/18/01, “Bulgarian parties praise NATO role in fighting terrorism”, LexisNexis).

Sofia, 17 February: "As an ally in the counterterror efforts, Bulgaria sees it necessary to take its responsibility, while continuing to support the efforts towards a peaceful disarmament of Iraq," National Assembly Chairman Ognyan Gerdzhikov told the MPs Monday 17 February , taking the floor after a speech by NATO Secretary-General George Robertson. Robertson is on a visit to Bulgaria and addressed the MPs at an extraordinary session that parliament held to hear him. Other speakers at the extraordinary sitting were the floor leaders of the parliamentary forces. The National Assembly chairman noted the fact that the NATO secretary-general is visiting exactly six years to the date when Bulgaria officially announced its intentions to join NATO. He stressed the resolve of the Bulgarian government and parliament to fulfil all requirements of NATO membership... Gerdzhikov went on to praise Robertson's role in improving NATO-Russia relations, consolidating democracy and security in the western Balkans, enhancing cooperation between the alliance and the EU, and the decisive role of NATO in the US-led coalition against world terrorism. In his speech, ruling Simeon II National Movement floor leader Plamen Panayotov said that the antiterror coalition's timely, firm, consistent and common stand on putting pressure on Baghdad is the only chance for a peaceful solution to the Iraqi crisis... Opposition Coalition for Bulgaria deputy leader Lyuben Kornezov said in his speech that "for us NATO should be the main stabilizing factor in Europe and in the world". NATO should act as a mainstay of peace because nothing is more valuable than human life, he added. "We wish to hope that the contradictions will be ironed out and this crisis will leave us all wiser and more united in the establishment of universal values," Kornezov said.

Say yes – General – Estonia

Estonia says yes –there’s political incentive to agree with NATO’s majority’s relations decisions.

BBC 03 – Estonian Radio, Tallinn (Estonian 0900 GMT 6/5/03, “Estonian foreign-policy debate focuses on EU, NATO, regional cooperation”, LexisNexis)

Estonia has handed reform plans to NATO On NATO issues, similarly, she summed up the developments that have taken place. She said Estonia had submitted a timetable for both pre-accession and post-accession reforms, with the key focus on the improvements of Estonian national defence that would take into account decisions related to NATO accession and indirect commitments, as well as the new Estonian security situation that NATO membership will bring. If I now come to the third subject, regional cooperation, the foreign minister noted that quite soon, as soon as this month, Estonia will be holding the presidency of the Council of the Baltic Sea States, which will bring additional duties to Estonia. Estonia, incidentally, plans during its presidency to set the development of the economic environment, for example, as a priority, as well as guarantees for civilian security, cooperation on environment protection, regional cooperation and some other subjects. Here is a summary as heard of the foreign minister's speech. Estonian foreign policy to cost more Ojuland Accession to the EU and NATO signifies in foreign-policy terms not only an end of one stage, but the start of another. The attainment of the foreign-policy aims that we set about 12 years ago does not mean that we should rest on our laurels and hope that there would be less work to do. On the contrary, our foreign policy will become even more comprehensive and substantial through accession, and I would also like to emphasize, more costly as well. There will be more frequent attendance of working groups and committees, speedier decision-making mechanisms and added protocol duties. Correspondent The next speaker after the foreign minister was Marko Mihkelson, chairman of the Foreign Affairs Commission, who highlighted another aspect in addition to the same subjects. Namely, he said that Estonia was seriously concerned about the swiftly increasing number of rifts in the Western world of common values. Here is Marko Mihkelson. Serious wounds have been inflicted on transatlantic relations Mihkelson There no doubt that over the past six months serious wounds have been inflicted on relations within the transatlantic alliance. Political rhetoric on differences of opinion, different interests, the strength of one party and the weakness of another has only increased conflict. This causes a great deal of concern to us. Estonia is a small country and thus our opportunities are limited. As a small country, we constantly find ourselves in a situation where our voice might be in the minority, particularly at a time when force determines more in international relations than law. Our success, first and foremost in the EU, can be ensured only if we can judge our resources accurately and take flexible decisions. 

Say yes – General – Canada

Canada says yes – agreement with majority decision
guarantees their national security.


The Toronto Star 06 – National Report, (9/9/06, “Obliged to go to war”, LexisNexis”).

Canadians who do not support Canada's involvement in Afghanistan do not understand Canada's obligations as a member of NATO. I would encourage those with similar feelings to go to the NATO website and review Article 5 of the NATO Charter. It reads as follows: "The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of individual or collective self-defence recognized by Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area." What this means is that as a member of NATO, Canada is obligated to support other NATO nations in actions taken, including military action, against enemies who have launched attacks against NATO members in Europe or North America. Al Qaeda, led by Osama bin Ladin, attacked the United States (a member of NATO) in North America on Sept. 11. The Taliban in Afghanistan provided shelter and support to bin Ladin and his forces. Therefore, the Taliban, as well as Al Qaeda in Afghanistan, are targets for action by NATO members in support of the United States. Canada would expect no less if we had been attacked on Sept. 11. Canadians need to understand that we are at war. This war is no different than World Wars I or II or Korea where Canadian Armed Forces personnel served valiantly and professionally.

Say yes – afghanistan withdrawl – general

NATO already wants to transition NATO/U.S. forces to Afghan forces this year

Goebel 10

Editor for Deutsche Well, Germany’s international broadcaster (4/23/10, Nicole, “NATO ministers agree plan for Afghanistan security handover,” http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,5497182,00.html)

NATO ministers agreed on conditions for handing over security responsibilities in Afghanistan to Afghan forces this year. The alliance stressed that the transition would be gradual and that it would depend on the conditions being fulfilled rather than a timetable. "It will not be a pullout. It will not be a run for the exit," NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen told a news conference on Friday after the meeting of foreign ministers in the Estonian capital Tallinn. Rasmussen stressed there was a need for allies to provide more personnel to train Afghan forces. "What will happen is that we hand over lead responsibility to the Afghans and our soldiers will then move into a more supportive role," he said. Rasmussen added, "I foresee that the Afghan security forces will need our supportive assistance for quite some time so it will be a gradual process." 

NATO supports disarmament and troops withdrawal in Afghanistan

NATO 04 – (June 28th, “NATO Council Reaffirms Collective Defense Role in Europe and Beyond”, http://www.antegotovina.com/default.aspx?clanak=2695&LID=1)

5. In consultation with the Afghan authorities, we will continue to expand ISAF in stages throughout Afghanistan, through the establishment by lead nations of additional Provincial Reconstruction Teams. We will continue to coordinate and cooperate with Operation Enduring Freedom, as appropriate. The successful conduct of nation-wide elections will be a crucial milestone in the democratic development and peaceful evolution of Afghanistan. In response to President Karzai's request, ISAF is currently supporting the voter registration process and will provide enhanced support to the Afghan authorities in providing security during the election period, within means and capabilities. After the election, it will be for the government of Afghanistan to develop a forward-looking plan that fulfils the vision of the Bonn Agreement to promote national reconciliation, lasting peace, stability, and respect for human rights. ISAF has been assisting in disarming the militias and securing weapons. The Bonn process is on track and legitimate political institutions are developing. Reconstruction projects, security sector reform and other initiatives are improving the daily lives of many citizens. We strongly condemn the increasing attacks on civilian aid workers, who are making a valuable contribution to Afghanistan's future. 6. We call on the Afghan authorities to energetically pursue the disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration process, and particularly the withdrawal of military units from Kabul and other urban centres. We will provide appropriate support, within ISAF's mandate, to the Afghan authorities in taking resolute action against the production and trafficking of narcotics. We are prepared to help the Afghan government to build a better future for Afghanistan, together with Operation Enduring Freedom, the UN Assistance Mission to Afghanistan, the European Union, and other international organisations on the ground. We also call on Afghanistan's neighbours to contribute to this effort consistent with the wishes of the Afghan authorities. We commend the role of Canada in ISAF and look forward to the future role of the Eurocorps.

Say yes – afghanistan withdrawl – canada

Canada supports US withdrawal on the basis that it’s own troops are being withdrawn in 2011

Gillies, 9

Journalist for the Huffignton Post (11/6/09, Rob, Huffington Post, “Canada Plans Afghanistan Withdrawal,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2009/11/06/canada-plans-afghanistan-_n_348894.html

TORONTO — Canada has begun preparations to withdraw its troops from Afghanistan in 2011. Maj. Cindy Tessier said Friday that the chief of Defense staff, Gen. Walter Natynczyk, has ordered preparations to get under way that would see Canada's 2,800 troops removed from southern Afghanistan in the summer of 2011. Prime Minister Stephen Harper's government has said it will not extend Canada's military mission even if President Barack Obama asks. Since 2002, 133 Canadian soldiers and one diplomat have died. Canada first sent troops to Afghanistan after the Sept. 11, 2001 attacks on the United States and increased its deployment after declining a U.S. request to dispatch troops to Iraq. Parliament has mandated that the military mission must end in 2011.

Canada will support US withdrawal from Afghanistan because it’s already pulling it’s troops out as well

O’Neill & Akin, 10 

Journalists for Canwest News Service (3/30/10, Juliet and David, “Harper Firm on Afghan Withdrawal despite allies’ appeal,” http://www.canada.com/news/Harper+firm+Afghan+withdrawal+despite+appeal/2743570/story.html?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3a+canwest%2fF56+(canada.com+Top+Stories)

U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, in Gatineau, Que. for a meeting of G8 foreign ministers, met privately with Harper and, though she did not make a formal request for Canadian troops to stay, it was clear from several comments she made to reporters that she hopes Parliament would reconsider. "It's up to Canada to decide how you deploy your forces," Clinton said in a CBC interview scheduled to be aired Tuesday evening. "But I'm not going to sit here and tell you we're happy about it because . . . that wouldn't be telling you the truth. We'd love to have Canada stay in this fight with us. But again, you know, you've got your own considerations and we respect that." The British foreign secretary, David Miliband, expressed the same sentiment. "Of course we want (Canadian troops) to be there. We went in together and the best thing would be if we stay together and only go out together." Milliband told CTV. "They are making a real difference in that country and they're making a real difference to the coalition effort. And so we have huge respect for the decisions that your Parliament has made and obviously for the decisions that your government has to make. But from our point of view it's absolutely clear: We're a 43-nation coalition and we're stronger united." Beyond agreeing with the government that Canada's combat mission in Afghanistan should end in 2011, the opposition Liberals have not said if they would agree to a different kind of military mission in Afghanistan after that, perhaps a non-combat mission providing training to the Afghan army in a less volatile region of the country. But the Liberals and other opposition parties did press the government to say what it is that Canadian civilians will doing after 2011.

Say yes – afghanistan withdrawl – greece 

Greece supports US pullout of Afghanistan – Greek soldiers can’t afford to die

PakTribune 05 – (November 18th, “Greek Troops Will Stay in Afghanistan”, http://www.paktribune.com/news/index.shtml?125711)

Members of the Stop the War coalition, however, protested outside the Defense Ministry in Athens yesterday, demanding that the government withdraw Greek troops from Afghanistan. Several left-wing politicians added their voices to calls for Greek soldiers to pull out. Nikos Voutsis, an MP for Synaspismos Left Coalition, said the government was "fully responsible" for the injuries suffered by the two Greek soldiers. "Greek public opinion demands that there is a full and immediate disentanglement of our country from the American venture in Afghanistan," Voutsis said.

Say yes – afghanistan withdrawl – germany

Germany will say yes to US pullout – Westerwelle has it in mind and Germany has the potential to take over for the US

Auswartiges Amt 09 – (December 4th, http://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/diplo/en/Aussenpolitik/RegionaleSchwerpunkte/AfghanistanZentralasien/MilitaerischesEngagement.html)

The Federal Armed Forces will continue for another year to participate in the NATO-led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan. This was decided by the German Bundestag on 3 December 2009. During the parliamentary debate Federal Foreign Minister Guido Westerwelle urged that, before the end of the current legislative term, withdrawal had to be a tangible prospect. With 445 votes of the 593 votes cast, the deputies approved the extension of the Federal Armed Forces deployment in Afghanistan. Westerwelle reaffirmed that Germany’s training activities for the Afghan police force would be expanded even further. The aim of this engagement, he pointed out, was to ensure Afghanistan could take responsibility for its own security. No one wanted the deployment to continue for ever.

Say yes – afghanistan withdrawl – hungary

Hungary is wary of sending more troops now – They’ll support a pull out

Pulizzi 09 – (Henry, “Hungary PM: Assessing US Plea for More Troops In Afghanistan”, http://www.nasdaq.com/aspx/stock-market-news-story.aspx?storyid=200912021620dowjonesdjonline000677&title=hungary-pm-assessing-us-plea-for-more-troops-in-afghanistan)
WASHINGTON -(Dow Jones)- Hungary is evaluating the U.S. request for more NATO troops in Afghanistan and will make a decision "soon, but not now," Prime Minister Gordon Bajnai said Wednesday. "We are working and analyzing the request from President Obama," Bajnai told reporters at a briefing at the International Monetary Fund. "We will form our opinion very quickly." NATO chief Anders Fogh Rasmussen said earlier Wednesday that European and other U.S. allies would contribute over 5,000 troops to the fight in Afghanistan, following up on President Barack Obama's decision to send 30,000 new U.S. soldiers. Hungary currently has 340 troops on the ground in Afghanistan, Bajnai said. According to the Web site of the International Security Assistance Force, or ISAF, the U.S. currently has 34,800 soldiers in Afghanistan. So far, a handful of U.S. allies has indicated a willingness to contribute more troops, but the proposition is a hard sell in many countries, where the war remains deeply unpopular. Bajnai, who said he listened carefully to Obama's speech on Afghanistan Tuesday evening, expressed support for the president's strategy. "We as allies jointly cannot risk failure, we have to...try and find a quick and long-lasting solution in Afghanistan for the sake of peace of all of our countries," Bajnai said. "The United States and other members of NATO can count on Hungary as a strong ally." Bajnai is scheduled to meet with Vice President Joe Biden on Friday, and Afghanistan is likely to be a topic of discussion.

Say yes – iraq withdrawl – general
European countries will say yes to pulling troops out of Iraq

Anderson 05 – (John Ward, “E.U. Leaders and Public Differ on Pullout in Iraq”)
There is broad public opposition to the war in many parts of Europe and support for an immediate pullout, fueled in part by a belief that the presence of U.S. troops is itself creating upheaval. Public opinion against the war also is growing because of what many Europeans see as dubious U.S. tactics in the broader fight against terrorism, including the use of secret prisons and abusive interrogations, analysts said.

Say yes – iraq withdrawl – greece

Greece supports US troop pullout of Iraq – They don’t want another war

BBC 03 – (February 10th, “Greece Plans Iraq Emergency Summit”, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/2744375.stm)

Greece, which is in Europe's anti-war camp, did not sign the declaration and was angry that it was not even consulted about it. Prime Minister Costas Simitis said it did nothing to contribute to a common approach on Iraq. Summit expectations The Greeks back France and Germany, which have headed attempts within the EU to steer the US and UK away from war.

Say yes – iraq withdrawl – germany

Germany and France don’t want to fight the war in Iraq – they’ll say yes to a pull out

Knowlton 03 – (Brian, writer for the International Herald Tribune, “NATO Wavering on War with Iraq”, http://www.globalpolicy.org/component/content/article/167/35151.html)

At the NATO meeting, France and Germany were said to have complained that the United States had requested military aid for a possible war with Iraq when many countries were still seeking time for weapons inspections and for a possible diplomatic solution. The debate came as France, moving closer to the hardening position of Germany, sought to rally broader European support for its position. Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder this week expressed Germany's outright opposition to any new Security Council resolution to authorize use of force to make Iraq disarm. Diplomats in Brussels, who asked not to be named, said that the argument within NATO was not over the principle of helping the United States, which seeks the use of alliance AWACS radar planes and Patriot air-defense batteries to protect Turkey, of NATO ships in the eastern Mediterranean, and of NATO personnel to protect American bases in Europe and possibly the Gulf. The problem, rather, was one of timing. France and Germany said they did not want to appear prematurely to endorse military action. The situation, they added, could change after the UN inspectors deliver a major report Monday to the Security Council.

Say yes – iraq withdrawl – hungary

Hungary and Poland will say yes – They pulled out and want peace

BBC 04 – (November 3rd, “Hungary Announces Iraq Pullout”, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/3979349.stm)

Ferenc Gyurcsany made the announcement at a military ceremony in the capital Budapest on Wednesday. He said Hungary was obliged to keep its troops, who have a non-combat role, in Iraq until after elections in January. There has been intense pressure from the public and opposition groups to pull them out. The main conservative opposition party initially supported the war but changed its position and now favours withdrawal. Iraqi request Mr Gyurcsany, who was chosen as prime minister in August, made the announcement at a ceremony marking the end of compulsory military service in Hungary. "We are obliged to stay there until the [Iraqi] elections," he said. Even to keep troops in Iraq to the end of March will require parliamentary approval. US State Department spokesman Richard Boucher said Hungary's intention to keep troops in Iraq for the first three months of 2005 was what the Iraqi government requested. "That's the news today and that's good and we welcome that." The Hungarian troops are based in Hilla, south of Baghdad, and are under Polish command. One Hungarian soldier was killed in June when a convoy he was guarding was hit by a roadside bomb. Government spokeswoman Boglar Laszlo told the Associated Press news agency that the Iraqi government had asked Budapest in a letter three weeks ago to extend its troops' mission by about a year. Poland announced several weeks ago that it would start to reduce its 2,500-strong contingent in January and was considering a complete withdrawal by the end of 2005.

Say yes – iraq withdrawl – turkey

Turkey supports removal of US troops from Iraq - Antiwar population.

Kolko 3 (“Iraq, the United States, and the end of the European coalition ”, http://proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdweb?index=0&did=425505111&SrchMode=1&sid=1&Fmt=3&VInst=PROD&VType=PQD&RQT=309&VName=PQD&TS=1277316201&clientId=17822, Professor Emeritus of History York University Toronto), Gabriel

Turkey's problem was simple: the U. S. pressured it, despite overwhelmingly antiwar Turkish public and political opinion, to allow American troops to invade Iraq from Turkey-in effect, to enter the war on its side. The U.S. wanted NATO to aid Turkey in order to strengthen the Ankara government's resolve to ignore overwhelmingly antiwar domestic opinion. The arms it was to receive were superfluous. But the Turks have always been far more concerned with Kurdish separatism in Iraq rekindling the civil war that Kurds have fought in Turkey for much of the past decade, and the conditions they demanded on these issues put Washington in a very difficult position from which it could not extricate itself. The U.S. naively took Turkey for granted, as it has for many decades, tying up its most modern armor division offshore its coast on the assumption it could also invade Iraq from the north. An important faction of the government deliberately protracted negotiations with the U.S. in the hope of preventing the war altogether.3 Turkey's best-and most obvious-defense was to stay out of the war, which the vast majority of Turks wanted. After incessant haggling, it ended up doing so, and its relations with the U. S. are now very strained, perhaps irreparably. 
Say yes – iraq withdrawl – uk and italy

Italy & UK support Iraq withdrawal – publically unpopular

BBC 5 –, staff, (15 March, “Italy plans Iraq troop pull-out ”, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/4352259.stm, international publication)

But, he said, after speaking to UK Prime Minister Tony Blair he concluded that public opinion in both countries favoured a troop withdrawal. "In September we will begin a progressive reduction of the number of our soldiers in Iraq. "I spoke to Tony Blair about it, and public opinion in our countries is expecting this decision," he told Rai. He said the exact numbers would depend on the Iraqi government's ability to deal with security. Mr Berlusconi has been one of US President George W Bush's staunchest allies in the US-led war in Iraq. Strained relations In Washington, White House spokesman Scott McClellan played down the announcement. "We certainly appreciate the contributions of the Italians. They have served and sacrificed alongside Iraqis and alongside other coalition forces," he said.  He emphasised that Italy's withdrawal "will be based on the ability and capability of Iraqi forces and the Iraqi government to be able to assume more responsibility". 

UK supports troop reductions in Iraq

Stephens 5 (October 14, “Among Key Iraq Partners, Weak Public Support for Troop Presence ”, http://www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles/breuropera/74.php?lb=breu&pnt=74&nid=&id=, World Public Opinion),  Angela

 In the United Kingdom, which has 8,000 troops in Iraq, a majority expresses a desire to pull British troops out of Iraq, but are more equivocal when asked whether this should occur immediately. In some polls, the majority expressing a desire to withdraw is quite substantial. A Channel 5 poll in September 2005 asked "Should British troops pull out of Iraq?" A majority--57%--said yes. That number is similar to a finding in a January 2005 poll by The Independent in which 59% said that British troops should be withdrawn quickly after the January election in Iraq. Polls that ask more specifically about timing of withdrawing troops, however, show that most Britons do not favor withdrawing troops immediately. When a September 2005 Sunday Express poll asked about when British troops should be withdrawn from Iraq, only 38% said "now" while 52% said "when the situation has settled." In another poll in September 2005 conducted by the Daily Telegraph, just over half favored withdrawal but only 21% said "withdraw all British troops from Iraq immediately," while 33% said "withdraw all British troops within the next 12 months, regardless of conditions." Thirty-nine percent of Britons said "keep British troops in Iraq until Iraq's own police and troops are able to take over." In an earlier poll on the topic by the Daily Telegraph, conducted in July 2005, only 14% said the troops "should be brought home immediately," 15% said "they should be brought home within the next three months" and 16% said "they should be brought home within the next 12 months." Nearly half (48%) of Britons said British troops "should remain in Iraq as long as they are needed." Interestingly, the level of eagerness for withdrawal was relatively low even though the poll was conducted the day after London's public transportation system was attacked by four suicide bombers and in the same poll, 72% said they believed the country's role in Iraq has made it more vulnerable to attack by Islamic terrorists. A slight majority does want a timetable for withdrawal. When asked in September 2005 by The Guardian to choose between retaining British troops in Iraq until security improves or setting a timetable for withdrawal of troops irrespective of the security situation, 51% chose to set a timetable for withdrawal, while 41% wanted to keep the troops in Iraq. This readiness to withdraw irrespective of the security situation is quite significant given that in the same poll, 64% said they believed the security situation in Iraq was getting worse, while only 12% said it was improving. Britons express substantial doubt about the viability of the mission in Iraq. A plurality of Britons (46%) said in the September 2005 Sunday Express poll that the presence of British forces in Iraq is "doing more harm than good," while only a third (32%) said their presence is "doing more good than harm." In the same poll, 60% of Britons said Prime Minister Tony Blair's Iraq policies have failed. There is also substantial criticism of the original decision to go to war. In a Daily Telegraph poll in September 2005, 54% said the US and Britain were wrong to take military action against Iraq two years ago. Also asked: "Is it your impression that when the US and Britain took military action against Iraq two years ago they did, or did not, have a post-war 'game plan,' in the sense of clear ideas about what would happen in Iraq after the fall of Saddam Hussein and about what future US and British policy in that country should be?" Two-thirds (68%) chose the answer "No, the US and Britain did not know what they were doing and did not have a worked-out 'game plan.'" 

Italy supports removing troops from Iraq

Stephens 5 (October 14, “Among Key Iraq Partners, Weak Public Support for Troop Presence ”, http://www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles/breuropera/74.php?lb=breu&pnt=74&nid=&id=, World Public Opinion),  Angela

A solid majority of Italians (60%) said in a poll by SWG, the Italian partner of Harris Interactive, in July 2005 that they opposed "extending Italy's military presence in Iraq." A third (32%) supported extending Italy's military presence in Iraq. The poll was conducted the same day Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi announced that 300 of Italy's 3,000 soldiers in Iraq would be withdrawn by September 2005. He had already announced in March 2005 a gradual reduction of Italian troops beginning in September. Support is stronger when the option of putting the troops under a UN or EU mandate is proposed. In a March 2005 Eurisko/La Repubblica poll that offered this option, only 47% favored withdrawal while 31% said they wanted the troops to remain under a UN or EU mandate and 9% favored keeping them under the US-led coalition. The accidental killing by US forces of Italian agent Nicola Calipari in March 2005 increased Italian opposition to involvement in Iraq. The above-mentioned 47% calling for withdrawal in the March 2005 Eurisko/La Repubblica poll was up from 35% the month before. 

Say yes – iraq withdrawl – poland

Poland supports removing troops in Iraq

Stephens 5 (October 14, “Among Key Iraq Partners, Weak Public Support for Troop Presence ”, http://www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles/breuropera/74.php?lb=breu&pnt=74&nid=&id=, World Public Opinion),  Angela

In July 2005, 59% of Poles surveyed by PBS Sopot said all Polish troops should be withdrawn from Iraq as soon as possible. Nearly a third (30%) said some troops should be withdrawn, and only 6% said Poland's entire contingent in Iraq should remain. This followed Poland's announcement in April 2005 that it would withdraw its contingent of 1,500 troops from Iraq at the end of 2005. In March 2005, the Public Opinion Research Center (CBOS) offered the two options of removing troops as soon as possible or having "the soldiers carry on with their mission. In this case an even higher majority--70%--called for withdrawal, while 26% favored continuing. These findings were statistically unchanged from when the question was asked in November and December of 2004. Asked by the Pew Global Attitudes Project in May 2005 whether Poland had made the right decision or wrong decision in using military force against Iraq, 67% said it was the wrong decision. 

Say yes – kuwait – italy

Italy supports removing troops; strong domestic opinion against war, proven from the 91 invasion of Kuwait

Davidson 9 – Jason W. University of Mary Washington (“ Italy-US Relations since the End of the Cold War: Prestige, Peace, and the Transatlantic Balance ”, )

Saddam Hussein chose the chaotic moment of fall 1990 to invade Iraq’s small, oil-rich neighbour, Kuwait. The United States government, headed by George H. W. Bush, led an international coalition to forcibly remove Iraqi forces from Kuwait in January 1991. The coalition sought to uphold international norms against aggression, preserve the regional balance of power, and to guarantee supply of an important raw material (Freedman and Karsh, 1993). The end of US/Soviet tensions meant that the US-led coalition could act with the explicit authorization of the UN Security Council and American primacy meant that the US could act without fear that any state could check it. Nonetheless, the Bush administration sought and achieved support from a broad coalition of nations (Bennett et al. 1997). Italy’s government, headed by Christian Democrat Giulio Andreotti, contributed a naval group and Tornado fighter bombers (which engaged in 32 bombing missions) in the face of internal opposition from the Catholic Church and pacifists (Ilari, 1994; Mammarella and Cacace, 2006).21 Italy’s limited contribution to the Persian Gulf War made perfect sense. On the one hand, Italy’s pacifist identity did not mesh well with the fighting of even a legitimate war. The Andreotti government almost certainly chose not to contribute ground troops to the Persian Gulf War because doing so would have been too controversial domestically, given Italy’s peace image. Andreotti also continued to support the Soviet peace plan after all other Western leaders had recognized it was inadequate (Guazzone, 1991: 72). The Pope and the Italian communist party opposed the war and Italy’s participation in it along with 62% of the general public (Guazzone, 1991: 71, 72-73). Yet, Italy did provide a military contribution to a war, even though the government insisted it was an “international policing operation” consistent with Article 11 (Guazzone, 1991: 73-74). Of course it was obvious at the time that Italy’s contribution would not be necessary for the success of the US-led coalition, so the upholding of international law did not require an Italian contribution.22 Italy could not maintain its prestige and its relationship with the US, however, unless it sent some of its armed forces. Given the domestic resistance to war, however, the Andreotti government had to de-emphasize its pro-American side and emphasize the more domestically popular European coordination efforts in the months prior to the war (Guazzone, 1991: 58). Finally, while Andreotti and Foreign Minister Gianni De Michelis almost certainly decided on military contribution because not doing so would have been embarrassing in prestige terms, they had been working to develop greater European coordination on foreign and security policy as a means to the “enhancement of Italy’s national profile” (Guazzone, 1991: 72). 
Say yes – tnw withdrawl – general 

Turkey should be consulted before weapons are removed from their country

Weitz, 10

Ph.D., Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis, the Hudson Institute (4/12/10, Richard, Central Asia-Caucuses Institute, Silk Road Studies Program, vol. 3 no. 7, “The Future of NATO’s Nuclear Weapons on Turkish Soil,” http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/turkey/2010/100412A.html)

The Obama administration’s decision to deploy U.S. missile defenses more closely to Turkey—and thereby ensure its protection from an Iranian nuclear attack—should help assuage Turkish concerns. But the most profitable non-proliferation tool in Turkey’s case would be to assure Turks that they will play an essential role in NATO’s security policies and that their preferences will have a major impact in shaping the alliance’s nuclear policies. Insofar as some members of Turkey’s security community are still concerned by Russia’s nearby nuclear and conventional security forces, then NATO initiatives aimed at linking any withdrawal of U.S. TNW from Turkey would presumably be welcome in Ankara. The recently concluded New START Treaty does not address TNWs, but negotiations between Russia and NATO might be warranted, with some level of Turkish participation. Above all, the allies will need to avoid the appearance of sacrificing Turkish security interests in order to achieve a nuclear deal with Iran. In 1962, the United States might have been able to agree to remove the U.S. Jupiter missiles in Turkey in return for securing Moscow’s consent to withdraw its nuclear weapons from Cuba without seeking Ankara’s approval. In today’s climate, when Ankara’s security relations with the West are already under great strain, such a deal could well precipitate an enduring break in Turkey’s security ties with NATO. If Turkish policy makers decide to seek elimination of all U.S. nuclear weapons on their soil, in return for some kind of deal with Iran or for other reasons, then that decision should be respected. But the NATO allies should not compel the Turks to keep or remove the weapons without their consent.
NATO wants TNWs removed 

PEDROTTY 10 – COLONEL STEPHEN D (03 04, “ LET SLEEPING DOGS LIE: NATO NUCLEAR POLICY SINCE 1991 ”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA518335&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf), 

, LIEUTENANT , --, 

During that same period, the U.S. Defense establishment has worked hard to extricate itself from the DCA role within NATO. U.S. European Command (USEUCOM), once the principal advocate for nuclear weapons in Europe, no longer advocates for these weapons to remain on European soil. The command no longer recognizes the political role for these weapons in NATO. Some senior U.S. military leaders have gone one-step further, contending that “over-the-horizon” capability would be just as credible a deterrent to an attack on NATO.34 Senator John McCain has also explicitly mentioned withdrawing U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe.35 The entire situation has been described as “the road to Abilene”, in which logical values fall victim to uncommunicated group dynamics. In this paradox, the passengers on a bus board it because they believe their Texas destination is what everyone else desires. To the point: the U.S. is prepared to remove DCA but thinks NATO wants to keep them; the other NATO members want them gone, but believes the U.S. expects them to participate (they do not want to be viewed as weak partners). 
NATO favors disarmament and non-prolif – They’ll say yes to TNW

NATO 08 – (Bucharest Summit Declaration, April 4th, “Romanian Agency Carries NATO Summit Declaration”, lexis)

39. We reaffirm that arms control, disarmament and non proliferation will continue to make an important contribution to peace, security, and stability and, in this regard, to preventing the spread and use of Weapons of Mass Destruction and their means of delivery. We took note of the report prepared for us on raising NATO's profile in this field. As part of a broader response to security issues, NATO should continue contributing to international efforts in the area of arms control, disarmament and non proliferation, and we task the Council in Permanent Session to keep these issues under active review. 40. The Alliance has reduced both its conventional forces significantly from Cold War levels and has reduced nuclear weapons assigned to NATO by over 90 per cent. Allies have also reduced their nuclear arsenals. France has reduced the types of its nuclear systems to two, the number of its nuclear delivery vehicles by over half, and has announced it will reduce the number of its nuclear warheads to fewer than 300, with no other weapons beside those in its operational stockpile. The United Kingdom has reduced to one nuclear system, and has reduced the explosive power of its nuclear stockpile by 75 per cent, and its number of operationally available nuclear warheads to fewer than 160. The United States has reduced its nuclear weapon stockpile to less than 25 per cent of its size at the height of the Cold War, and decreased tactical nuclear weapons assigned to NATO by nearly 90 per cent. 41. We remain deeply concerned about the proliferation risks of the Iranian nuclear and ballistic missile programmes. We call on Iran to fully comply with UNSCRs 1696, 1737, 1747 and 1803. We are also deeply concerned by the proliferation activities of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea and call on it to fully comply with UNSCR 1718. Allies reaffirm their support for existing multi lateral non proliferation agreements, such as the Nuclear Non Proliferation Treaty, and call for universal compliance with the Nuclear Non Proliferation Treaty and universal adherence to the Additional Protocol to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) Safeguard Agreement and full compliance with UNSCR 1540. Allies agree to redouble their efforts to fully implement the non proliferation agreements and relevant UNSCRs to which Allies reaffirm their support and by which they are bound.

Germany, Netherlands, Belgium, Britain, Italy, and Turkey will say yes to the removal of US TNW’s

BASIC 09 – (November 2nd, “NATO should listen to Germany on Removing US Nuclear Weapons from Europe, says BASIC”, lexis)

Germany's decision to seek the removal of US tactical nuclear weapons is a welcome step and should be followed by the Netherlands and Belgium as part of a process towards their total removal from Europe, the British American Security Information Council (BASIC) said today. German Chancellor Angela Merkel will address the US Congress on Tuesday after her new coalition government took a historic but little noticed decision to call for the removal of the 10-20 estimated US nuclear weapons in Germany. "These weapons no longer serve any military purpose and are there for political reasons only. They are a hold over from the Cold War," said Paul Ingram, Executive Director of BASIC. He encouraged the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, which is due to review its Strategic Concept early next year, to reflect the new strategic environment which is now 20 years removed from the Cold War. "NATO can no longer sweep this issue under the carpet. The Germans have taken the lead and they should be listened to. NATO needs to find other ways of reassuring eastern European states that their security can be guaranteed without these weapons," Mr Ingram said. "The Obama administration should seize the opportunity to prepare for serious cuts, in its discussions with the German Foreign Minister on Thursday." BASIC believes that Italy and Turkey, the other European states with US nuclear weapons on their territory should also work with NATO to consolidate and eventually have removed the TNWs that are based on their territory. A total 150-240 nuclear weapons are estimated to be based on European soil. 

Overwhelming support in Europe for removal of US TNWs in Europe.

PEDROTTY 10 – COLONEL STEPHEN D (03 04, “ LET SLEEPING DOGS LIE: NATO NUCLEAR POLICY SINCE 1991 ”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA518335&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf), 

, LIEUTENANT , --, 

On the political side of the coin, things are somewhat different. According to recent polling, over 69% of Europeans want a nuclear free Europe39 (though at the same time over 65% did not even know that there were U.S. nuclear weapons on European soil).40 Germany in particular is anti-nuclear with an overwhelming 80% supporting the removal of TNW from Germany and the discontinuation of DCA as a NATO tactic. Members of the governments of both Germany and Belgium have requested that the U.S. remove the TNWs on their soil as soon as possible.

The five states with US TNW’s will say yes – poll proves 

Weitz 10 – (Richard, April 12th, “The Future of NATO’s Nuclear Weapons on Turkish Soil”, http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/turkey/2010/100412A.html)

Today, Turkey remains one of five European members of NATO that hosts U.S. nuclear weapons within the framework of the alliance’s nuclear-sharing arrangement. The NATO nuclear arsenal in Turkey is unique in several respects. First, thanks to major reductions in other countries, Turkey has more U.S. nuclear weapons than any other alliance member outside the United States. Of the 200 or so B-61 nuclear bombs stationed in Europe, Turkey hosts approximately 90 at İncirlik Air Base. Second, according to public opinion polls, a majority of those surveyed in the five countries hosting U.S. TNWs would like to have the weapons removed, but in Turkey, public opposition to the continued deployment of nuclear weapons is the highest of all the host countries. In addition, Turkish legislators have complained that having U.S. TNWs on their soil weakens Turkish diplomatic efforts to oppose nuclear proliferation in the Middle East. At the same time, these high-level security decisions are often made by Turkish leaders even in the face of substantial popular opposition.  The national security establishment of Turkey is traditionally granted considerable discretion in deciding such important policies.

NATO will say yes to TNW removal

Pomper et al. 09 – (Miles A., William Potter and Nikolai Sokov, “Reducing and Regulating Tactical (Nonstrategic) Nuclear Weapons in Europe” http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/pdfs/tnw_europe.pdf)
TNW Politics in the United States. The recent attention that the issue of extended deterrence and specifically that of TNW in Europe has garnered in the United States has surprised many observers. To be sure, there were some early indications that the Obama administration planned to tackle it, and the issue of TNW reductions also had been raised in the presidential campaign by Senator McCain. Rose Gottemoeller, the Obama administration’s lead nuclear arms control negotiator, summed up the current awkward status quo last year, before taking on her official duties: It appears that the United States and the NATO allies have arrived at a new place in their long and stormy marriage, without explicit action but decisive effect: They have decided to sell the nuclear beach house and buy a conventional house in the mountains. Now they just have to figure out how to tell the children.

Other NATO nations support removing nuclear weapons from Europe - strong communication through consultation is key.

PEDROTTY 10 – COLONEL STEPHEN D (03 04, “ LET SLEEPING DOGS LIE: NATO NUCLEAR POLICY SINCE 1991 ”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA518335&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf), 

, LIEUTENANT , --, 

 During that same period, the U.S. Defense establishment has worked hard to extricate itself from the DCA role within NATO. U.S. European Command (USEUCOM), once the principal advocate for nuclear weapons in  Europe, no longer advocates for these weapons to remain on European soil. The command no longer recognizes the political role for these weapons in NATO. Some senior U.S. military leaders have gone one-step further, contending that “over-the-horizon” capability would be just as credible a deterrent to an attack on NATO.34 Senator John McCain has also explicitly mentioned withdrawing U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe.35 The entire situation has been described as “the road to Abilene”, in which logical values fall victim to uncommunicated group dynamics. In this paradox, the passengers on a bus board it because they believe their Texas destination is what everyone else desires. To the point: the U.S. is prepared to remove DCA but thinks NATO wants to keep them; the other NATO members want them gone, but believes the U.S. expects them to participate (they do not want to be viewed as weak partners). 
Overwhelming support in Europe for removal of US TNWs in Europe.

PEDROTTY 10 – COLONEL STEPHEN D (03 04, “ LET SLEEPING DOGS LIE: NATO NUCLEAR POLICY SINCE 1991 ”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA518335&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf), 

, LIEUTENANT , --, 

On the political side of the coin, things are somewhat different. According to recent polling, over 69% of Europeans want a nuclear free Europe39 (though at the same time over 65% did not even know that there were U.S. nuclear weapons on European soil).40 Germany in particular is anti-nuclear with an overwhelming 80% supporting the removal of TNW from Germany and the discontinuation of DCA as a NATO tactic. Members of the governments of both Germany and Belgium have requested that the U.S. remove the TNWs on their soil as soon as possible.

Say yes – tnw withdrawl – Turkey

Turkey will say yes – They want nukes out of their country

Weitz 10 – (Richard, April 12th, “The Future of NATO’s Nuclear Weapons on Turkish Soil”, http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/inside/turkey/2010/100412A.html)
The Obama administration’s decision to deploy U.S. missile defenses more closely to Turkey—and thereby ensure its protection from an Iranian nuclear attack—should help assuage Turkish concerns. But the most profitable non-proliferation tool in Turkey’s case would be to assure Turks that they will play an essential role in NATO’s security policies and that their preferences will have a major impact in shaping the alliance’s nuclear policies. Insofar as some members of Turkey’s security community are still concerned by Russia’s nearby nuclear and conventional security forces, then NATO initiatives aimed at linking any withdrawal of U.S. TNW from Turkey would presumably be welcome in Ankara. The recently concluded New START Treaty does not address TNWs, but negotiations between Russia and NATO might be warranted, with some level of Turkish participation.

Say yes – tnw withdrawl – Germany

Germany, Norway and Poland will say yes – they want TNW’s out of Europe

Blank 10 – (Stephen, February 18th, “European Proposal on Nuclear Weapons Highlights Russian Nuclear Dilemmas”, http://www.jamestown.org/programs/edm/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=36056&cHash=349320ee5c)
As the negotiations on a bilateral arms control treaty lumber towards conclusion, the issue of tactical nuclear weapons (TNW) in Europe has regained prominence. Recently Germany, Norway, Poland, and Sweden have individually proposed that both Russia and the US eliminate their TNW from Europe or pull them out of areas bordering on the European Union, particularly Kaliningrad and Kola Peninsula (ITAR-TASS February 2; Interfax, February 3; www.gazeta.ru, February 4). While there is no doubt that Russia has numerically reduced those weapons and it is unclear what their mission would be, it is also clear that this proposal has triggered conflicting reactions from Russian leaders, reflecting an unresolved ambivalence and struggle over the role of nuclear weapons in Russian defense policy. The US has already stated its intention to place this issue on the next round of arms control talks with Russia after the conclusion and ratification of the treaty now being negotiated (www.gazeta.ru, February 4). However, Moscow’s reaction is more complicated.

Germany will say yes to removal of nuclear weapons

Pomper et al. 09 – (Miles A., William Potter and Nikolai Sokov, “Reducing and Regulating Tactical (Nonstrategic) Nuclear Weapons in Europe” http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/pdfs/tnw_europe.pdf)
Guido Westerwelle, Germany’s new foreign minister, campaigned for withdrawing U.S. tactical nuclear weapons from Germany. In a Der Spiegel interview, Westerwelle said: “Peace through disarmament will be the hallmark of the next German government in which the Liberal party will be our partner. … I will push through in the coalition that we start talks with the US and our other allies on the removal of the last nuclear warheads: In the coming government term Germany will at last become free of nuclear weapons”

Germany, Poland, and Norway don’t like Nukes in Europe – they’ll affirm a removal of nukes from Turkey

Goebel 10 – (Nicole, April 23th, “NATO ministers agree plan for Afghanistan security handover”, http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,5497182,00.html)


It is thought there are between 160 and 240 US 'battlefield nukes' stored in states across Europe, including Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Turkey and Norway. Westerwelle has insisted that Germany wants to see the US withdraw its nuclear weapons, arguing that there was no need for them after the Cold War. The withdrawal of those weapons would be "a peace dividend, for Germans as well as everyone else," Westerwelle said. He added that the current moment was "a window of opportunity for disarmament." However, the US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said a reduction of US military weapons in Europe could only be considered if there were a parallel agreement with Russia. Analysts estimate there are around 4,000 Russian tactical nuclear warheads stockpiled in Europe. "In any future reductions, our aim should be to seek Russian agreement to increase transparency on non-strategic nuclear weapons in Europe, [and] relocate these weapons away from the territory of NATO members," Clinton said in a dinner speech to NATO colleagues. Other states supporting Germany's withdrawal stance include Poland and Norway. All ministers agreed that no nuclear weapons would be withdrawn from Europe without the unanimous agreement of all 28 NATO nations.

Germany and other NATO members will say yes to Turkey pullout – It’s a prerequisite to pulling out of Afghanistan

Goebel 10 – (Nicole, April 23th, “NATO ministers agree plan for Afghanistan security handover”, http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,5497182,00.html)

The handing over of responsibilities is important if NATO is to reduce its troop commitment - which currently stands at more than 120,000 - in the country. With more than 4,000 troops, Germany has the third largest military contingent in Afghanistan behind the United States and Great Britain. The first day of talks on Thursday was dominated by discussions about the US stockpile of nuclear weapons in Europe. Differences emerged between the United States and some European politicians such as Germany's Guido Westerwelle, who thinks the weapons are a legacy of the Cold War. "My personal view is: the presence of American nuclear weapons in Europe is an essential part of a credible nuclear deterrent," NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen said after the ministers' first round of talks. The 28-member organization is currently rethinking its entire strategy, and is set to establish a new official doctrine at a summit in November.

Germany, Norway and NATO will say yes to the removal of TNW’s – They want nuclear weapons out of Europe 

Ware 10 – (Alyn, February 18th, “Japan and NATO are ready for the US to Reduce Nuclear Weapons”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/alyn-ware/japan-and-nato-are-ready_b_467736.html)

But this time, there seems to be new potential for change in NATO, consistent with the disarmament visions of both Okada and Obama. Germany and Norway have renewed calls for a reduction in the role of nuclear weapons in NATO, with German Foreign Minister Guido Westerwelle calling for removal of remaining US nuclear forces deployed in Europe. There has also been a flurry of parliamentary letters and resolutions from key NATO states calling for these proposals to be agreed in the current review of the NATO Strategic Concept, and supporting the U.S.-Russia negotiations on stockpile reductions. This gives President Obama a historic opportunity to use the U.S. Nuclear Posture Review to announce reduction in nuclear stockpiles, a "sole purpose" policy, and the beginning of the end of the doctrine of nuclear deterrence. If he does it, Japan and NATO are likely to support him, and none of the 192 States Parties to the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, meeting in New York this May for a NPT Review conference, will have an excuse to block negotiations. That makes this Nuclear Posture Review a critical turning in the road toward a nuclear weapons-free world President Obama started walking in Prague. May he continue following it.

Say yes – tnw withdrawl – Norway

Norway supports reduction of nuclear weapons in Europe

Norway NATO 10 (2/3/10, Joint disarmament initiative in NATO,http://www.norway-nato.org/news/Joint-disarmament-initiative-in-NATO/
Norway, Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium and Luxembourg have called on NATO to support efforts to achieve a world without nuclear weapons. “Our aim is to reduce the importance of nuclear weapons in NATO’s security policy,” said Foreign Minister Jonas Gahr Støre. The foreign ministers of the five countries presented a joint letter to the NATO Secretary General today advocating a comprehensive discussion on NATO’s nuclear policy at the Alliance’s next foreign ministers’ meeting, which will be in Tallinn in April. “The views expressed in this joint letter correspond closely to those set out in the Government’s disarmament strategy. I am pleased that Norway has such good partners to work with in our efforts to promote disarmament,” said Mr Støre. The letter is important input to the process on NATO’s new Strategic Concept. Norway hopes to use the review of the concept to reduce the importance of nuclear weapons in the Alliance’s security policy. “Disarmament and non-proliferation are important security policy tools for reducing the risk of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and to ensure a more peaceful and stable world,” said Mr Støre.

Say yes – tnw withdrawl – Croatia 
Croatia says yes on the basis of maintaining and promoting CTBT

Nobilo 10 

Director-General, Directorate for Multilateral Affairs, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and European Integration (5/5/10, Mario, “Croatia: Permanent Mission to the United Nations,” http://www.un.org/en/conf/npt/2010/statements/pdf/croatia_en.pdf)

Croatia fully supports the NPT and all its three mutually reinforcing pillars. We believe that this Review Conference should produce a substantive and balanced outcome aimed at strengthening the implementation of all three pillars, building upon decisions and resolutions from previous conferences and on concrete progress in nuclear disarmament. But at the same time, the current proliferation threats, whether states that do not respect their obligations from Security Council or IAEA resolutions, or non- state actors trying to obtain nuclear material, should be dealt with effectively and with resolve. Furthermore, development of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes should not be a privilege of the few, but a right for all countries, providing they exercise transparency and responsibility towards international non-proliferation instruments, and fully comply with the NPT and its safeguards instruments.

In this respect, Croatia recognizes the importance of the Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement and Additional Protocol with IAEA as a verification standard under the NPT. We strongly advocate strengthening of this system and call upon all States Parties to the NPT to conclude and bring into force Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement and Additional Protocols with the IAEA. Croatia encourages the work of the IAEA on multilateral approaches to the nuclear fuel cycle, including assurances of nuclear supply, as effective means of addressing the expanded need for nuclear fuel service. Croatia is particularly concerned with the fact that there are still states that remain outside the NPT, and we call upon those states to consider joining the Treaty as non-nuclear weapons states. Croatia also shares the opinion of those who believe that the procedures and consequences of withdrawal under Article X of the NPT, though a sovereign right of every state, should be discussed in greater detail at this Review Conference. We also believe that suspected proliferation of nuclear weapons by some countries, regardless of their status within the NPT, is a matter of grave concern and contributes to proliferation race. We are also urging all states that have not yet done so, to sign and ratify the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) without delay and without conditions. It especially applies to the states listed in Annex II of the CTBT. We are encouraged by the announcements by the US Administration that efforts will be made in order to secure ratification of the CTBT in US Congress, and statements by several other Annex II countries on their readiness to ratify the Treaty. Pending its entry into force, Croatia welcomes the decision of all states concerned to observe a moratorium on nuclear weapon test explosions or any other nuclear explosion.

Say yes – tnw withdrawl – Greece

Greece will say yes to Turkey removal of TNW’s – Greece supported denuclearization since 2001

Lamond and Ingram 09 – (Claudine and Paul, January 23rd, Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states)

There is a rising sentiment amongst the population for the removal of US nuclear weapons from Turkish territory. In a recent survey,20 more than half the respondents stated that they are against nuclear weapons being stationed in Turkey. Almost 60% of the Turkish population would support a government request to remove the nuclear weapons from their country, and 72% said they would support an initiative to make Turkey a nuclear-free zone.21 There may be several causes behind this sentiment, including the Iraq War, Turkish relations with neighboring states, budget expenditure and the moral concern over nuclear weapons. The historic precedence of Greece, a NATO member and Turkey’s historic rival, ending its commitment to nuclear sharing in NATO may have further strengthened this tendency.

Say yes – tnw withdrawl – Hungary
Hungary, Czech Republic, and the Baltic States support Turkey withdrawal of TNW’s

Perkovich 10 – (George, February, “Nuclear Weapons in Germany: Broaden and Deepen the Debate”)

Turning to Eastern Europe, the three authors argue that Germany’s rhetoric on nuclear weapons could cause Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, and the Baltic states to doubt that “NATO’s commitment to their defence remains firm.” They write that “Poland and the Baltic states in particular are likely to argue with merit that a withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Europe” would devalue NATO’s mutual defense guarantee, under Article V, as they understand it. “They will be particularly worried that the security of the United States is being decoupled from the security of Europe—the new NATO countries still trust the US more than their west European counterparts.”

Say yes – S. Korea – Iceland

Iceland supports removing troops from South Korea, they didn’t want them there in the first place.

Sandler 95 (Stanley, “The Korean War ”, http://books.google.com/books?id=Ff2t3UM-bkMC&dq=Iceland+and+%22withdrawal!%22+and+troops+and+japan&lr=lang_en&source=gbs_navlinks_s)  

As a result of U.S. prompting, every NATO nation but prickly Iceland contributed land, sea, and air forces to the UN command in Korea. (Turkey, although not a NATO member, sent a well rearded infantry brigade.) Nearly 3,000 soliders from NATO nations were killed in action and another 10,000 wounded. Still, the main focus of UN/US “containment” of Soviet expansion remained Western Europe, and more US troops were actually sent to that Cold War arena than to the “hot” war in Korea. Both the US and the Communists employed a rotation system in Korea. The American military’s was the best known. It codified a point system after the start of truce talks: the close the soldier was to combat the more his points toward rotation home. A combat infantryman (if he survived) could expect to rotate home after one year. The communist authorities did not bother about any point system and held their troops in the line until death, wounds, capture, or defections removed them. Those who survived were combat fit veterans. But the US military removed experienced soldiers just as they were putting that experience to good use. The US system was vastly popular with its troops; the opinions of Communist soldiers have not been revealed.

Iceland, Denmark, & Portugal supports withdrawal of troops.

Oxford University NDG  – University NDG (“Tale of Two Empires”, http://fds.oup.com/www.oup.co.uk/pdf/0-19-829687-8.pdf)

In setting up her global security system after the war, the United States was obliged to construct an entirely new set of arrangements with the countries where she wished to base her forces. Neither her own anti-colonial traditions, nor the new-found independence of many of the nations concerned, permitted a security relationship in the old imperial tradition. In the immediate post-war years the Americans suffered several rebuffs in their attempt to consolidate the arrangements entered into during the war. Iceland asked for the withdrawal of American troops, Denmark proved reluctant to grant extended basing rights in Greenland, and Portugal took the same line over the Azores at this time even Ernest Bevin, the British Foreign Secretary, who was later to be the foremost advocate of American involvement in Europe, felt that the Americans were pressing too hard for purely military facilities. Instead, he proposed that they should secure access to civil airfields overseas which could be used for military purpose in emergencies. Further afield, the United States ran into similar difficulties in Panama where her request to maintain 131 military installations outside the Canal Zone was turned down.
Say yes – Japan – Germany
Germany would support US pullout of Japan – They agree that they serve no purpose and have nowhere except the US to station them

Johnson 04 – (Chalmers, January 15th, “America’s Empire of Bases”, http://www.commondreams.org/views04/0115-08.htm)
Most of these new bases will be what the military, in a switch of metaphors, calls "lily pads" to which our troops could jump like so many well-armed frogs from the homeland, our remaining NATO bases, or bases in the docile satellites of Japan and Britain. To offset the expense involved in such expansion, the Pentagon leaks plans to close many of the huge Cold War military reservations in Germany, South Korea, and perhaps Okinawa as part of Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld's "rationalization" of our armed forces. In the wake of the Iraq victory, the U.S. has already withdrawn virtually all of its forces from Saudi Arabia and Turkey, partially as a way of punishing them for not supporting the war strongly enough. It wants to do the same thing to South Korea, perhaps the most anti-American democracy on Earth today, which would free up the 2nd Infantry Division on the demilitarized zone with North Korea for probable deployment to Iraq, where our forces are significantly overstretched. In Europe, these plans include giving up several bases in Germany, also in part because of Chancellor Gerhard Schroder's domestically popular defiance of Bush over Iraq. But the degree to which we are capable of doing so may prove limited indeed. At the simplest level, the Pentagon's planners do not really seem to grasp just how many buildings the 71,702 soldiers and airmen in Germany alone occupy and how expensive it would be to reposition most of them and build even slightly comparable bases, together with the necessary infrastructure, in former Communist countries like Romania, one of Europe's poorest countries. Lt. Col. Amy Ehmann in Hanau, Germany, has said to the press "There's no place to put these people" in Romania, Bulgaria, or Djibouti, and she predicts that 80% of them will in the end stay in Germany. It's also certain that generals of the high command have no intention of living in backwaters like Constanta, Romania, and will keep the U.S. military headquarters in Stuttgart while holding on to Ramstein Air Force Base, Spangdahlem Air Force Base, and the Grafenwehr Training Area. One reason why the Pentagon is considering moving out of rich democracies like Germany and South Korea and looks covetously at military dictatorships and poverty-stricken dependencies is to take advantage of what the Pentagon calls their "more permissive environmental regulations." The Pentagon always imposes on countries in which it deploys our forces so-called Status of Forces Agreements, which usually exempt the United States from cleaning up or paying for the environmental damage it causes. This is a standing grievance in Okinawa, where the American environmental record has been nothing short of abominable. Part of this attitude is simply the desire of the Pentagon to put itself beyond any of the restraints that govern civilian life, an attitude increasingly at play in the "homeland" as well. For example, the 2004 defense authorization bill of $401.3 billion that President Bush signed into law in November 2003 exempts the military from abiding by the Endangered Species Act and the Marine Mammal Protection Act.
***IMPACTS***

NATO Good – General Conflicts

NATO neutralizes the Russian military and addresses conflicts within Central and Eastern European states

Duffield 95 

(John, Assistant professor of government and foreign affairs at the University of Virginia, “NATO’s Functions After the Cold War”)

NATO continues to enhance the security of its members with respect to external dangers in several ways. First, it preserves the strategic balance in Europe by neutralizing the residual threat posed by Russian military power. Second, it helps to address emerging new threats, including the complex perils posed by conflicts within and among the states of Central and Eastern Europe. Third, it impedes such threats from arising in the first place by contributing to the process of fostering stability in the former Soviet bloc. The military threat that the Soviet bloc could pose to Western Europe declined dramatically between 1989 and 1991. In particular, the danger of a massive, short-warning attack in the central region, perhaps the most demanding contingency NATO might have faced, was eliminated. The former threat did not disappear completely, however. The Soviet successor states continue to possess substantial military capabili- ties. Most importantly, Russia remains Europe's only nuclear super- power, and even Ukraine has so far retained a nuclear arsenal larger than those of Britain and France.12 In addition, despite the Soviet departure from Central Europe, flank countries such as Norway and Turkey still face powerful Russian conventional forces stationed near their borders.13

Nor can anyone be certain that this military power will never again be used for hostile purposes. Under Presidents Gorbachev and Boris Yeltsin, the Soviet Union and Russia have pursued cooperation with the West and sought to reduce if not eliminate altogether the role of force in their external relations. In view of the twists and turns that have characterized Russian politics in recent years, however, it has not yet been possible to rule out the prospect of a return to a more confrontational, even expansionist posture. The tumultuous events of late 1993, especially the violent siege of the Russian parliament building and the strong showing of the nationalists in the subsequent parliamentary elections, only confirmed the view that the situation in Russia is likely to remain unsettled for a prolonged period during which continued Western concerns about future Russian intentions will be only natural.

Consultations are important in order to prevent and manage conflicts

Albright, 10

Former U.S. Secretary of State and she just finished chairing a team that did the 1st draft of the New Strategic Concept (5/17/20, “NATO 2020: Assured Security, Dynamic Engagement- Analysis and Recommendations of the Group of Experts on a New Strategic Concept for NATO”)

Consultations to Prevent or Manage Crises- Given the changing character and growing variety of dangers to the security of member states, the Allies should make more creative and regular use of the consultations authorized by Article 4. These consultations, which highlight the Alliance’s function as a political community, can be important both for preventing and managing crises and need not await an imminent Article 5 threat. Indeed, consultations are singularly well-suited to the review of unconventional dangers and to situations that require an emergency international response. Article 4 provides an opportunity to share information, promote a convergence of views, avoid unpleasant surprises, and clear a path for successful action—whether that action is of a diplomatic, precautionary, remedial, or coercive nature.
NATO’s military presence strengthens and organizes Western military presence 

Duffield 95 

(John, Assistant professor of government and foreign affairs at the University of Virginia, “NATO’s Functions After the Cold War”)

Instead, NATO's presence helps to ensure that Western military involvement in such conflicts, where it occurs at all, is collective and consensual.16 At the same time, the possibility of a sharp, coordinated NA TO response may inhibit other countries from meddling.

As the fighting in the former Yugoslavia has dragged on, moreover, the alliance has been increasingly seen as having an active role to play in containing and even suppressing conflict among national and subnational groups within Central and Eastern Europe, and it has steadily enhanced its political authority and organizational ability to act should its members choose to do so. In 1992, the allies agreed to make NATO resources available to support peacekeeping operations mandated by the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) and the United Nations (UN).17 And in early 1994, they ap- proved the development of a mechanism termed Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTF) that would enable groups of members - "coalitions of the willing" - to draw upon common alliance assets for specific opera- tions outside of the treaty area. 18
NATO easily neutralizes conflicts between member nations

Duffield 95 

(John, Assistant professor of government and foreign affairs at the University of Virginia, “NATO’s Functions After the Cold War”)

Although analyses of NATO have typically emphasized its role in securing member states against external threats, the alliance has not been exclusively outward oriented. From very early in its history, NATO has played an important role in smoothing relations among its members as well.26 Because alliance officials, for obvious reasons, have been reluctant to talk openly about the subject, it has often been over- looked by outside observers. But with German unification and the disappearance of a single compelling external threat capable of forging

NATO Good – Hegemony

Extend Campbell and Ward –The plan risks international backlash – consultation facilitates acceptance and blunts perceptions of U.S. unilateralism 

This backlash cripples U.S. leadership

Philip Gordon, Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies at Brookings, jan/feb 2003 [Foreign Affairs]

There is much to be said for assertive American leadership. As developments over the past decade -- from the Persian Gulf to the Balkans to Central Asia -- have shown, Washington's willingness to lead often seems to be the only way to get the rest of the international community to act. But it is also clear that when taken too far, assertive leadership can quickly turn into arrogant unilateralism, to the point where resentful others become less likely to follow the lead of the United States. Few have put this argument better than did candidate Bush when, in October 2000, he warned that potential allies around the world would "welcome" a humble United States but "resent" an arrogant one. The Bush team's policies, however, thus far seem to have been based on the opposite premise. Telling allies that if they do not support Washington's approach to the war on terrorism, they are "with the terrorists," slighting key NATO allies (and NATO itself) in Afghanistan, and refusing genuine consultations before important decisions seem far more likely to foster resentment than to muster support. Whatever the merits of the administration's opposition to the long list of multilateral agreements it has fought since coming to office -- and many of those agreements were genuinely flawed -- it should have been clear that the United States could not abruptly pronounce the Kyoto Protocol "dead," seek to undermine the International Criminal Court, raise tariffs on steel and increase agricultural subsidies, and oppose a range of arms control agreements without such actions' having a cumulative impact on the attitudes of European leaders and publics toward the United States. The September 2002 German election, where for the first time in the postwar period a leading candidate concluded that major electoral gains could be had by running against the United States, should be taken as a warning that American unilateralism could indeed come at a price. Some, of course, would argue that it does not matter whether the Germanys of this world -- and their $28 billion defense budgets -- support the United States. And it is true that the United States, with a vast military budget and after a decade of spectacular economic growth, seems as well placed as ever to go it alone. Yet such an approach would be extremely shortsighted. The United States still needs its European allies not primarily for their military contributions -- although even that could change in a few years if Washington continues to run up massive fiscal deficits and expands its military commitments around the world. Rather, even an all-powerful America will need Europe's political support, military bases, cooperation in international organizations, peacekeepers and police, money, diplomatic help with others, and general good will. The "war on terrorism" declared by the United States will not be a short-term military battle but a multidecade struggle not unlike the Cold War -- in which "soft power," diplomacy, legitimacy, allies, intelligence cooperation, and an ability to win hearts and minds throughout the world will be as important as military power. Not to do the minimum necessary to ensure that Europeans remain positively disposed to American aims -- or worse, to actually provoke Europe into playing a kind of "balancing" role -- would be to squander the potential advantages of a position of strength. The United States maintained a sort of "European empire" so successfully in the past because it was what historian Geir Lundestad has called an "empire by invitation" -- the United States was predominant in European affairs because Europeans wanted it to be. Today the United States risks alienating those it is most likely to need as twenty-first-century allies. European sympathy and support for the United States will not disappear from one day to the next, but over time, treating allies as if they do not matter could produce that very outcome; the United States would find itself with an entire European Union that resembles the common U.S. perception of France: resentful of American power, reluctant to lend political support, and out to counter American interests at every turn. 

Consulting Nato is key to European cooperation and American leadership

Mathiopoulos 6-15-07 (Margarita, Honorary Professor of US-Foreign Policy and International Security, University of Potsdam Department of History, International Herald Tribune,  Come together, right now; Who needs America? II, lexis)

Conversely, success has come to us when Europe and the United States have acted in close partnership, whether it was winning the Cold War or building a global economy.  We need to recognize that the West cannot afford a globally weak or inept United States. A strong, self-confident but not overweening America is the best guarantor of global stability and security, especially where our policies are once again rooted in a cooperative Atlanticist mindset.  Today, with Nicolas Sarkozy in the Elysee Palace, Shinzo Abe in Tokyo, Gordon Brown taking over in Britain and Angela Merkel displaying real European leadership, those of us who believe that strong trans-Atlantic and trans-Pacific relationships are essential for the survival of our common values and economic systems see a fleeting opportunity to re-cast America's relationship with its allies.  While the shortcomings of the Bush administration's foreign policy are all too obvious, the spirit of ''Schadenfreude'' needs to end. Enough with the ''I told you so'' approach to dealing with shared problems and challenges.  The next American president, regardless of party affiliation, is likely to have a radically different agenda than the Bush administration. Helping shape that agenda is something Europeans must have a hand in.  All too often, Europe has taken high-minded, even populist, positions on issues ranging from global warming to the Middle East and China - positions that have failed to pass the reality check of the world as it is. On climate change, in an era when China and India are busy emerging as global industrial giants, we need to accept that our goals are not achievable overnight, even if we retain Kyoto as our ideal.  On China, Europe's unwillingness to address the reality that the Asian giant has become a major geopolitical competitor to the West, and not merely an economic partner, has allowed the Chinese to corner resource markets from Africa to South America. And even as Moscow beats its strategic and economic chest, Western Europe continues business as usual with the Russians. On its side of the Atlantic, a distracted United States is not paying proper attention to any of the numerous crises that bedevil the planet. The Americans no longer have either the power or the authority to act as the world's ''indispensable power.'' Whatever political capital the United States gained over the 9/11 attacks has been thrown away. So what can be done to reverse this growing marginalization of the West?  We must redefine the Western partnership in global affairs for the next decade and create a real spirit of trans-Atlantic strategic solidarity, one that can overcome the current weakness and disarray of the West. The challenges are formidable, but some of the steps are obvious. In Iraq, President Horst Kohler of Germany is right when he asserts that Europe is also directly affected by developments in the region, and that Europeans have a clear responsibility to contribute to the process of stabilizing and rebuilding Iraq. It is a duty Europe must take seriously.  In the same vein, while most Arab governments seem ready to conclude a genuine peace with Israel, perhaps based on the Saudi plan, Europe should engage itself seriously in fighting the rejectionist proxies of Iran and Syria, Hamas and Hezbollah, as a complement to American efforts in the region. The same is true with North Korea. While Europe has, albeit reluctantly, joined the Bush administration in demonizing Iran, seemingly accepting the failure of its negotiating role in this critical dispute, we also seem to have forgotten that it was North Korea that actually detonated a nuclear weapon. Europe cannot continue to act as if Pyongyang's activities and the negotiations to denuclearize the country are little more than a diplomatic footnote.  Europeans must also reassert the primacy of NATO in the West's decision-making processes. If the United States had gone through a NATO consultation process on the viability and utility of its forward-stationed ballistic missile defenses, instead of just assembling another flimsy ''coalition of the willing,'' the project might have gone ahead without giving Russia a propaganda bonanza.  

NATO Good – Multilateralism

The survival of NATO must be ensured to uphold effective multilateralism

Robertson 2004 (George, 10th Secretary General of NATO and Chairman of the North Atlantic Council from 1999-2003, Defense Secretary of UK, “Transforming NATO to Meet the Challenges of the 21st Century, Transatlantic Transformations: Equipping NATO for the 21st Century, ed. by Daniel S. Hamilton, p. 36)

Today, NATO is demonstrating that it has learned these lessons. Allies have set out an emerging transatlantic consensus on how to tackle the new threats; they have launched a process that should result in more relevant capabilities across the Alliance; and they have initiated a wide-ranging reform of NATO’s working methods. In a very short time, the organization has shown that a venerable old dog can indeed learn new tricks. Institutional fixes today cannot be expected to solve all the challenges NATO will face in the future. Structural dilemmas, such as the U.S.-Europe power imbalance, can only be mitigated. Differing approaches to multilateralism and the use of force can be expected to persist beyond current administrations. And as the transatlantic community looks to take on a broader range of threats, in new parts of the world, discussion and debate will be both inevitable and frequent. But the process achieved until now is still a major step in the right direction. It sends a clear signal that, irrespective of disagreements on individual issues, working together remains the preferred option for both sides of the Atlantic It ensures that, as NATO transforms, it will remain the organization best placed to square the circle of multilateralism and effectiveness, thereby continuing to engage both the US and Europe. And it illustrates a fundamental new reality for NATO: that in the 21st century, transformation is not an event—it is a process that will, and must continue.

Consulting NATO is key to lend multilateral legitimacy to the plan

Ikenberry and Kupchan 04 (G. John Ikenberry, Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton, and Charles A. Kupchan, Professor of International Relations at the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown, Fall 2004 National Interest)

More generally, if the United States presents itself to the world as a "norm buster"--a state that does not respect or abide by international rules and norms--it will have no credibility when it asks other states to do so. The Abu Ghraib prisoner abuse scandal is illustrative. The mistreatment of Iraqi prisoners, along with a Justice Department memorandum asserting that the U.S. president in a time of war is not bound by international conventions that ban torture, sends a dangerous signal to the world--particularly when Washington exhibits a broader antipathy toward international laws and agreements. America's moral authority is compromised, and its call for respect of human rights rings hollow, leaving American citizens and soldiers exposed when on foreign territory and setting back efforts to extend the rule of law abroad. In contrast, liberal realists see rules and institutions as a powerful tool, multiplying American power in many ways. At major historical junctions--particularly during the decade after 1945--the United States built order and created a favorable international environment for the pursuit of its interests through the construction of multilateral institutions and pacts. A rules-based international system empowers rather than constrains the United States by structuring bargains that benefit both the mighty and the meek. By getting other states to operate within a set of multilateral rules and institutions, the United States reduces its need to continuously pressure and coerce other states to follow America's lead. Weaker states, enticed by mutually acceptable rules of the game and a more predictable America, willingly work with the United States rather than resist or balance against it. The United States does accept some restrictions on how it can use its power, but in doing so, it increases its influence by striking consensual bargains to ensure the cooperation of other states. The rules and institutions that are created serve as an "investment" in the preservation of America's power advantages--something that is particularly important today as the country prepares for a more diffuse distribution of global power. In the long run, the costs of reaching consensus are far outweighed by the gains. Rules and institutions also advance U.S. interests in ways that are independent of their specific functions. This is particularly true of America's alliance partnerships, NATO most of all. The American commitment to Europe and the wider security cooperation fostered by the alliance have been about more than just collective defense. The Atlantic Alliance is not only a tool to deploy power, but also a "zone of peace" that rests on a shared political identity and anchors the international system. As such, the Bush Administration's view that alliances should give way to "coalitions of the willing" is to diminish the deeper logic of America's postwar approach to international order. There will certainly be circumstances when the mission should determine the coalition, but consensus within the Atlantic community and preservation of that community should be fundamental American objectives. Finally, liberal realists appreciate that extensive international cooperation is essential to countering the threats and capitalizing on the opportunities that lie before the United States. Contemporary national security threats render go-it-alone strategies obsolete. The looming dangers of today and tomorrow, such as transnational terrorism and the proliferation of WMD, can be effectively countered only through extensive forms of cooperation. The use of force may be a necessary tool on occasion, but the longer-term agenda for coping with terrorism and weapons proliferation entails intelligence gathering and sharing, law enforcement, state building and multilateral sanctions. Multilateralism is not an end in itself and is not always appropriate, but it is key to the attainment of America's global interests. The guiding rule of thumb for Washington should be: "with others whenever possible, alone only when necessary." The Importance of Legitimacy The legitimacy of America as a global power rests on the ability of the United States to command the respect of other countries. When others see the United States as a force for good in the world--exercising power according to widely embraced principles and norms--America enjoys international legitimacy. American legitimacy arises from the country's ability to convince others that it pursues collective interests, not just national ones, that its actions are justified and justifiable, and that it is a progressive force in history and a model for others. Legitimacy matters because it is the "social capital" of the international system, the normative consensus that binds states together and generates the trust and respect needed to tame anarchy and enable cooperation to flourish.

Multilateral softpower is key to solve international conflict, global economic collapse, disease spread and terrorism

Nye 03 (Joseph S. Nye, Harvard University Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government – BA Princeton, Rhodes Scholar, PhD Harvard, former Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs and former Chair of the National Intelligence Council, August 2003 Foreign Affairs)

The problem for U.S. power in the twenty-first century is that more and more continues to fall outside the control of even the most powerful state. Although the United States does well on the traditional measures of hard power, these measures fail to capture the ongoing transformation of world politics brought about by globalization and the democratization of technology. The paradox of American power is that world politics is changing in a way that makes it impossible for the strongest world power since Rome to achieve some of its most crucial international goals alone. The United States lacks both the international and the domestic capacity to resolve conflicts that are internal to other societies and to monitor and control transnational developments that threaten Americans at home. On many of today's key issues, such as international financial stability, drug trafficking, the spread of diseases, and especially the new terrorism, military power alone simply cannot produce success, and its use can sometimes be counterproductive. Instead, as the most powerful country, the United States must mobilize international coalitions to address these shared threats and challenges. By devaluing soft power and institutions, the new unilateralist coalition of Jacksonians and neo-Wilsonians is depriving Washington of some of its most important instruments for the implementation of the new national security strategy. If they manage to continue with this tack, the United States could fail what Henry Kissinger called the historical test for this generation of American leaders: to use current preponderant U.S. power to achieve an international consensus behind widely accepted norms that will protect American values in a more uncertain future. Fortunately, this outcome is not preordained.

Consultation with our European allies is the litmus test for the exercise of multilateralism

Oudenaren 05 (John Van, Chief of the European Division of the Library of Congress, June 1, “Containing Europe”, National Interest, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=10430)

Forming a partnership that would satisfy both sides is also likely to be difficult, if not impossible. Stable partnership between an established Number One and a second power that sees itself as on the rise is inherently difficult. The rising power is sensitive to signs that the hegemon will use partnership to lock it into a position of extended inferiority. For its part, the established leader invariably worries that momentum will carry the ascending power a little past equality and into a reversed position of dominance. To the extent that the two powers bring different and hard-to-measure strengths to the putative partnership, managing these insecurities is all the more difficult. On the EU side, fears persist that any U.S. offer of partnership risks trapping Europe in a secondary position. This explains why the EU tends to deflect U.S. proposals, often to the frustration of well-intentioned advocates of closer transatlantic cooperation. Partnership is pushed into the future--to when the EU has achieved the legal competence, political cohesion and bureaucratic structures to realize what earlier in the postwar period was referred to as the "dumbbell" model of transatlantic cooperation. The European Security Strategy, for example, calls for the EU to develop "strategic partnerships" with five powers--Russia, Japan, China, Canada and India--but notes that with the United States it should aim to establish "an effective and balanced partnership", which will require it to "build up further its capabilities and increase its coherence." European leaders such as French President Jacques Chirac are also careful to avoid any implication that partnership with the United States will be exclusive or even privileged. When Europe is ready, bilateral U.S.-EU agreements may well replace older agreements such as the North Atlantic Treaty. But even then, such agreements will be only one of a set of such arrangements with other key actors such as China, Russia, India, and regional groupings in Africa and Latin America. Furthermore, an institutionalized partnership acceptable to Brussels and the member states probably would have to be a kind of "partnership plus" in which the United States would cede a great deal more influence than U.S. policymakers are likely to regard as reasonable. It would mean more than improved consultation and a reining-in of what Europeans see as U.S. unilateralism. From the EU perspective, a satisfactory partnership that would qualify as "equal" and "balanced" would be an acknowledgment of a new order in which the EU would play an increased--and the United States a correspondingly decreased--role in setting the global "rules of the game." The EU would expect to call the tune in multilateral settings, much the way it already does in forums such as the Kyoto Protocol and the International Criminal Court (ICC). In the trade area, such EU-pioneered concepts as the precautionary principle, the cultural exception and the multifunctional role of agriculture would have to be accommodated in some form. A partnership on terms likely to be acceptable to the EU would have significant economic disadvantages for the United States and would complicate the ability of the United States to meet its global commitments. The United States would remain the target of revisionist forces elsewhere in the world--whether Islamic radicalism or a rising China--but it would be forced to defer to a greater extent to European views and interests with regard to these areas. While those who favor partnership argue that one of its main advantages would be to provide the United States with added resources to deal with precisely these challenges, it is not clear that the phasing-in of European contributions would keep pace with the decreased freedom of action that partnership on European terms might entail.

NATO Good – Afghanistan Conflict

NATO countries will continue to provide support for the war in Afghanistan

RFE/RL 10

(Radio Free Europe- Radio Liberty, Radio News station providing uncensored news, “NATO Says No Change in Afghan Strategy”, June 24, 2010) <http://www.rferl.org/content/NATO_Says_No_Change_In_Afghan_Strategy/2081257.html>

NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen has said that the alliance's strategy in Afghanistan "will not miss a beat" despite the dismissal of the United States' top general in the war-torn country. Rasmussen, speaking at NATO headquarters in Brussels on June 23, said the strategy U.S.General Stanley McChrystal helped put in place was the "right one." "I thank General McChrystal for his service to NATO, and for the enormous effort he has put into leading the ISAF mission. While he will no longer be the commander, the approach he helped put in place is the right one. The strategy continues to have NATO's support, and our forces will continue to carry it out," Rasmussen said. McChrystal resigned on June 23 after making disparaging comments about senior U.S. administration officials to a U.S. magazine. U.S. President Barack Obama, who accepted his resignation, said McChrystal showed "poor judgement." Obama also said there would be no change in policy. Obama replaced McChrystal with General David Petraeus, who led the United States' mission in Iraq. Afghan President Hamid Karzai said he "respects" Obama's Petraeus appointment.

NATO is key to preventing and solving conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq

Maximo 06

(Miccinilli, Graduated in International Relations and works for the Italian Council of Ministers at the Department of European Affairs, “In the Name of NATO”, March 2006)

<http://www.caei.com.ar/es/programas/dys/20.pdf>

This kind of questions are based on the political complexity that implies explaining to regular citizens how NATO’s role and influence is vital for our lives than it used to be amid tension cycles of the Cold War or, which is the same, the first phases of the balance of terror. Days after the Cuban Missiles Crisis in 1962, it was easier to understand who was the enemy and why member of NATO had to be united. After 11-S, the problem came out because many politicians have faced rhetoric and pragmatic complications to persuade their nationals/electorate on how and in which grade NATO contributes to regain national security (reinforcing indirectly regional stability) leading the ISAF in Afghanistan, operating with naval forces in the Mediterranean, developing training mission in Iraq, providing humanitarian relief after Katrina and Pakistan natural disasters or generating a new sphere of peace in the Balkans.
NATO Good – Iraq Conflict

NATO, as a collection of democracies, can quickly react to conflicts- Proven by its involvement in the Iraq War

Robertson 04 

(George, Tenth Secretary General of NATO serving from 1999 to 2003, “A New Organization for New Threats?” Europe, Harvard International Review, Vol. 6 in Fall 2004)

<http://hir.harvard.edu/index.php?page=article&id=1263>

The changes in NATO’s role were not agreed upon overnight, but the remarkable fact was that they were agreed upon at all. When the international community and practically every other multilateral institution were split over Iraq, NATO was able both to agree and to act. It took 11 difficult days in February 2003 to meet Washington Treaty commitments and reinforce Turkey, but NATO did so when others failed. Moreover, in building agreement, it confounded the critics who said that this crisis would permanently shatter NATO’s cohesion. Only weeks later, the Alliance unanimously took two previously unthinkable decisions. First, to take over the International Security Assistance Force in Kabul; then, to provide support to Poland and Spain in setting up their stabilization division in Iraq. The conventional wisdom in the last three years was that the consensus rule for decision making, inserted at the birth of the Alliance to protect US interests, would become a tool of what US Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld called “old Europe.” The doomsayers predicted paralysis in action, but were confounded by the landmark decisions on Afghanistan and Iraq. The Alliance has been affected by disagreement about European Defense. Many argued that the four-year-long delay in putting in place the so-called “Berlin Plus:” arrangements meant that no deal could ever work between NATO and the European Union on defense. However, once Greek and Turkish sensitivities had been satisfied, practical and detailed procedures were put in place to allow the European Union to use NATO assets and capabilities for its low level military operations. Not only were the procedures agreed and formalized, but they were implemented in Macedonia. However, it is not the end of the debate on Europe doing more on defense and sharing the burden of protecting Europe itself. There is no room for duplication of process and bureaucracy, but we need more capabilities, not paper armies and wiring diagrams connected neither to soldiers nor to reality. But that does not mean there should not be a genuine welcome for a stronger European security and defense role, including the ability to conduct autonomous EU missions when NATO decides to stand aside. The abiding strength of NATO is that it is an alliance of free—and free-thinking—democracies. All decisions are made by consensus and on the basis of free and vigorous debate. After four years of chairing these debates, I left convinced that this is still the best, indeed the only, way for effective decision making on the security and defense of our people. This is not war by committee—far from it—because the record shows that when NATO needs to act quickly, there is the political will and the machinery to do so. This was amply illustrated in the case of the crisis in Macedonia, in the declaration of Article 5 on September 12, 2001, in supporting Turkey in 2003, and now in Afghanistan.

NATO Good – European Conflicts
NATO’s unique multinational military capabilities key to solving European conflicts- empirically proven

Robertson 04 

(George, Tenth Secretary General of NATO serving from 1999 to 2003, “A New Organization for New Threats?” Europe, Harvard International Review, Vol. 6 in Fall 2004)

<http://hir.harvard.edu/index.php?page=article&id=1263>

NATO has disproved that argument. The Warsaw Pact disintegrated and NATO modernized. The first reason was to help spread security and stability eastwards across Europe. Then NATO went on to use its unique multinational military capabilities to bring peace to Europe’s bloody and chaotic Balkan backyard. Bosnia, Kosovo and Macedonia are no longer in the headlines because NATO acted, learned lessons, and put them into practice. NATO helped stop civil war in Bosnia, acted to prevent ethnic cleansing in Kosovo, and intervened to prevent a civil war in Macedonia. In each successive crisis, NATO’s involvement came at an earlier stage and was therefore increasingly effective in saving lives and preventing overspill. The Alliance was prepared to stay the course. Today, the new threats of terrorism in our post-September 11 world must be confronted.

The challenges have changed, but so too has NATO. Our milkman would understand and approve. He would do the math: 12 members in 1949 and 26 today, a clear message of success. He might, however, wonder what had happened to the old adversary, the Soviet Union.

NATO Good – Soft Power
NATO reinforces U.S.’s soft power

Maximo 06

(Miccinilli, Graduated in International Relations and works for the Italian Council of Ministers at the Department of European Affairs, “In the Name of NATO”, March 2006)

<http://www.caei.com.ar/es/programas/dys/20.pdf>

The key point of the complex transatlantic figure is that the US is losing credibility and influence to engage allies and thus set international terrorism as the top issue of the global agenda. By contrary, the EU have emerged as a focal bridge of soft power that lacks of domestic appetite and military capability to go further in large scale interventions. Hence, NATO is suffering from this contrast of priorities which are dismantling the core values which used to keep the members of the Alliance together in the Cold War. Therefore, it is imperative to understand and separate two points: 1) NATO could not only reduce the transatlantic military gap but also ensure a permanent forum where common analysis of threats are discussed (as Angela Merkel proposed).
The U.S.’s strong military involvement in NATO directly translates into political credibility

Robertson 04 

(George, Tenth Secretary General of NATO serving from 1999 to 2003, “A New Organization for New Threats?” Europe, Harvard International Review, Vol. 6 in Fall 2004)

<http://hir.harvard.edu/index.php?page=article&id=1263>

Based on the experience of recent years, I think there are ways in which the transformed NATO can continue to make an impact on events known and unknown. First, enlargement has been a huge success and it has added political and military value to the Alliance. It is important that the door remains open for new members. Second, the transatlantic link must be sustained. With the European Union and the United States now accounting for two-thirds of global gross domestic product, the influence of both is huge. The United States must remain engaged with Europe, while Europe needs to keep connected to the thinking and acting of the world’s superpower. Third, NATO’s credibility lies in its capability. Military capability is the crucial underpinning of our security. It directly translates into political credibility. As UN Secretary General Kofi Annan once said, you can do a lot with diplomacy, but you can do a lot more with diplomacy backed up by the threat of force. The more military capabilities you have available, the less you may need to use them. If NATO becomes a noise box with no ability to act, it will wither and die. As nations ask NATO to do more, and as the ambitions of politicians to tackle the world’s hot spots increase, the capabilities we need will be for the future, not those we acquired for old enemies. This means more wide-bodied aircraft, and fewer heavy tanks, more precision guided weapons, more deployable logistic support troops, ground surveillance systems, and protection against chemical and biological weapons. The military forces of today and tomorrow need to be slimmer, tougher, and faster. They need to be able to reach further and stay in the field longer. Fourth, NATO must persist in deepening the Russian relationship. Most people in the West once looked at Russia as part of the problem, but no more. Today, Russia is very much part of the solution. Nothing shows a new generation how much progress has been made more than NATO-Russia closeness, and nothing will give a stronger signal, to both our people and the terrorists, of the new global spine-stiffening than outputs and decisions from the NATO-Russia Council. It will be tough and exasperating. It will involve walking through glue at times. Yet it still represents not just the end of the Cold War, but also the creation of a new strategic geology. There are bound to be differences, and there may be security challenges that could be resolved without Russia. But there are many more security challenges that can only be resolved with it: terrorism, proliferation, ballistic missiles, crisis management, and these are just the most obvious. Fifth, the NATO-EU strategic partnership needs to be solidified to produce results. Remarkable progress has already been made, but much more can and must be done. Working in competition or in duplication would be an expensive, unforgivable betrayal of its members. We need to protect and promote the Partnership for Peace, one of NATO’s gold-dust assets, to use it to bring Ukraine, the Caucasus countries, the “Stans” of Central Asia and the Mediterranean Dialogue nations closer and closer to our coalition of common values and interest. The Partnership is one of the best investments ever for a future safer world. For half a century, NATO has been the main manifestation of the transatlantic link. It might have continued with that crucial but time-limited role. Yet at the behest of its member states, it chose to adapt when the situation demanded it. That has required political will on both sides of the Atlantic and within the growing European component, and that political will sometimes has been forged in steel. A NATO that cannot adapt for future threats will have no future. The transformed NATO, which now faces the 21st century with sobriety and confidence, is still, and will remain, the cornerstone for defending all we hold precious. The milkman in Omaha, Nebraska, would be surprised, but, I reckon, also very satisfied.

NATO Good – Trade

NATO has allowed free trade globally, improving economic growth

Rasmussen 10

(Anders, NATO Secretary General, speech at the conference of the Security and Defense Agenda in Brussels, “Security Policy in an Era of Budgetary Constraint”, June 21, 2010) 

<http://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-91CDCB32-AC9CF6A6/natolive/opinions_64563.htm?selectedLocale=en>

In my remarks today, I want to focus on three points. First, how a stable, free and open market economy enhances our security. Second, why it is even more important to share the security burden in times of economic difficulty. And third, how we can spend smarter so that we get greater return from our defence dollars and euros. My first point is the importance of keeping the fundamentals of a free and open market economy. In the early 19th century, the French economist and politician, Frédéric Bastiat, stated that “if goods don’t cross borders, then armies will”. And that assertion remains true today. Trade encourages countries to acquire wealth through production and exchange, instead of through conquest. It encourages cooperation. And it discourages conflict, as countries do not want to jeopardise the stability and prosperity that free trade brings. For most of our nations, the last 20 years have been a period of unprecedented economic growth. Globalisation has been a major factor in that economic growth. It has been typified by the free flow of information, of people, of goods, of ideas, of technology, and of services. Globalisation has greatly improved our prosperity and our general wellbeing. And it has led to a remarkable degree of economic interdependence between our nations.
NATO Good –  Key To U.S.-EU Relations
NATO can re-establish U.S.-EU relations that are key to combating terrorism

Maximo 06

(Miccinilli, Graduated in International Relations and works for the Italian Council of Ministers at the Department of European Affairs, “In the Name of NATO”, March 2006)

<http://www.caei.com.ar/es/programas/dys/20.pdf>

US- EU working together against terror: By adapting the triple “D” doctrine, a common position about the menace that implies terrorism and WMD threat, for the transatlantic values, must be reached. By securitizing areas and objects in the national field, the US are losing the consistence as a democratic power and the EU as an effective global player. The Alliance should foster the harmonization of their positions in order to promote a transatlantic engagement that pushes towards a clear definition of the types of threats that suppose a terrorist menace for the entire community. Briefly, NATO is ready to enhance and compliment ESPD and the new paper of the NSC on homeland and national security doctrine of the US on behalf of the Alliance.

NATO is the only medium through which U.S.-EU relations can thrive  

Maximo 06

(Miccinilli, Graduated in International Relations and works for the Italian Council of Ministers at the Department of European Affairs, “In the Name of NATO”, March 2006)

<http://www.caei.com.ar/es/programas/dys/20.pdf>

The key point of our conclusion is that NATO is alive and enjoys a great perspective for the future. Transitions are transitions because adaptation challenges the roots and historical behaviour. However, this kind of transition does not imply reinventing the entire Alliance and erase what has to do with its history, relevance and influence. NATO should keep on working in this line matching new instruments and elements (as presented in this paper) in order to develop a flexible model of regional collective security, restore the force of the International Law and integrate, into the system, the Asian powers. As Manfred Worner had forecasted thirteen years ago to the international community: “NATO offers the only institutionalized basis for uniting the efforts of Europe and North America in dealing with the security challenges of this more complex and fragmenting world. NATO cannot be regarded as an instrument or as a military sub-contractor to the UN. This is why it is so important to develop a true partnership and a more structured relationship between the two organizations. If the strategic alliance of the world's two major power centres were to come apart, how could we hope acting separately to deal with the threats posed by weapons proliferation, mass migration and regional aggressors?”.24

NATO Good – China Relations

NATO has the power to begin stabilizing Eastern Asia using its relations with China 

Maximo 06

(Miccinilli, Graduated in International Relations and works for the Italian Council of Ministers at the Department of European Affairs, “In the Name of NATO”, March 2006)

<http://www.caei.com.ar/es/programas/dys/20.pdf>

A former US Deputy Secretary of State suggested in November 2002 that in the wake of NATO enlargement and the successful Partnership for Peace programme, it was time that NATO planners turned their attention towards relations with China. In fact, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer (Secretary General of the Nato) has admitted that the Alliance’s core tasks (antiterrorism, regional stability and non proliferation) suits Peking’s interests. Although these shared-tasks, that could allow the transatlantic Alliance to integrate China’s vital interest, there is no perspective of deeper interaction but a transparent dialogue. No form of Partnership will be possible to match Japan and China interest within the Alliance. The dialogue partnership established by NATO and Japan and the existence of the Shangai Cooperation Organization per se are real obstacles that decision makers and politicians cannot deny. NATO has taken a decision that covers values, new threats and a geographic constitution. The strategic cooperation between China and NATO has a long story that starts with the informal cooperation against the URSS. This historical fact shows how NATO could engage itself to support and help China to stabilize the region or, by contrary, contain dangerous trends of power.
NATO Good –  South Korea Relations

NATO-South Korea relations have increased the number of troops deployed in Afghanistan from South Korea and contributed to peace support operations

NATO 09 

(“NATO Cooperation with the Republic of Korea”, NATO Website, March 9, 2009)

<http://www.nato.int/issues/nato_south-korea/index.html>
In addition to its formal partnerships1, NATO cooperates with a range of countries that are not part of these structures. Often referred to as “other partners across the globe” or “Contact Countries”, they typically share similar strategic concerns and key Alliance values. Australia, Japan, the Republic of Korea and New Zealand are all examples in case. NATO and the Republic of Korea initiated contacts in 2005. At that time, the then Korean Foreign Minister Ban Ki Moon addressed the North Atlantic Council. Since then, relations evolved through regular high-level talks with the Korean Ministry of Foreign Affairs. As is the case with other partners across the globe, NATO and the Republic of Korea have established an annual work programme or Individual Tailored Cooperation Package (TCP) of activities. This provides the basis for practical cooperation with a a primary focus on areas related to peace support operations. The Republic of Korea has also contributed to stabilization efforts in Afghanistan. The country led the Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT) in the Parwan province, including medical and engineering support. The military forces were withdrawn but a presence has been maintained with the dispatch of several medical personnel.

NATO Good –  Japan Relations

NATO has a strong alliance with Japan that promotes freedom, democracy, human rights, and the rule of law

NATO 07

(“Japan and NATO: Towards Further Collaboration”, January 12, 2007)

<http://www.nato.int/docu/speech/2007/s070112b.html>
My congratulations are due for the success of the summit in Riga. I welcome the commitment of NATO leaders to enhance links with non-NATO democracies, such as Japan. Japan and NATO are partners. We have in common such fundamental values as freedom, democracy, human rights and the rule of law. It is only natural that we cooperate in protecting and promoting those values. My government is committed to reinforcing the stability and prosperity of the world based on the fundamental values I have just mentioned. For its part, NATO is widening the circle of freedom through an expansion of membership and partnerships. Japan and NATO share a common sense of responsibility towards global challenges. We now need to work together more than ever in sharing our capabilities, as we work to consolidate peace in the face of conflict. Over the past decade, Japan has undertaken peace cooperation activities in diverse places including Cambodia, Mozambique, East Timor, the Indian Ocean and Iraq. We have also conducted disaster relief efforts in Pakistan, working side by side with NATO forces.

Cooperation between NATO and Japan is key for civil emergency planning, combating terrorism, non-proliferation, and crisis management

NATO 09

(“NATO Cooperation with Japan”, March 9, 2009, NATO Website) <http://www.nato.int/issues/nato_japan/index.html>
NATO has its longest-standing Asian relationship with Japan. A strategic dialogue is ongoing since the early nineties: it involves high level discussions held alternatively in Japan or at NATO Headquarters in Brussels. Both sides benefit from a regular, informal exchange of views. The more structured contacts were initiated at the first NATO-Japan exchange in 1990, on the Belgian coast. Biannual meetings have taken place since then. NATO’s Secretary General visited Tokyo in April 2005 and again in December 2007. The then Prime Minister Shinzo Abe also adressed the North Atlantic Council in January 2007. Political dialogue is gradually being complemented by practical cooperation. Japan’s support for peace and security-orientated operations in Afghanistan are valued by the Allies. The Japanese government has also committed several million Yen (over 3,800,000 million US dollars) in support of basic human needs projects in various regions of Afghanistan. The selection of projects is facilitated by NATO, with the identification of projects through the Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs). Japan recently appointed some liaison officers to a number of PRTs to support this programme. The country donated three million euros to the NATO Trust Fund Ammunition Stockpile. In the 1990s, Japan also played a welcome role in stabilizing the Balkans, where NATO has led several peace-support operations since the mid-1990s. Japan’s contribution as a major donor nation has played an important part in the successful recovery of the Balkans region, as well as its reintegration into the European mainstream. Practical cooperation focuses on various areas of common interest, including civil emergency planning, terrorism, non-proliferation and crisis management as well as participation in military activities. Since 2007, as is the case with other partners across the globe, NATO and Japan have established an annual work programme or Individual Tailored Cooperation Package (TCP) of activities which provides the basis for practical cooperation.
NATO Good – Russian Relations

NATO-Russian relations are necessary to check Russian aggression against US ballistic missile defense plans

Trenin 07

(Dmitri, director of the Carnegie Moscow Center and he held posts as a Senior Research Fellow at the NATO Defense College in Rome and a Senior Research Fellow at the Institute of Europe in Moscow, “NATO and Russia: Sobering Thoughts and Practical Suggestions”, July 30, 2007) <http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=19523>
While these do not fall under NATO, the issue of the US ballistic missile defence plans represents both a risk and an opportunity for the NATO-Russia relationship. The risk is that, if the United States shuts Russia out, anti-Western trends in Russia's security and defence policy could be exacerbated, which is clearly not Washington's objective. The opportunity is that, if the issue were to be used to reinvigorate WMD cooperation, mutual confidence would be strengthened. It would lead to closer interaction on the source of the perceived danger; that is, Iran's missile and nuclear programmes. Cooperation on ballistic missile defence will not be easy, but is certainly worth trying. Indeed, a shared system - which would use Russian radar and detection facilities, as well as information-sharing sites - has been recently proposed by President Putin as an alternative to current US plans. The current NATO and Russian joint efforts in the field of theatre missile defence could be a model for possible US-Russia MD cooperation and could provide a basis for a more integrated and comprehensive approach for a missile defence architecture for Europe. Similarly, the issue of intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF), prohibited under the 1987 INF treaty and now being raised again by Russian officials, calls for close consultations between Russia and NATO with a view to strengthening mutual confidence and preventing a destabilising arms race.

NATO Good –  Eurasia Relations

NATO entrenches American influence in Eurasia, allowing the U.S. to maintain control over the area

Fourth International 99

(“NATO and Caucuses/ Central Asia Oil”, June 16, 1999)

<http://www.rrojasdatabank.info/agfrank/nato_kosovo/msg00161.html>
Because he does not expect the US to dominate Eurasia single-handedly, Brzezinski sees American interests being best served by securing a leading role, while facilitating a balance among the major powers favorable to the US. He attaches an important condition: In volatile Eurasia, the immediate task is to ensure that no state or combination of states gains the ability to expel the United States or even diminish its decisive role.” This situation he describes as a benign American hegemony.” Brzezinski sees NATO as the best vehicle to achieve such an outcome. Unlike America's links with Japan, NATO entrenches American political influence and military power on the Eurasian mainland. With the allied European nations still highly dependent on US protection, any expansion of Europe's political scope is automatically an expansion of US influence. Conversely, the United States' ability to project influence and power relies on close transatlantic ties. A wider Europe and an enlarged NATO will serve the short-term and longer-term interests of US policy. A larger Europe will expand the range of American influence without simultaneously creating a Europe so  politically integrated that it could challenge the United States on matters of geopolitical importance, particularly in the Middle East.”

NATO good – deterrence

NATO creates stronger deterrence

Hendry and Kim 98 (March, 1998, “Using DEA to assess NATO burden-sharing”, The Journal of Operational Research Society, accessed via jstor)

It has long been a generally accept proposition that defence alliances such as NATO exist to deter military aggression on any of their member nations. These member nations pool their resources to produce a military capability to uphold the alliances’ deterrence strategy, that is they share the ‘burden’ of maintaining the objectives of the alliance. For this reason, studies on NATO ‘burden sharing’ have been performed primarily by economists under a belief that NATO produces for its member nations only a single alliance benefit (Deterrence) and, therefore, needs (Defence Expenditure). Such research has backed claims by the USA that they have been shouldering a particularly large burden whilst other member nations enjoy the benefits of the alliance without contributing their share of military resources. However, a further examination of the nature of modern alliances indicates that it mandates the exchange of contributions and benefits which are far more complex than the single concept of alliance benefit and the single measure of alliance burden. For example, the defence expenditure of a NATO member often produces some private benefits which are exclusive to other nations. In addition, for the small members of NATO, membership can generate negative spill-overs such as the political cost of being exposed to asymmetric alliance relations with the USA. The consideration of such additional benefits and contributions indicate that the previous research into NATO, solely based on the economics paradigm, produced only a partial picture of patterns of burden-sharing. A fuller picture is required to determine whether the claims of the USA are justifiable. 
NATO good – european stability

NATO stabilizes the Euro-Atlantic region and prevents nuclear escalation in the region

Falk et al 10 

(Richard- Professor at Princeton University, Dr. Frank Settle- Washington and Lee University, Dr. Michael Wallace- University of British Columbia, Dr. Tom Whaley- Washington and Lee University, Dr. Lawrence Wittner- state University of New York-Albany, “NATO Nuclear Policies”) 

<http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/nato-nuclear-policies/index.htm>

The policy of nuclear sharing is reflected in various NATO nuclear doctrines, and was most recently reiterated in the Strategic Concept, made public in 1999, which declared that nuclear weapons will remain in Europe indefinitely. After the end of the Cold War, NATO proclaimed a reorientation of its defense mission to respond to new security challenges. With regards to its nuclear policy, NATO states : In the new security environment, NATO has radically reduced its reliance on nuclear forces. Its strategy remains one of war prevention but it is no longer dominated by the possibility of nuclear escalation. Its nuclear forces are no longer targeted against any country, and the circumstances in which their use might have to be contemplated are considered to be extremely remote. NATO's nuclear forces continue to play an essential role in war prevention, but their role is now more fundamentally political, and they are no longer directed towards a specific threat. The fundamental purpose of the nuclear forces that remain is political: to preserve peace and prevent coercion. NATO's nuclear forces contribute to European peace and stability by underscoring the irrationality of a major war in the Euro-Atlantic region. They make the risks of aggression against NATO incalculable and unacceptable in a way that conventional forces alone cannot. Together with an appropriate mix of conventional capabilities, they also create real uncertainty for any country that might contemplate seeking political or military advantage through the threat or use of weapons of mass destruction against the Alliance.
NATO good – general stability

NATO contributes to key international stabilization missions

Shea 07

(Jamie, Director of Policy Planning in the Private Office of the Secretary General at NATO, Summer 2007, “A NATO for the 21st Century”, p. 48) 

<http://fletcher.tufts.edu/forum/archives/pdfs/31-2pdfs/Shea.pdf>

NATO today is increasingly used by its members to organize military stabilization operations. Afghanistan and Kosovo will keep NATO coun- tries occupied for some years yet. Success in both places will also largely determine NATO’s future credibility as an instrument of choice for handling important security challenges. Afghanistan and Kosovo, however, will not be NATO’s last operations. When we look at the international security climate today, one thing stands out: there is an increasing demand for international stabilization missions, both to resource the ones already underway and to be able to launch new ones.

NATO prevents war and promotes the restoration of security in unstable regions

Yost 09 

(David, Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, Ph.D. in international relations at the University of Southern California and held fellowships in NATO and the Council on Foreign Relations, “Assurance and Extended US Deterrence in NATO”, International Affairs)

First, the topmost priority in NATO nuclear arrangements has historically been war prevention or, that failing, crisis management and a prompt restoration of the security and integrity of the NATO area. The QDR ‘dissuasion’ and ‘defeat’ goals have received little attention in the nuclear domain in NATO. Indeed, given the potential destructiveness of a nuclear war with a major-power adversary, the NATO allies appear to have collectively given no consideration to objectives approximating the ‘defeat’ goal for decades;5 and the foremost objectives have remained deterrence and war prevention.

NATO good – terrorism

NATO helped respond to the 9/11 terrorist attacks and current military operations

Goldgeier 09 

(James, Professor of Political Science at George Washington University, Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Facing Old Divisions and New Threats”, Frontiers of Conflict, Vol. 31, Spring 2009) <http://hir.harvard.edu/index.php?page=article&id=1879&p=3>

NATO has much to celebrate in the year of its 60th anniversary. In the twenty years since the fall of the Berlin Wall on November 9, 1989, NATO has incorporated much of Central and Eastern Europe into its membership. It responded to the threat that emerged on September 11, 2001 and sent troops far from home to combat the Taliban and al-Qaeda and to help reconstruct a war-torn country. And the French decision to rejoin NATO’s integrated military command after a four decade absence will enable deeper cooperation both across the Atlantic and within Europe. But while NATO has gone far in adapting to the world after the earth-shattering events of 11/9 and 9/11, it continues to confront the existential question it has faced since the end of the Cold War: is an alliance of transatlantic democracies built to counter a possible Soviet attack the best instrument for combating the threats of the 21st century? NATO members have launched a process to articulate a new strategic concept in the coming year that will define their purpose going forward. In doing so, they must respond to at least three critical challenges. First, the alliance has only a handful of members willing and able to engage in military operations in places such as Afghanistan, and cajoling by the Secretary-General and others about the need for the rest to do more has had little impact. Second, its relations with Russia remain rocky even as a new US administration has promised to push the “reset button” with the Kremlin. Finally, some NATO members have understood the alliance must develop closer ties to non-European democracies in a globalizing world, but the majority of members fear a dilution of the alliance’s transatlantic character if NATO “goes global.”

NATO solves terrorism 

Cornish 04 (Jan 2004, Paul, “NATO: The Practice of Politics of Transformation”, International Affairs, accessed via jstor)

These and many other aspects of NATO's transformation agenda-a new strategic concept for defence against terrorism; a deployable nuclear, biological and chemical analytical laboratory and event response team; a disease surveil lance system; an improved operational lessons-learned system; a trimmed-down committee structure-all indicate an organization far from willing to accept retirement, and far from willing to be overwhelmed by the undoubted crisis in Euro-Atlantic security politics. NATO and its supporting governments have sensed a moment of great opportunity, for which they have been hoping for several years and which they will be unlikely to see again, to structure the trans- atlantic security debate once and for all in NATO's favour, to show that a transformed NATO can meet the challenges of twenty-first-century security, and to prove NATO
to be both militarily and politically indispensable.

NATO members have the capacity to disrupt terrorist finances

Goldgeier 10 

(James M., Professor of Political Science at George Washington University, Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, “The Future of NATO”, February 2010, Council on Foreign Relations, International Institutions and Global Governance Program, Council Special Report No. 51)

Most alliance members are not going to make major military contributions. They never did and they never will. The United States will continue to press for greater burden sharing, but such efforts will be effective only at the margins. Most NATO members, however, can add value in their capacity as part of the EU. In countering terrorism, for example, Europe has developed tools for both intelligence gathering and disrupting terrorist finances. The EU has established a Joint Situation Centre in Brussels, composed of national intelligence experts, that briefs EU policymak- ers on terrorist activities. It has gone far in linking national criminal databases, and is able to monitor extremists and seize financial assets of suspected criminals. The EU maintains a twenty-four-hour monitoring and information center for emergency civilian assistance in the event of a WMD attack.6 Enhancing the EU’s partnership with NATO by allowing for more joint action is the logical place for European members of the alliance to make a greater contribution. The EU has tremendous nonmilitary resources, but it has been wary of working more closely with NATO. Many Europeans who already fear NATO is merely a tool of U.S. impe- rialism do not want to allow the United States to play more of a role within the European Union. The EU’s recent adoption of the Lisbon Treaty, however, offers some hope for new possibilities. The treaty allows for more flexibility by a subset of EU members willing to engage in military and defense cooperation, and it also expands the scope of the EU Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP) to “joint disarma- ment operations; military advice and assistance tasks, peace-making and post-conflict stabilization; conflict prevention and post-conflict stabilization missions.”7
NATO good – nuclear proliferation

NATO has the capability of responding effectively to nuclear proliferation breakouts 

NATO Public Diplomacy Division 08 

(NATO Briefing published under the authority of the Security General of NATO, “Countering Weapons of Mass Destruction Briefing”) <http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/nato-nuclear-policies/PDF/weapons_mass_destruction2008-e[1].pdf>

The Alliance’s 1999 Strategic Concept sets out how NATO’s forces contribute to the preservation of peace. By deterring the use of weapons of mass destruction, NATO forces contribute to Alliance efforts aimed at preventing the proliferation of these weapons and their delivery systems. The Allied defence posture must make it clear to any potential aggressor that NATO cannot be coerced by threats or use of weapons of mass destruction, and that the Alliance has the capability to respond effectively. This posture includes an appropriate mix of conventional and nuclear forces based in Europe.

A visible nuclear bond is necessary between the U.S. and NATO in order to promote deterrence and nonproliferation

Ruhle 09(Michael, Policy Planning Unit in the NATO Political Affairs Division, “NATO and Extended Deterrence in a Multinuclear World”)

Concerns about nuclear proliferation have led to a new wave of enthusiasm for far-reaching nuclear disarmament schemes. According to their proponents, the United States must take the lead in generating a new global disarmament dynamic, including withdrawing the remaining U.S. tactical nuclear weapons from Europe. Such a step will not spell the end of extended deterrence, yet its drawbacks would far outweigh its gains. While achieving little in terms of re-launching disarmament, it would weaken nuclear sharing as an important achievement of managing alliance security. In an emerging multinuclear strategic environment, maintaining a visible nuclear bond between the United States and its NATO allies is not a Cold War relic, but a sensible and non-provocative means of both deterrence and nonproliferation. The key tenets of this new nuclear debate are simple and straightforward. As the world is reaching a nuclear tipping point, averting the spread of weapons of mass destruction becomes a matter of global survival. Hence, the nuclear weapons states should unequivocally embrace the vision of a world free of nuclear weapons. This would allow them to counter charges of pursuing a policy of “double standards” and to regain the credibility that is essential for launching dynamic and comprehensive arms control policies. Irrespective of the likelihood of the total elimination of nuclear weapons, “abolition” needs to become the new overarching narrative for making progress in a number of areas, such as concluding new U.S.-Russian arms control agreements; strengthening the verification mechanisms of the International Atomic Energy Agency; enhancing the physical security of Russian nuclear weapons; internationalizing uranium enrichment, and many more. 

NATO consultation arrangements have dissuaded non-nuclear-weapon-states from building nuclear weapons themselves

Yost 09 (David, Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, Ph.D. in international relations at the University of Southern California and held fellowships in NATO and the Council on Foreign Relations, “Assurance and Extended US Deterrence in NATO”, International Affairs)
The non-proliferation function of NATO’s nuclear posture concerns not only the alliance’s potential adversaries but also the members of the alliance that are non-nuclear-weapon states. The United States discovered in the mid-1960s that it was imperative to reach agreements with its NATO allies, particularly the Federal Republic of Germany, on nuclear sharing and consultation arrangements— including Germany’s permanent membership in the NATO NPG founded in 1966–7—in order to be able to conclude the NPT.28 The NATO arrangements, including US nuclear forces in Europe, have served to assure Germany and other non-nuclear-weapon-state allies that they have no need to seek nuclear weapons of their own.

NATO consultation solves proliferation

Larson 97- Senior Policy Analyst with Science Applications International Corporation(11/97, Jeffery, “NATO COUNTERPROLIFERATION POLICY: A CASE STUDY IN ALLIANCE POLITICS”, http://www.fas.org/irp/threat/ocp17.htm)

Why is WMD proliferation a NATO problem? NATO’s role under its strategic concept involves not only assuring the territorial defense of the members of the aAlliance, but providing the foundation for a stable security environment in Europe. NATOIt also serves as a transatlantic forum for consultation on any issue affecting member security and vital interests, and acts as a forum for coordinationg body for of efforts in these areas. In this sense, NATO is more than a collective security organization; it is the cornerstone for Europe’s future security framework. 

The proliferation of WMD couldcan undermine the achievement of a stable security environment in Europe. Such weapons potentially pose a direct military threat to aAlliance members, especially those in Europe, as well as their deployed military forces around the globe. There is no one uniform proliferation threat to NATO. Rather, the potential threats can be thought of in categories, such as the following: 

· opponents armed with weapons of mass destruction and delivery means (such as ballistic missiles) in a direct confrontation with NATO military forces in a regional setting;

· direct military threats by rogue states possessing WMD capabilities against the territory and populations of NATO states;

· risks from shifts in regional power balances with global implications that were created by acquisition of WMD or delivery means;

· regional instabilities that are fueled by the proliferation of WMD and which negatively impact Western security;

· erosion of international norms and security systems;

· increased danger of accidents; and

· new avenues for international terrorism.

Weapons of mass destruction are particularly sought after by states in unstable regions of the world, such as the Middle East, South Asia and East Asia. It is the Middle East and North Africa that most concern NATO, given the availability and range of existing medium range ballistic missiles. The purpose of thesesuch weapons in the hands of such states, it has been suggested, would primarily be to deter Western forces from becoming involved in regional conflicts by acting on public opinion within the individual states and international bodies providing the troops. NATO’s counterproliferation policy framework most directly addresses two of the categories listed above—threats against NATO forces involved in regional contingencies, and direct threats against NATO territory. The Alliance is well on its way toward developing plans to meet such threats. The European view of counterproliferation initiatives differs from the United States’ perspective in its greater—initially, almost total— emphasis on diplomatic, economic, and political means of countering WMD proliferation, although NATO acknowledges the necessity for military options and preparedness. Nevertheless, French and German officials continue to insist that "counterproliferation" is not an acceptable NATO term and that the US focus on retaliation and pre-emptive strikes could seriously undermine nonproliferation efforts. Political disagreement within the Alliance over the necessity for pre-emptive attacks against rogue states with WMD capabilities is a further stumbling block to effective efforts to prepare NATO forces for a future WMD adversary. Among the NATO members, France, Great Britain, and the United States have the most far-flung and complex interests and military reach around the world, and are therefore understandably most concerned over the implications of WMD proliferation with respect to those deployed forces. In addition, France, Italy, Greece, Turkey and Spain face increasingly hostile governments in many of the littoral states of the Mediterranean region, and Turkey has disputes with several potential proliferant states in the Middle East. Modern delivery systems could potentially deliver WMD against the French homeland, for example, with little or no warning. France is quite concerned with countering these potential threats, particularly from the increasingly unstable South. Deterrence, in the form of vague nuclear threats, seems to be the preferred French response to these threats, as President Chirac reiterated in August 1995: "Only the [nuclear] deterrent force guarantees France against the possible use of weapons of mass destruction, of whatever type they may be." No NATO policy will work without the active participation, or at least tacit support, of four key member states: By examining each of these four countries—France, Germany, Great Britain, and the United States France, because of its independent nuclear capability, its desire to pursue counterproliferation initiatives, its non-integration in the NATO military command structure, and because it has often opposed US actions; Germany, because it is a major continental European power and has taken steps in recent years to overcome its historical legacy of unwillingness to act "out of area;" Great Britain, because it is a nuclear power with global interests and one of the traditional leaders of the North Atlantic Alliance; and the United States, because of its global responsibilities and interests, as well as its traditional role in Alliance leadership—one can see the important role each plays in the development of agreed Alliance policies.. 
NATO good – wmds 

National medical services initiated by NATO can quickly neutralize a biological, chemical, or radiological attack

NATO Public Diplomacy Division 08 

(NATO Briefing published under the authority of the Security General of NATO, “Countering Weapons of Mass Destruction Briefing”)

<http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/nato-nuclear-policies/PDF/weapons_mass_destruction2008-e[1].pdf>

NATO is also actively working to improve civil preparedness and consequence-management capabilities in both Allied and Partner countries for potential attacks on the civilian population using CBRN agents. The Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre, which is based at NATO Headquarters, stands ready to act as a clearing house for mutual assistance, upon request, and can also assist in coordinating civil- military cooperation in the event of such an attack. Furthermore, a comprehensive Civil Emergency Planning Action Plan is currently being implemented together with Partner countries. Central to this Action Plan is an inventory of capa- bilities to respond to weapons of mass destruction. It includes deploy- able units for WMD consequence management and non-deployable forms of assistance, such as labora- tory and hospital capacities. The Action Plan also covers border- crossing arrangements for relief teams, equipment and supplies, and a set of non-binding guidelines and minimum standards which nations could follow in the areas of equip- ment, training, and planning for civil- ian response to weapons of mass destruction. Efforts to enhance infor- mation sharing and public informa- tion in crises are also ongoing. These mechanisms and procedures have been put to the test in realistic, large-scale field exercises, which have taken place in Russia, Ukraine, Croatia and other Partner countries. These exercises focus on conse- quence management and response to mass-casualty and environmental disaster situations caused by a ter- rorist attack. More WMD-response exercises are planned. Within NATO member countries, the Alliance is actively engaged in plan- ning for medical emergencies. In the event of a biological, chemical or radiological attack, national medical services would react alongside civil emergency planners to quickly evacuate and attend to casualties.
NATO prepares countries to deal with nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons by identifying and destroying weapons as they are found

NATO Public Diplomacy Division 08 

(NATO Briefing published under the authority of the Security General of NATO, “Countering Weapons of Mass Destruction Briefing”)

<http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/nato-nuclear-policies/PDF/weapons_mass_destruction2008-e[1].pdf>

To improve its defense against a WMD threat, NATO has taken five nuclear, biological and chemical defense initiatives. These were endorsed by Allied leaders at the Prague Summit in November 2002. These initiatives emphasize multinational participation and the rapid fielding of enhanced capabilities, and include: A Joint Assessment Team that can assess the effects of a nuclear, biological or chemical event, advise NATO commanders on how to deal with it and allow them to “reach back” to national experts for technical advice; A deployable analytical laboratory which can be transported rapidly and easily into theatre to investigate, collect and analyze samples for identification of nuclear, bio- logical or chemical agents; A nuclear, biological and chemical defense virtual stockpile shared among Alliance members consisting of items which can be moved quickly into theatre; Enhanced nuclear, biological and chemical training; and A disease-surveillance system which is nearing final operational capability and will facilitate the collection of information on any outbreak of disease, fuse data and other information sources and alert NATO commanders of unusual biological outbreaks. NATO continues to create and improve standard agreements that will govern Allied operations in a CBRN environment. These agreements guide all aspects of preparation, ranging from standards for disease surveillance to rules for restricting troop movements. Such standards combine with national force goals regarding protective and detection equipment, thereby ensuring interoperability of Alliance forces. In addition, the Alliance conducts CBRN defense training and exercises as well as senior-level seminars. These are designed to test interoperability and prepare NATO leaders and forces for operations in an environment involving nuclear, biological or chemical weapons.
The NATO alliance continually strengthens non-proliferation regimes and international arms control agreements

NATO Public Diplomacy Division 08 

(NATO Briefing published under the authority of the Security General of NATO, “Countering Weapons of Mass Destruction Briefing”)

<http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/nato-nuclear-policies/PDF/weapons_mass_destruction2008-e[1].pdf>

Disarmament, arms control and non- proliferation are essential tools in pre- venting the use of weapons of mass destruction, and the spread of these weapons and their delivery systems. The Alliance continues to emphasize the importance of abiding by and strengthening existing multilateral non- proliferation and export control regimes, as well as international arms control and disarmament agreements. NATO Allies have made substantial reductions in both the size and diversity of their nuclear capabilities. No NATO member country has a chemical or biological weapons programme. Additionally, Allies are committed to destroy any stockpiles of chemical agents and have supported a number of Partner countries in such activity. A series of declarations and decisions on practical activities made at the Istanbul Summit in June 2004 – which have since been reaffirmed at the Riga Summit in November 2006 and at the Bucharest Summit in April 2008 – have set the course for the Alliance in the fields of disarmament, arms control and non-proliferation. Allied leaders are committed to rein- forcing the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. They also underline the importance of related international agreements, including the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, the Chemical Weapons Convention and the The Hague Code of Conduct against the Ballistic Missile Proliferation. The Alliance strongly supports UN Security Council Resolution 1540, which calls on all states to establish effective national export controls, to adopt and enforce laws to criminalize proliferation, to take cooperative action to prevent non-state actors from acquiring weapons of mass destruc- tion, and to end illicit trafficking in such weapons and related materials. The Alliance has also welcomed the G-8 Action Plan on Non-Proliferation, adopted in June 2004. Furthermore, the Allies are resolved to strengthen common efforts to reduce and safeguard nuclear and radiological material, and to prevent and contain the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery. The Allies also underscore their strong support for the aims of the US-sponsored, global Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) and its State- ment of Interdiction Principles. The PSI aims to establish a more coordinated and effective basis through which to impede and stop shipments of weapons of mass destruction, delivery systems, and related mate- rials flowing to and from states and non-state actors of proliferation con- cern. NATO’s Senior Political- Military Group on Proliferation is regularly informed of developments in the PSI. NATO’s Operation Active Endeavour also contributes to achieving the PSI’s objectives by enhancing maritime security in the Mediterranean, and helping to detect, deter, defend and protect against activities by non-state actors.

Long-range missiles

NATO Public Diplomacy Division 08 

(NATO Briefing published under the authority of the Security General of NATO, “Countering Weapons of Mass Destruction Briefing”)

<http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/nato-nuclear-policies/PDF/weapons_mass_destruction2008-e[1].pdf>

NATO continues to work on defending its forces, populations and territory against the threat of missile-borne weapons of mass destruction. The Alliance is approaching missile defense from several perspectives. First, an ongoing NATO project is developing an Active Layered Theatre Ballistic Missile Defense (ALTBMD) system. An initial Operational Capability, focusing on the protection of the NATO Response Force against short-range missiles, is planned for 2011. The longer-term aim is to protect deployed forces against short and medium-range ballistic missiles by intercepting them in the boost, mid-course and final phases. The ALTBMD is a multi- layered system of systems, comprising early warning sensors, radar and various interceptors that should reach full operational capability in the 2016-2017 timeframe. Individual NATO member countries will provide the sensors and weapon systems, while NATO will develop a commonly funded NATO architecture to integrate all these elements. At a lower level of NATO’s ALTBMD architecture is the Medium Extended Air Defense System (MEADS). The programme is now in the design and development phase, aiming for the capability to be fielded in 2013-2014. A second important aspect of the Allies work on missile defense is to develop options for protecting Alliance territory, forces and population centers against the full range of missile threats. A decision to start work in this area was taken at the 2002 Prague Summit. This led to the launch of a NATO Missile Defence Feasibility Study which was under- taken by a transatlantic multinational industry team in cooperation with NATO and completed in 2006. It concluded that a NATO missile defense programme is technically feasible, within the limitations and assumptions of the study. The results were approved in April 2006 by the Conference of National Armaments Directors (the procurement chiefs in NATO member countries). The study provided a technical basis for ongoing political and military discussions regarding the desirability of a NATO missile defence system. NATO is united on its missile defence approach and wants to ensure the indivisibility of Alliance security and that all countries would be protected from any potential missile threats. An update of a 2004 Alliance assess- ment of missile threat developments was completed in 2007. A comprehensive report on missile defense was completed in time for the Bucharest Summit in April 2008. At Bucharest, Allied leaders recognized that the planned deployment of European-based US missile defense assets will help protect many Allies, and agreed that this capability should be an integral part of any future NATO-wide missile defence architecture. Options for a comprehensive missile defence architecture to extend coverage to all Allied territory not otherwise covered by the US system will be reviewed at NATO’s next summit meeting in 2009. A third key element of Alliance work in the area of missile defence is the cooperation with Russia on theatre missile defence (TMD), under the auspices of the NATO-Russia Council. Work is ongoing to create the conditions for NATO and Russia to be able to conduct joint TMD operations during crisis-response operations. Several TMD command post exer- cises – these are computer-assisted, real-time events that focus on com- mand and control of missile defence forces deployed in a specific theatre of operations – have already taken place to test the concepts and proce- dures developed under this initiative.

NATO good – training civilians

NATO is critical to training civilians
Goldgeier 10 

(James M., Professor of Political Science at George Washington University, Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, “The Future of NATO”, February 2010, Council on Foreign Relations, International Institutions and Global Governance Program, Council Special Report No. 51)

Although Washington would like to see Europeans do more militar- ily, NATO missions around the world, including those in Afghanistan, Kosovo, the Mediterranean, and the Horn of Africa, currently involve over seventy thousand military personnel. More than forty nations contribute to ISAF, and most of those would be unlikely to put troops in Afghanistan if the mission were being run under the U.S. flag. Increasingly, NATO is training others—Iraqis, Afghans, the African Union—to provide for their own security. It has individual partner- ships with more than forty nations (including more than twenty mem- bers of Partnership for Peace). Dialogue with major countries such as India and China is likely to grow stronger. Convincing European pub- lics of NATO’s role in combating global threats is the foremost chal- lenge facing Europe’s leaders, which means building a common sense of threat perception. In Afghanistan, even those European countries not able to contribute more troops have to recognize that instability in Southwest Asia poses a common threat to the members of the alli- ance. If they cannot develop solidarity on an issue central to the Obama administration and provide, for example, significantly more EU assis- tance to the region—the EU announced modest new sums recently, as did Germany and a number of other countries—then U.S. policymak- ers will grow increasingly disinterested in NATO as they confront real dangers outside the North Atlantic area. Potential U.S. disinterest is the greatest danger facing NATO going forward. To keep the United States engaged in the North Atlantic Alli- ance, the Europeans must signal that they understand the new threat environment and what it takes to meet that threat. It would be far better for both the United States and Europe if NATO succeeds. American reassurance is still valuable within Europe. A formal institution of lead- ing democracies that provides a forum for discussion and a vehicle for action is a significant advantage for the United States as it seeks to pro- mote international order.
NATO good – democracy
NATO critical to solve democracy
Moore 07 

(Rebecca, Associate Professor of Political Science at Concordia College, and chair of the Global Studies Program at Concordia, held a NATO-EAPC Fellowship from 2001-2003, “NATO’s New Mission: Projecting Stability in a Post- Cold War World”)

Examining NATO’s capacity for democracy promotion purely through the lens of NATO enlargement, as many critics have, also takes too narrow a view of NATO’s role in the democratization process. Indeed, NATO’s efforts to extend democratic values and practices eastward long preceded the decision to enlarge the Alliance. As noted in Chapter 1, NATO, as early as 1990, sought to encourage the growth of democracy through its outreach to former adversaries, leading ultimately to the formation of new institutions and partnerships. While the influence of these initiatives might have been slight initially, a more comprehensive and long-term assessment suggest that the Allies have effectively utilized new institutions and partnerships to facilitate democracy promotion activities by both NATO and non-NATO members alike. Moreover, NATO’s latest partnership initiatives, including the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative and enhanced relationships with the Mediterranean Dialogue and Central Asian states reflect a belief on the part of the Allies that NATO has at least a limited role to play in encouraging the growth of liberal democratic values beyond Europe.

NATO key to democracy promotion and freedom

May 05 – former New York Times foreign correspondent, is the president of the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies a policy institute focusing on terrorism. He is also chairs the policy subcommittee of the Committee on the Present Danger. (11/16/05, Clifford,  “What is good NATO?”, http://www.defenddemocracy.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=11776423&Itemid=347 )

World War II was fought against totalitarianism of the Nazi, Fascist and Japanese Militarist varieties. After the war, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization was created to defend the Free World from the totalitarian threat represented by Communism and the U.S.S.R. Jose Maria Aznar, the former Spanish Prime Minister, thinks not. Instead, he believes, NATO should be “reinvented” so that it can address Militant Islamism, the totalitarian movement that has been utilizing suicide terrorism as a weapon of war from New York to Madrid to London to Baghdad to Mombassa to Istanbul to Tel Aviv to Amman to Bali and beyond. Why this transformation is imperative and how it can be achieved is the subject of a new report drafted by two far-sighted policy analysts: Rafael L. Bardaji and Florentino Portero, representing Madrid-base think tanks led by Aznar (the Strategic Studies Group and the Foundation for Analysis and Social Studies). Aznar believes that NATO's credibility and future are on the line. More important than that: “It is our freedom that is at stake and NATO must do whatever is needed to defeat those who threaten it.” NATO might begin simply by recalling and reaffirming its original purpose: “to preserve collectively freedom and democracy.” Aznar argues that the alliance should openly acknowledge that the major threat to those institutions now comes from totalitarian movements that seek support among the world's 1.2 billion Muslims, and whose leaders state openly that “they are against democracies without distinctions.” “We should take very seriously their ambitions, no matter how ridiculous or delirious they may look to us,” the report argues. In the 1930s, Americans and Europeans knew there were “fanatics” planning terrible atrocities but failed to respond effectively, paving the way to a global conflict that would consume millions of lives. To repeat that mistake, Aznar warns, would be both irresponsible and tragic. The report proposes aggressive measures to prevent terrorist organizations and their sponsors from acquiring weapons of mass destruction – a circumstance that could make the atrocities of 9/11/01 look like a practice run. It calls for improved coordination of homeland security measures; also enlarging NATO to include other democratic nations such as Australia, Japan and Israel. Perhaps most controversially, it recommends “approval of democracy-building as an objective of peace operations over and above the goal of nation-building.” To accomplish this, the report contends, will require the “creation of an operational command for post-conflict democracy-building operations, establishment of a joint fund to finance these missions and creation of a ‘Partnership for Freedom'” In other words, Aznar wants to see a multilateral effort working against “regimes based on fear and oppression” and doing everything possible to foster the development of institutions that guarantee human rights for those who do not now enjoy them. Any proposal supported by a group of statesmen as diverse as Aznar, Shultz, Woolsey, Lieberman and Kyl should be taken seriously by the Bush administration. And, at a time when even some Republicans appear to be going wobbly on the war, this report has the advantage of increasing multilateralism – without either ceding powers to the U.N. or asking favors of such fair-weather friends as French President Jacques Chirac. The Aznar report concludes by predicting that “the threat of Islamist terrorism will end up becoming the greatest priority sooner or later.” Waiting, he believes, will prove costly. By contrast, “standing up to our enemies as soon as possible is the best way of eliminating their destructive potential.” Today, however, NATO is “badly prepared to fight and defeat Islamist terrorism because it continues to be anchored in the strategic situations of the past. …NATO must become a veritable Alliance for Freedom, one whose primary objective is to defeat terror …and to secure collectively our liberties, our democracies, our values and our way of life before it is too late.” 

NATO good – disaster assistance

NATO is key to providing International Disaster Assistance

EADRCC 01 

(Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Response Center, “NATO’s Role in Disaster Assistance”, November 2001) 

NATO’s involvement in international disaster assistance has a long history. Let’s trace its evolution. Since the creation of the Alliance in 1949, NATO has always placed great emphasis on protection of the population. Faced with potential threat of war which might involve nuclear weapons, the Alliance began to develop various measures in the field of civil protection. Accordingly, in 1951, NATO established the Civil Defence Committee1 to oversee efforts to provide for the protection of our populations. It soon become apparent that the capabilities to protect our populations against the effects of war could also be used to protect them against the effects of disasters. As early as 1953, following disastrous North Sea floods, NATO had an agreed disaster assistance scheme. By 1958, the North Atlantic Council had established procedures for NATO coordination of assistance between member countries in case of disasters. Subsequently modified, these procedures remained in effect until May 1995, when they were replaced by revised procedures, which also became applicable to Partner countries.

Disaster prevention

EADRCC 01 

(Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Response Center, “NATO’s Role in Disaster Assistance”, November 2001)

The involvement in the humanitarian aid activity also introduced NATO to a new society, that of the international humanitarian organizations. The World Health Organization (WHO) and the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC) were among the first new partners for NATO. However, a much deeper, and more significant involvement started in 1992 at the initiative of the United Nations Department of Humanitarian Affairs (UN-DHA). On the basis of a General Assembly resolution (45/221 of 21st December 1990), DHA had initiated a project concerning the use of Military and Civil Defence Assets (MCDA) in disaster relief and DHA wanted NATO’s cooperation in the development of this MCDA project.

The basic philosophy in the MCDA project was that recent history had provided excellent examples of disaster relief being provided by military forces. It was felt that the end of the Cold War made it possible to plan for much wider use of such national assets as those resting with the military and the civil defence, not only on a bilateral or multilateral, but on a truly international basis. From the very beginning, NATO willingly agreed to participate in the project. The reason was not, as some members of the media seemed to assume, that NATO was desperately looking for new tasks, nor that NATO wanted to clean up its image as a humanitarian organization. NATO is not an humanitarian organization, NATO is an organization for peace, security and stability. However, in the view of NATO, it was entirely in line with the purposes of peace, security and stability to use all possible resources to bring relief to victims of disaster, and to do so in cooperation with the World Community, including NATO’s cooperation partners in Central and Eastern Europe. As a first step, NATO agreed to host a workshop, organized and sponsored by DHA Geneva and the IFRC. The workshop took place in Brussels in December 1992, with participants from 33 different nations and 20 international organizations. Working groups were established and in early 1994 “Guidelines on the Use of MCDA in Disaster Relief” were noted at a conference in Oslo.

NATO good – laundry list
NATO solves Terrorism, Piracy, and WMD’s

Goldgeier 10 

(James M., Professor of Political Science at George Washington University, Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, “The Future of NATO”, February 2010, Council on Foreign Relations, International Institutions and Global Governance Program, Council Special Report No. 51)

In response to the new threat environment, NATO has to prepare itself for a range of military contingencies, including responding to states and groups around the world that are planning attacks on European and North American targets. Unfortunately, Europe has little capability to transport its troops across significant distances—more than 70 percent of European land forces cannot deploy. The minimal requirements the alliance set for itself to establish a NATO response force (twenty-five thousand combined land, air, and naval forces) have gone unmet, as has the provision of important equipment such as helicopters. In addition to fulfilling the stated requirements of the response force, NATO will need to focus its attention increasingly on maritime and missile defense capabilities. Under Operation Active Endeavor, NATO ships are patrolling the Mediterranean to counter terrorism, interdict weapons of mass destruction, and mitigate threats of piracy. This Arti- cle V mission requires enhancing NATO capabilities to combat non- state threats at sea.4 On missile defense, President Obama’s decision to focus on short- and medium-range Iranian missile capabilities has centered attention on the threats to Europe emanating from the Middle East, thus changing the missile defense discussion from how to protect the American homeland toward how to defend NATO territory. The next step is to gain allied agreement that territorial missile defense is an Article V mission, requiring the alliance as a whole, not just the United States, to contribute to the project.

NATO builds trade, peace, economic growth, and security 

Robertson 01 -- Secretary General of NATO,to the British Chamber of Commerce in Belgium (3/21/2001, Lord, “Security and Prosperity: 

Two Halves of the Same Walnut”, http://www.nato.int/docu/speech/2001/s010315a.htm) 

I am also pleased to be here because I believe that we too often forget a fundamental truth: that security and economics are linked. One cannot flourish without the other. NATO has acted in accordance with this logic since its foundation, half a century ago. Indeed, from the very beginning in the late 1940s, the project of building Europe was a twin project: on the one hand, to encourage political and economic integration; on the other, to provide security. And the first concrete manifestations of that logic were the Marshall Plan and NATO. One year later, almost to the day, NATO was founded. And on the eve of the signature of the Washington Treaty, the Foreign Ministers of the twelve founding nations met and discussed, in very clear terms, their vision of the purpose of the Alliance. It was not just about defence against the Soviet Union. It was also about helping to promote integration in the Euro-Atlantic area. Under the protective umbrella of NATO, trade and commerce could flourish -- and so could our common values. Nowhere else has the link between economics and security been more explicit than in the twin project of the Marshall Plan and NATO. Indeed, as US President Truman later put it, the Marshall Plan and NATO were "two halves of the same walnut". And when you look at how far we have come, this twin project has brought spectacular dividends. Today, the United States and Europe enjoy the strongest economic relationship in the world. Europe is the largest foreign investor in the U.S. and total U.S. investments in Europe now amount to over $250 billion. Commerce and trade support millions of jobs on both sides of the Atlantic. We thus have a huge stake in each others' prosperity - and in creating the right environment for maintaining and reinforcing this prosperity. This brings us to the other part of the equation: security. The United States and Europe not only enjoy the world's strongest economic relationship; they also enjoy the strongest security relationship on this globe. NATO -- the core of this security relationship -- has provided the total security for its member nations within which our collective prosperity could flourish. So the challenge ahead is clear: we need to create economic prosperity and political stability in all of Europe. We must re-apply the formula that worked so well in Europe's Western half: building stability through NATO, to help foster economic prosperity. And promoting economic prosperity, including through the European Union, to lock in stability. The very definition of mutually reinforcing processes. Is NATO delivering on its part of the bargain? It certainly is. This very same logic has led NATO to develop bilateral security relationships with 27 non-NATO countries in Europe and Central Asia, including former Warsaw Pact members and neutrals. Through these partnerships, in NATO's Partnership for Peace, the Alliance is helping to create a continent-wide pool of trained and interoperable forces for crisis management. But we also seek to give assistance to those states coping with the challenge of their transition. For example, we can assist them in their defence reforms -- to help them get rid of their oversized and overpriced military establishments, to help them reduce the burdens on their still fragile economies. 

NATO solves Terrorism, nuclear proliferation to piracy, cyberattacks, and the disruption of energy supplies

Goldgeier 10 

(James M., Professor of Political Science at George Washington University, Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, “The Future of NATO”, February 2010, Council on Foreign Relations, International Institutions and Global Governance Program, Council Special Report No. 51)

When NATO’s founding members signed the North Atlantic Treaty on April 4, 1949, they declared themselves “resolved to unite their efforts for collective defense and for the preservation of peace and security.” The greatest threat to these objectives was a military attack by a hos- tile power—a prospect that led to the treaty’s most famous provision, Article V, which states, “The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all.”

Today, more than sixty years later, the threats facing the alliance’s members have changed considerably. An attack in North America or Europe by the regular army of an outside state is highly unlikely. Instead, the alliance must confront an array of more diffuse challenges, ranging from terrorism and nuclear proliferation to piracy, cyberattacks, and the disruption of energy supplies.
NATO solves Arms control, crisis management, and counter-terrorism

Boonstra 07 

(Jos, May 2007, MA in International Relations, 2000, and MA in History, 1997, from the State University of Groningen, The Netherlands, “NATO’s Role in Democratic Reform”, p. 6)

In the case of Russia, NATO has not stressed democracy as an issue for dialogue. Indeed, cooperation has grown since the NATO-Russia Council (NRC) was established in 2002. Russia has increasingly used NATO as a platform to announce strategic plans and discuss global politics. The NRC works on many pragmatic security issues, such as defence reform (excluding democratic control), arms control, crisis management and counter-terrorism. For Russia, it is important that the NRC does not interfere with domestic affairs or issue opinions about partners’ values.14 
NATO helps military cooperation, coordination in fighting terrorism, non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, civil emergency planning, and border security

Boonstra 07 

(Jos, May 2007, MA in International Relations, 2000, and MA in History, 1997, from the State University of Groningen, The Netherlands, “NATO’s Role in Democratic Reform”, p. 7)

In countries that take part in the Mediterranean Dialogue and the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative, NATO does not push for democracy, according to a high-ranking NATO official. On the other hand, it does try tentatively to work with partners on institution- building, which, in turn, may be beneficial to democracy. The main areas of cooperation and issues under discussion in the ICI include advice on defence issues; military cooperation; coordination in fighting terrorism; non-proliferation of nuclear weapons; civil emergency planning; and border security.17 The Mediterranean Dialogue is somewhat more comprehensive in the issues it addresses but democratisation is not on the agenda. Mediterranean partners are mostly unwilling to democratise and do not liaise with NATO in the pursuit of membership. Their main interests are military cooperation and increasing defence capabilities and know-how. After the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001, some NATO members, principally the US, also saw a role for the Alliance in democracy promotion in the region. In 2004 the ICI was consequently established.

Genuine cooperation between NATO and the EU would allow Western governments to meld hard power with soft, making these organizations better at confronting climate change, failed states, and humanitarian disasters

Drozdiak 10 

(William, President of the American Council on Germany, Senior advisor for Europe at the international strategic consultancy McLarty Associates, and Founding Director of the German Marshall Fund’s Transatlantic Center, “Tearing Down the EU-NATO Barrier”, Foreign Affairs- Council on Foreign Relations, May/June 2010)

<http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66211/william-drozdiak/the-brussels-wall>

These days, there is a great deal of talk about the dawn of an Asian century -- hastened by the rise of China and India. Meanwhile, the fractious Atlantic alliance, enfeebled by two wars and an economic crisis, is said to be fading away. But the West is not doomed to decline as a center of power and influence. A relatively simple strategic fix could reinvigorate the historic bonds between Europe and North America and reestablish the West's dominance: it is time to bring together the West's principal institutions, the European Union and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. When NATO's 28 leaders gather in Portugal later this year to draw up a new security strategy for the twenty-first century, they will consider a range of options, including military partnerships with distant allies such as Australia, Japan, and South Korea. Yet the most practical solution lies just down the road from the alliance's sprawling headquarters near the Brussels airport. Genuine cooperation between NATO and the 27-nation European Union would allow Western governments to meld hard power with soft, making both organizations better equipped to confront modern threats, such as climate change, failed states, and humanitarian disasters. A revitalized Atlantic alliance is by far the most effective way for the United States and Europe to shore up their global influence in the face of emerging Asian powers.

NATO good – us-russian relations
Russia’s beginning to consider NATO’s requests, representing an increase in NATO-Russian relations

Benitez, 10

Assistant Secretary of State for European and Eurasian Affairs (6/18/10, Jorge, “U.S.-Russia Relations Under the Obama Administration” http://www.acus.org/natosource/us-russia-relations-under-obama-administration)

From Philip H. Gordon, the Department of State:  When President Obama came into office less than six months after the Georgia war, U.S.-Russian relations were at their lowest point in years and perhaps in the post-Cold War period. There were other troubling events that had colored the recent past as well: Gas cutoffs to Ukraine, A cyber-attack on Estonia, Virulently anti-Western speeches from Putin including one in which he compared U.S.    policies to those of the Third Reich, The resumption of Russian strategic bomber air patrols along the Norwegian coast and as far    away as the Caribbean, President Medvedev’s threat to deploy Iskander missiles to Kaliningrad. The Obama Administration’s new approach to Russia has produced considerable results that have advanced U.S. interests on a host of vital issues. Some of the most prominent include: The New START Treaty, which is the most comprehensive arms control agreement in nearly two decades. The Treaty cuts – by about a third – the nuclear weapons that the United States and Russia will deploy. It significantly reduces missiles and launchers. It puts in place a strong and effective verification regime. And it maintains the flexibility that we need to protect and advance our national security, to guarantee our commitment to the security of our Allies, and to move responsibly toward world without nuclear weapons. We concluded a lethal air transit agreement that has now permits, on average, two U.S. planes a day to fly over Russia carrying troops and supplies in support of the mission in Afghanistan. To date, over 275 flights have carried over 35,000 passengers and valuable cargo. Russia’s rail network has facilitated transit of more than 10,000 containers of supplies. And Russia’s willingness to consider NATO’s request for helicopters, spare parts, and training to the Afghan National Security Forces open the door to additional important security assistance. About 30% of cargo to Afghanistan goes through the Northern Distribution Network (NDN) and 60% of the NDN goes through Russia. Well over 100 meetings and exchanges have taken place under the auspices of the Binational Presidential Commission, bringing together over 60 Russian and American government agencies, not to mention multiple private sector and non-governmental partners. We have achieved concrete results: On security, we have agreed to dispose of enough weapons-grade plutonium for 17,000 nuclear warheads; On economics, American companies were the first to announce investments in Russia's Skolkovo innovation center, while Russia just awarded a 50-aircraft tender for Boeing 737s worth $4 billion; On people-to-people cooperation, we completed in May our first ever youth basketball exchange in the United States and supported over 40 American cultural events in Russia. We are working on many other areas from the environment to terrorism.

Even if NATO-Russian relations are low now, the U.S. cooperating with NATO might help increase these relations, considering the pretense that NATO members are supportive of a future Russian alliance

Brilev, 10

Correspondent for channel Rossiya, Russian Television, Interview of the President, Published in the Chicago Sun-Times, (5/8/10, Sergey, “Obama on U.S. Russia Relations,” http://blogs.suntimes.com/sweet/2010/05/obama_on_us-russia_relations_t.html)

Q- Having signed the treaty, and having carried out several other things within the reset framework agenda, we have achieved a better mutual understanding. How can you convert it into something of a substance in such particular area as European security? Because also, NATO is a solution for those countries which are in, but NATO is not a solution for self-sufficient countries like Russia. What's to do be done there?  THE PRESIDENT: Well, President Medvedev has put forward some ideas about a new security architecture in Europe. We're examining them. I take them very seriously. But I think that the most important thing at this point is to work with the institutions we have to see if we can rebuild the trust that for some time had been lost.   So, for example, I have been supportive of NATO-Russia consultation in a much more systematic way than has been observed over the last several years.  My sense is, is that all the parties in Europe, all the members of the NATO Alliance, want to have a strong, cooperative relationship with Russia. There are certain core principles that we think have to be observed within that cooperative framework: a respect for territorial integrity of internationally recognized borders; a belief that a country's core sovereignty includes its ability to choose how it allies itself; a rejection of the notion of spheres of influence, whether it's U.S. spheres or European spheres or Russian spheres.  Within those broad principles, though, if you look -- going back to your earlier question -- the real threats against Russian well-being or U.S. well-being to a large degree are at this point much more aligned than they've ever been. It has to do with non-state actors. It has to do with the proliferation of nuclear weapons. It has to do with environmental catastrophes. It has to do with an integrated economy in which if you see a crisis in Greece taking place, that can affect world markets. These are all issues in which cooperation rather than antagonism are the order of the day.

NATO has increased stability in East Asia, thereby increasing Russian security

Lee, 10

(1/29/10, Matthew, Huffington Post, “Clinton in Paris for European Security Talks,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/01/29/clinton-in-paris-for-euro_n_441578.html

We object to any spheres of influence in Europe in which one country seeks to control another's future," she said, referring specifically to Georgia and territorial disputes over its enclaves of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, both of which Russia recognizes as independent. Russia has made several proposals on European security cooperation that some believe are aimed at limiting NATO's influence. But Clinton said security matters are best dealt with through existing frameworks. Negotiating new treaties, as Russia suggested, "can a very long and cumbersome process," she said. And all European nations should be eligible for NATO membership, she said, rejecting Russian objections to the expansion of the alliance toward its borders. "We strongly believe that the enlargement of NATO and the EU has increased security, stability, and prosperity across the continent and that this, in turn, has actually increased Russia's security," Clinton said. Also key to European security and stability is the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty, which Russia unilaterally suspended two years ago, she said. The treaty governs where and how many troops and conventional weapons can be stationed on European soil. "This valuable regime is now in danger of crumbling," Clinton said, urging Russia to join in discussions to ensure the treaty is once again the "cornerstone" of conventional arms control. Clinton said the United States and Russia are close to concluding a new START treaty to reduce the size of Cold War arsenals in both nations. The old treaty expired last year, but both nations say they will abide by it during talks on a new one. The threat behind the old START treaty – a nuclear war as an option by the governments of two well-armed nations – has changed, Clinton said. "Now we face increased threats – that nuclear materials will fall into the wrong hands, or that certain states will develop or even use nuclear weapons." To combat that threat, she reiterated that the U.S. was in favor of a missile shield for Europe, something that Russia has long resisted even after the Obama administration scrapped former President George W. Bush's plans for it. Clinton renewed offers to cooperate with the Russians on missile defense, saying: "We are serious about exploring ways to cooperate with Russia to develop missile defenses that enhance the security of all of Europe, including Russia."

AT: Russia Turn

NATO’s improving cooperation with Russia now --- NRC solves backlash

Steven Pifer 9, Visiting Fellow, The Brookings Institution, Tackling NATO’s Challenges, Brookings Institution, 3-20-09, http://www.brookings.edu/events/2009/0330_nato.aspx?rssid=LatestFromBrookings

Now, NATO foreign ministers earlier this month in Brussels agreed to reset the relationship with Russia. They decided that they would resume the NATO-Russia Council, and the idea is that regular meetings to begin with and then building up to a NATO-Russian ministerial at some point, probably in the first half of this year. That'll be sort of the basis for the discussion when NATO leaders gather in four days.  They will give their own blessing to the idea of restudying relations and trying to build a more positive, more robust relationship between the Alliance and Russia. 
Enlargement’s good for relations with Russia

Jackson 08
(March 11th, Bruce, President Project on Transitional Democracies, “Nato Enlargement”, p. lexis)

Over time, Ukraine and Georgia will become more stable and undoubtedly more prosperous. Invariably, countries in the process of building closer relations with NATO find they can safely demilitarize and devote more of their energies to multilateral resolution of conflicts with neighbors. Ultimately, closer relations between Europe and Ukraine and Georgia would bring Russia closer to Europe and would make the needed dialogues with Russia on democracy and energy that much easier. As a historical rule, the persistence of political vacuums between Europe and Russia and the isolation of the fearful, fragile states trapped within this belt of political instability are a danger to and a barrier to cooperation between Europe and Russia. Since the mid- 1990s, NATO has done more than any institution to remove the physical insecurity and end the isolation of Europe's East and Russia. As a result of NATO's success in these areas, it is now possible to envision new kinds of relationships with Russia, of which the Russia-NATO Founding Act and the Russia-NATO Council are distant, cave-dwelling ancestors. If the Bucharest Summit succeeds, both in the completion of a South East European security system in the Balkans and a decisive, long-term engagement with Ukraine and Georgia, it is not too early to speculate about a new Russian relationship. 

SECOND WAVE EXPANSION PROVES – RUSSIA DOESN’T CARE ABOUT US ENCORACHMENT INTO EASTERN EUROPE 

LARRABEE, SENIOR POLITICAL SCIENTIST, RAND CORPORATION, 2003 (F. STEPHEN, http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR1744/, MAY)

This approach has not changed substantially under Putin. Russia has too many other pressing problems—Chechnya, the CIS, China, Europe, and relations with the United States—to pay much attention to Eastern Europe. The region, therefore, is likely to remain a low priority for Moscow. Indeed, Moscow seems to have largely reconciled itself to the fact that Eastern Europe is “lost” for good. The second round of NATO enlargement, for instance, did not provoke the type of heated passions that the first round generated.

AT: EU Defense Turn
THE EU IS MORE LIKELY TO EMPLOY A PAPIER MACHE ARMY THAN ONE THAT IS EQUIPPED TO PROVIDE FOR GLOBAL STABILITY

BRZEZINSKI, FORMER NATIONAL SECURITY ADVISOR, 2000 (ZBIGNIEW, NATIONAL INTEREST, SUMMER)

Ultimately, the most probable outcome for ESDI is that the proposed force will produce neither a rival to NATO nor the long-missing second European "pillar" for a more equal alliance. Although the Europeans will probably somewhat enhance their own military planning and joint command structures, especially after the expected absorption of the Western European Union by the EU itself, more likely is the piecemeal emergence over the next five or so years of a somewhat improved European capability to provide for non-NATO peacekeeping in some not overly violent European trouble spot (most likely in the Balkans). In effect, the so-called European pillar will be made less out of steel and concrete and more out of papier-ma che . As a result, Europe will fall short of becoming a comprehensive global power. Painful as it may be for those who would like to see a politically vital Europe, most Europeans still remain unwilling not only to die but even to pay for Europe's security.

THE EU IS UNABLE TO OCCUPY THE SECURITY MAINTENANCE ROLES OF NATO

BROOKS, ASSISTANT PROFESSOR OF GOVERNMENT AT DARTMOUTH, AND WOHLFORTH, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF GOVERNMENT AT DARTMOUTH, 2002 (STEPHEN G., WILLIAM C., FOREIGN AFFAIRS, JUL/AUG)
Some might argue that the European Union is an exception to the big-or-rich rule. It is true that if Brussels were to develop impressive military capabilities and wield its latent collective power like a state, the EU would clearly constitute another pole. But the creation of an autonomous and unified defense and defense-industrial capacity that could compete with that of the United States would be a gargantuan task. The EU is struggling to put together a 60,000-strong rapid reaction force that is designed for smaller operations such as humanitarian relief, peacekeeping, and crisis management, but it still lacks military essentials such as capabilities in intelligence gathering, airlift, air-defense suppression, air-to-air refueling, sea transport, medical care, and combat search and rescue -- and even when [image: image1.png]


it has those capacities, perhaps by the end of this decade, it will still rely on NATO command and control and other assets.Whatever capability the EU eventually assembles, moreover, will matter only to the extent that it is under the control of a statelike decision-making body with the authority to act quickly and decisively in Europe's name. Such authority, which does not yet exist even for international financial matters, could be purchased only at the price of a direct frontal assault on European nations' core sovereignty. And all of this would have to occur as the EU expands to add ten or more new member states, a process that will complicate further deepening. Given these obstacles, Europe is unlikely to emerge as a dominant actor in the military realm for a very long time, if ever.


NATO IS KEY TO THE SUCCESS OF THE EU

JONES, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, BUREAU OF EUROPEAN AND EURASIAN AFFAIRS, 2004 (BETH, FDCH CONGRESSIONAL TESTIMONY, 3-3)

We are also working hard to develop further other key NATO partnerships with the European Union and Russia. The NATO-Russia Council is only two years old, but has already taken relations to a new level, as Russia interacts with the Allies as an equal at the table, discussing security issues and seeking solutions. NATO- EU relations are key to the transatlantic community's ability to act collectively. By June, NATO should be ready to announce that its Stabilization Force in Bosnia will complete its mission successfully by the end of the year. The EU has agreed to deploy a mission to help that country continue to stabilize and integrate into Europe. This will be a major test of the EU's ability to work in tandem with NATO, which will retain a presence in Bosnia, to protect our common security.

NATO PROVIDES A PLETHORA OF SECURITY LINKS WITH EUROPE THAT THEIR EU FILL IN EVIDENCE DOESN’T ACCOUNT FOR

LARRABEE, SENIOR POLITICAL SCIENTIST, RAND CORPORATION, 2003 (F. STEPHEN, http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR1744/, MAY)

Some critics have argued that as a result of September 11, NATO has become increasingly irrelevant and have predicted the Alliance’s imminent demise.5 The crisis over Iraq has reinforced doubts about NATO’s future. Guillaume Parmentier, for instance, has asserted that “NATO is finished, at least in its present form. Its refusal to reform itself after the Cold War has proved to be its undoing.”6 Predictions of NATO’s imminent death, however, are premature. Despite the changed security environment since the end of the Cold War—and especially since September 11—NATO continues to perform several important functions. • First, it remains the key forum for coordinating transatlantic security policy and maintaining the transatlantic link. This remains a vital function even after September 11. Indeed, in many ways, September 11 has made this function even more relevant. A successful war against terrorism requires willing and capable allies. • Second, NATO remains a major forum for integrating the countries of Central and Eastern Europe—and perhaps some day Russia—into a broader Euro-Atlantic security framework. It also is a valuable mechanism for promoting reform in these countries and reconciliation with their neighbors. Without the prospect of NATO (and EU) membership, many of the newly invited members would not have undertaken reforms as quickly as they did. Nor would they have been as ready to put aside longenduring disputes with their neighbors. • Third, NATO remains an important mechanism for addressing threats to common interests. This has always been a crucial Alliance function. However, the nature and focus of the threats to these interests have changed. Today the main threats to Western security are no longer in Europe. They come from beyond Europe’s borders—from terrorists, rogue states, and weapons of mass destruction. NATO needs to be transformed to deal with these threats more effectively. • Fourth, NATO plays a critical role in promoting interoperability. This function will become even more critical as the United States accelerates the transformation of its military forces. The NATO Response Force (NRF), launched at the Prague summit, is a step • Finally, NATO plays an important peacekeeping role, as demonstrated in Bosnia and Kosovo—and more recently in Afghanistan, where the Alliance has begun to take over many of the responsibilities of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF). Moreover, there is growing pressure, especially in the United States, for the Alliance to play a greater role in helping to stabilize Iraq and possibly even to enforce an Israeli-Palestinian peace accord, if such an accord eventually is signed. Indeed, peacekeeping and post-conflict stability operations could become a core new mission for NATO in the future.

***AFF STUFF***

2AC Perm do both

Perm – Do Both

Non-binding consultation can solve the net benefit and our turns

Daily Oklahoman - 6-12-2001
WITH his arrival in Spain this morning, President Bush begins a five-day trip to European countries, many of whose leaders are eager to lecture him on missile defense, global warming and - following the execution of Timothy McVeigh - the death penalty. We hope the president will listen politely but stay the course. The United States always should consult with its allies. But consultation doesn't mean conformity with a raft of liberal-to-socialist views now popular in a number of European capitals. "You can go through the motions of consulting as long as you don't ask and do tell," Kenneth Adelman, a veteran of the Reagan administration, told the New York Times. "You can ask opinions, but the fact is Europeans don't like change and Americans like change." Bush represents change - change from the arms-control dogma of the 1970s and '80s that remains gospel in Europe and change from reactionary environmentalism that mostly ignores the livelihoods of everyday people. We're not under any illusion that Bush can change minds while he visits Spain, Belgium, Sweden, Poland and Slovenia. But perhaps he can convince our friends that America's positions are principled and well-reasoned while dispelling the stereotype that the U.S. selfishly shoots from the hip. In fact, there's a fine line between the "unilateralism" of which the U.S. is accused by Europe and get-out-front leadership from which the world's lone remaining superpower should not shrink. Missile defense and global warming are excellent examples. Bush and his administration think mutually assured destruction as a deterrent to nuclear war is outdated and illogical. Mutual vulnerability to annihilation doesn't give terrorist or rogue states a moment's pause, nor does it leave options in the event of an accidental launch. This message Bush will deliver to Russia's Vladimir Putin near the end of the trip. On global warming, Bush accurately reflects the 97-0 sentiment of the U.S. Senate, which opposes the Kyoto treaty's unfair and unrealistic guidelines on the use of fossil fuels. The administration is working on rational responses to a warming planet, trying to determine the real effect of human activity. Bush wins if he can convince the Europeans to cool down their rhetoric until more is known. The president also wins if he can, on an overall level, help Europe understand who he is and how, in his governance, he will protect America and its sovereignty as a first course. Americans do care what Europeans think, but in the end they and their president must be prepared to lead even at the risk of ruffling some feathers along the way. 

1AR AT: Counterplan Leaks

NATO won’t find out – no leaks

Reeves 02 (Richard, Correspondent at Universal Press Syndicate, “The Leak-Proof Presidency of George Bush” Tulsa World, December 24 

<http://www.uexpress.com/richardreeves/index.html?uc_full_date=20021220>)

If Reagan was the Teflon president, Bush is the leak-proof one," said a White House correspondent who has covered both men. "Nothing gets in and, sure as hell, nothing gets out." There was great and grudging respect in that complaint. Bush or his people know the secret: If you keep your mouths shut, there's not much the Washington press can do to you. Howell Raines, now the executive editor of The New York Times, once growled that being a White House correspondent was not much different from stenography. But at least in those days -- Raines covered the Reagan presidency -- there were two things to transcribe, official leaks and unofficial leaks. The official ones from "a high source" were part of governance, often trial balloons floated to test public opinion. The unofficial or unauthorized stream was an approximation of what was really going on, who was doing what to whom and why. The unofficial stuff, which usually goes from stream to flood when Democrats are in the White House, was the key to understanding a president and his works. But that has pretty much dried up these days. We are watching, but not hearing, a new peak in news management -- or, at least, noise management. These folks are not squealing on each other. It is not a question of "spin"; it is a question of silence.

2AC Consult CPs Illegitimate

3.  Consult counterplans are a voting issue – 
A.  They fiat a moving targets-the outcome of the counterplan is never a stable advocacy and prevents us from generating offense against the result

B.  They aren't predictable-there are an infinite number of actors that can be consulted-there are over 500 individual tribes, tribal governments, Congress, the President, and every random foreign country in the world

C.  They rely on time-frame fiat, which is no different from delay counterplans, no affirmative could win a debate

D.  Permute-do the counterplan, and then do the plan-its legitimate-the counterplan relies on time frame fiat which means the permutation is reciprocal and it solves the net benefit if they say yes; if they say no, the counterplan gets the case as a disad

2AC Consultation Causes Delay

Consulting NATO will only delay the plan- its try or die now                                                             

Gordon ‘86 NATO Indecisiveness Delays Arms Projects  http://www.aviationnow.com                                                                  

The inability of North Atlantic Treaty Organization countries to make firm budget commitments has delayed implementation of cooperative weapons development projects with the U.S., according to William H. Taft, 4th deputy Defense secretary. The Defense Dept. already has legislative and budget authority to start the programs, and officials are disappointed by European governments' failure to move more rapidly, Taft said here. Taft recently returned from a visit to urge European and Middle Eastern allies to complete action on joint projects. Defense officials hope that allied officials will sign several agreements when the independent European planning group (IEPG) holds its next meeting in Madrid in January. The deputy secretary visited government officials and industrial failities in France, the Netherlands, Spain, Greece, Turkey, Israel and Egypt. Despite U.S. efforts to negotiate satisfactory agreements to implement programs identified earlier this year by NATO armaments directors, only one memorandum of understanding, on the standoff airborne radar demonstration system, has been signed, Taft said (AW&ST June 23, p. 26). Three other memoranda have been signed on programs proposed under U.S. cooperative projects legislation originally sponsored by Sen. Sam Nunn (D.-Ga.). NATO officials have been receptive to the idea of cooperative projects, even in Spain and the Netherlands where the balance of defense procurement is very much in favor of the U.S. "They've seen over five or six years that the U.S. has made a real effort, even if it is not paying off for them," Taft said. The U.S. has an approximate balance with the United Kingdom and a deficit with France. Modernization Burden The Defense Dept. has been concerned about the role the Southern European allies -- Portugal, Spain, Greece and Turkey -- might play in the initiative, because of their relative lack of development, industrial advancement and available research and development funds. These nations now depend on U.S. security assistance for defense modernization, but Defense Dept. officials hope to shift that burden partly onto the countries' local industry through the mechanism of arms cooperation, he said. Reduction of an ally's dependence on U.S. security assistance can benefit both countries. 

2AC NATO Decline Now

NATO decline inevitable 

Carpenter ‘9. USA Today. Farmingdale. Vol. 138, Iss. 2774; pg. 26, A HOLLOW ALLIANCE 3 pgs [Headnote]                      

NATO once was a serious and capable military association with an important purpose. That no longer is the case, and there is little prospect that the process of decay can be reversed. NATO CELEBRATED its 60th birthday this past April. The prevailing view that the alliance is healthy and an essential political and security player in the 2 lsl century is reinforced by the apparent attitude of the new government of die North Atlantic Treaty Organization's leading power, the U.S. The Administration of George W. Bush often seemed to prefer a unilateral approach to foreign affairs. Pres. Barack Obama's foreign policy team repeatedly has emphasized its commitment to multilateralism in general and NATO in particular which helped Obama win the Nobel Peace Prize (albeit in dubious fashion) less than a year into his presidency. Moreover, during her confirmation hearings before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton stressed that Washington's policy should be one of "smart power," the meaning of which includes "strengthening die alliances that have stood the test of time, especially wilh our NATO partners and our allies in East Asia" However, the professed optimism on both sides of the Atlantic cannot conceal growing doubts about NATO's relevance to die policy challenges of the 21st century, and its ability to be an effective security mechanism. There are unmistakable signs of trouble in several areas: die weakness and vulnerability of new members and prospective new members: clumsy alliance policies that have created serious tensions with Russia: growing divisions within the burgeoning alliance over policy toward Russia: NATO's anemic performance in Afghanistan: and the alarming decline in the military capabilities of the alliance's core European members. 

1AR NATO Decline Now

NATO decline happening now

Hendrickson ‘7. Choice. MiddletownVol. 44, Iss. 7; pg. 1242, 1 pgs “NATO after 9/11: an alliance in continuing decline”

Rupp (Purdue Univ., Calumet) examines the North Atlantic Treaty Organization's evolution since the Cold War's end. Using an array of journalistic evidence, coupled with interviews with NATO officials, the author maintains that NATO is clearly in decline. While this military alliance will continue to survive, Rupp argues that its relevance in modern security affairs is increasingly in question. He points to a number of political factors to reach this conclusion, noting the wide military capabilities gap between the US and the rest of the allies, the unilateral tendencies of American foreign policy under President George W. Bush, the ongoing challenges in NATO's mission in Afghanistan, and the strong diplomatic differences between the US and Europe over Iraq. Much of Rupp's argument is based upon the general theme produced by Robert Kagan, who claims that the NATO allies share no perceived unifying threat to promote cooperative solutions. This book is well researched and provides much for NATO optimists to consider. Summing Up: Recommended Upper-division undergraduates through practitioners.-R. C. Hendrickson, Eastern Illinois University

NATO decline happening now

Garden ‘2. The World Today. London. NATO in trouble. Vol. 58, Iss.11; pg. 17

The last great NATO summit took place in Washington in April 1999, right in the middle of the Kosovo air campaign. The next is due to be held in Prague at the end of this month. It will again be overshadowed by the prospect of another war, this time in Iraq. At the Washington summit, NATO had a direct interest in the management of the Kosovo war. Now it will be a spectator as the Iraq situation develops. Does this mean NATO has become irrelevant? AT ONE LEVEL, LORD Robertson, the NATO Secretary General, should be celebrating his achievements after three years as the frontman for the alliance. It has been an extraordinary period of strategic change in the world, and there are plenty of successes to toast over this volatile period. Yet the trends for NATO are not encouraging. At the end of the Cold War, it managed to find a role as Yugoslavia disintegrated. Developing new capabilities and doctrines, the alliance, which had deterred an east-- west nuclear war for half a century, transformed itself into an effective peacemaking and stabilising force. As the Balkans played out, in 1999 NATO even found itself running a shooting war for the first time in Kosovo. Yet the success of the Kosovo air campaign was a salutary reminder that the real effective military might depended almost totally on US contributions. Flag not flying After the terror attacks of September 11 last year, NATO moved faster than anyone expected with its first historic declaration under Article 5. The centrepiece of its founding treaty, it was designed to ensure that all members would come to the help of any other that might be attacked. The 1949 drafters are unlikely to have had an international terrorist attack on the mainland of the United States in mind when they put the treaty together. But Washington was slow to take up the offer of help. Experience during the Kosovo crisis, and frustration at the need to achieve consensus among the other eighteen members, has coloured the views of the Bush administration. Perhaps no American president could have contemplated giving NATO a leading role after such an attack. In the event, NATO sent its airborne early warning force to help defend American air space while the real battle moved to Afghanistan. A number of European nations have played a significant role in Afghanistan and continue to do so. They may use NATO procedures, but they are there through bilateral arrangements with Washington. Nowhere is a NATO flag to be seen. Few who study alliance arrangements are surprised, and some would say that Kosovo will prove to be NATO's first and last war. Daunting agenda The agenda for Prague is daunting. In 1999, after much soul searching, NATO took in three new members: Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. At Prague they talk of admitting up to seven applicants: Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. There are new, much closer, arrangements with Russia, and even the Ukraine is angling to join. At the Washington summit, members agreed a challenging list of promises to improve their military capabilities under the rubric ofthe Defence Capabilities Initiative. Some fifty eight weaknesses were to be corrected. Unsurprisingly, little was subsequently done. Europeans continued to spend their budgets on every public service except defence. In Prague, they will focus on some key capabilities in the list. But America has moved on. It is now spending over twice as much on defence as all the Europeans put together, and is using the money to transform the way it fights. How can the European members hope to keep up? New imaginative schemes will be put on the table. The latest idea from the Bush administration is a proposal for a new quick reaction NATO Response Force. This would provide two instantly available brigades to deploy globally at very short notice with air and naval support. It might allow NATO to take an airfield in some emergency. Countries would provide a brigade for six months training, followed by another six months on standby. The hope is that by having elite forces working at the high end of the warfare spectrum, US technology and methods would in time trickle down to the remainder of European standing forces. It is a very modest proposal which is not aimed to be operational for four years, and yet there is little expectation that NATO will rise to the challenge. Even if it does, there seems slender hope that such a deployable force will have the desired effect on the rest of Europe's now largely obsolete military capabilities.
Final days? 

NATO is already at risk- even if the U.S. doesn’t consult the plan 

Nau ‘2. The World Today Alliance at risk. London:. Vol. 58, Iss. 5; pg. 16, 3 pgs

Washington is vilified for acting alone on a range of issues. Europe is being asked to do more on defence. This peevish debate risks weakening NATO just at the moment it should be agreeing to create a stronger alliance to fight terrorism. EUROPE IS ONCE AGAIN outraged by American unilateralism. Since George Bush entered office early last year, Europeans have carpet-bombed Washington with charges of unilateral action on, among other things, the development of missile defences, global warming, banning landmines, the international criminal court, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, the biodiversity treaty, a verification mechanism for controlling biological weapons, the `axis of evil' speech, and, most recently, steel import restrictions. PSYCHOLOGICAL INFIRMITY The North Atlantic allies have been through this battle many times before. One might wonder if the charges and countercharges have more to do with the psychological infirmities of the western allies than the issues that divide them. America needs to shatter the moral lassitude it associates with western Europe, and Europe needs to ridicule the lack of subtlety and sophistication it associates with America. Politics, of course, adds fuel to the firestorm. Republican President George Bush crashed the cosy party of `third way' social democrats that governed the major western countries throughout much of the 1990s. The allies should get beyond their emotions and politics. America's trend toward unilateralism and Europe's preference for multilateralism are not in opposition to one another. Indeed, both are necessary to carry out an effective alliance strategy. America's unilateralism expresses the need of free nations within a democratic alliance to act independently when their vital interests are at stake. Just as national democracies depend on the initiatives of individual citizens and groups, international democratic communities depend on national initiatives. Such initiatives are inherently unilateral. At least initially, they fly in the face of conventional wisdom and prevailing consensus. Otherwise, there would never be any change or innovation. On the other hand, Europe's tendency toward multilateralism expresses the place where free people and free nations are committed to end up. They make decisions by consensus, or in some cases, as democratic countries grow closer - for example the European Union (EU) - by the will or vote of the majority. Democracy requires both leadership and eventual consensus or majority decision-making. Paradoxically, the unilateral/multilateral debate is a sign of democratic development within the North Atlantic community, not demagogic neurosis. IN THE LEAD America acts unilaterally more often than Europe because its military forces are more prominent and vulnerable around the world. And Europe acts multilaterally more often than the United States because it lacks independent military capabilities and thus seeks to influence the use of US might. America is the first target in the crosshairs of terrorist groups and states. When conflicts turn nasty around the world, it is American forces that are exposed on the frontline in Korea, Taiwan, Southeast Asia, the Gulf and now Southwest Asia. European forces are not available to deploy in large numbers around the world or to fight sustained conflicts outside Europe. They play a more central role after the serious fighting is over, as in Bosnia and Kosovo. Until Europe spends far more on defence and convinces its people to support action beyond the continent, it will have to acknowledge America's greater vulnerability to terrorist resentment and concede a leadership role to Washington. If Europe provided the major forces for the defence of Saudi Arabia and the Gulf, would it be as relaxed as it is today about Iraq and Saddam Hussein? If Europe had thirty seven thousand troops on the 38th parallel in Korea and another forty thousand in Japan, would it be as eager to appease North Korea, abolish landmines, which protect US ground forces there, or forego theatre missile defence to protect American forces abroad? Europe had a substantial military role in the NATO area during the Cold War. But it has since played a much weaker part in out-of-area conflicts. Even in the Balkans, its task is peacekeeping, not fighting. As long as this is the case, America will take the lead in defining threats - the axis of evil - and resisting arms control restrictions such as those on landmines or nuclear testing - that weaken fighting capabilities in out-of-area conflicts. Europe argues that it needs American forces on the ground in the Balkans to keep Washington's diplomacy honest. Isn't it just as reasonable that America might want European forces on the ground in Saudi Arabia or South Korea for the same reason? It is disingenuous for Europeans to oppose American initiatives simply because they are unilateral. After all, Europe acts unilaterally too, as it is in building the European Rapid Reaction Force. It did not ask for or receive America's consent for this, and certainly did not give the United States or Russia a veto over the decision. The initiative is a good one, whether unilateral or not, and while America has had doubts about whether it is substantive or simply symbolic, it has not trashed the EU for acting unilaterally. EQUALLY SUSPECT America has to adjust as well, however. If Europe did finally increase its defence expenditure and forward military deployments, the United States would have to concede influence. It cannot expect Europe to put fighting forces in the field without primary influence over decisionmaking, any more than the US would. Europe would have to play a bigger role in Middle East peace negotiations, in Gulf decisions about toppling Saddam Hussein or squeezing the mullahs in Iran, and in arms control questions about whether to deploy missile defence systems. America is not ready for greater European influence. And so its rhetoric urging Europe to spend more on defence is just as suspect as Europe's complaints about American unilateralism. Neither ally really wants the consequence of what it is asking for. America doesn't want greater European influence, and Europe doesn't want America not to lead - because then it would have to lead on its own. The. unilateral/multilateral debate is convenient for both, and thus never goes away. Until relative capabilities change, America has to take the initiative. But it has to lead so that Europe eventually follows. The sooner Europe gets on board the better. Thus the United States made a mistake by not using NATO in some capacity in the Afghanistan war. After September 11, for the first time, NATO invoked Article 5 to declare the attack against American territory as an attack against the territory of all its members. This decision expressed the deepest ties that bind the members and constitute the alliance. America failed to validate these ties. It feared that acting under Article 5 would hamstring its military operations against the Taliban and Al Qaeda. Since America had the capability to lead the attack alone, why should it compromise military effectiveness by sharing operational control? Once again, the disparity in military capabilities weakened the alliance. But if NATO operational procedures are inefficient for out-of-area military strikes, they should be made so, not weakened further through disuse. The invocation of Article 5 was an opportunity to strengthen the alliances integrated command and control systems. At the very least, Washington should have requested a battalion or brigade of forces under NATO command to assist its operations in Afghanistan. WEAKENED This decision will come back to haunt the United States. NATO is being progressively weakened as a military organisation. After a troublesome experience in Kosovo, it is not being used in out-of-area conflicts. Instead, the United States is unilaterally deploying a growing number of forces to combat terrorism - in Yemen, Georgia, Pakistan, the republics of central Asia, and the Philippines. America is sticking its neck out beyond the multilateral consensus. Even if it succeeds, will the alliance be there to support the peacekeeping that follows? At the same time that America neglects NATO, the alliance is becoming increasingly unwieldy. It is expanding to include new members and deepen its relationship with Russia. A new council of twenty - the nineteen NATO members plus Russia proposes to make certain decisions collectively. If NATO was always an awkward alliance to use in the post-Cold War world, it is becoming even more so with expansion. And deepening ties with Russia threaten to impose a de facto veto on its operations, especially in areas such as Georgia or the Baltic states where Russia is most concerned about NATO intervention. TIME TO STEP BACK America needs to step back.  

Lack of NATO expansion dooms it
Friedman ’97 The New York Times, Monday, Late Edition-Final, Section A: Pg. 17                                                                    

Some enterprising Russian p.r. experts recently visited NATO headquarters and suggested a novel way to ease tensions between an expanding NATO and Russia: Just change NATO's name, the Russians suggested, because NATO is a four-letter word for Russians. So how about calling it TOMATO (Trans-Oceanic Military Alliance and Treaty Organization), or POTATO (Peace Organization for Trans-Atlantic Ties and Operations), or maybe VODCA (Vanguard Organization for Defense, Cooperation and Assistance)? NATO's savvy boss, Javier Solana, laughed off the Russian proposal. But discussions with officials here left me convinced that if NATO goes ahead with its expansion, just about everything other than its name will be changing -- and that's too bad. I rather liked NATO the way it was -- a tightly knit group of like-minded democracies capable of taking on any military foe in the world. Everyone is assuming that NATO can expand and keep that focused identity. Don't believe it. The real truth is NATO is now locked on a path of expansion that will dilute its power every bit as much as baseball expansion diluted Major League pitching and made every 90-pound weakling a home-run threat. It didn't have to be this way. NATO has always had two core functions. One was defense management -- the commitment by each member to defend the others in the event of attack. The other was peace management -- the commitment by NATO's 16 members to share their defense plans and budgets so that everyone knew what his neighbor was up to. Mutual defense kept peace between NATO and Russia and peace management kept peace among NATO's 16 members. The question NATO asked itself after the cold war was: How do we preserve our defense strength while expanding our peace management capabilities to stabilize newly liberated Central Europe? It came up with a solid idea: Partnership for Peace. P.F.P. was a junior NATO in which 27 non-NATO European states -- including Russia -- engaged in joint exercises, sent ambassadors to NATO, were educated on NATO standards, discussed problems and participated with NATO in peacekeeping in Bosnia. The one thing P.F.P. members didn't get was NATO's commitment to mutual defense, which was confined to the core 16. The beauty of P.F.P. was that it preserved NATO's core strength while creating a framework to fill the power vacuum in Central Europe -- without threatening Russia or setting up a competition over who gets into NATO and who doesn't. So what happened? Unfortunately, in 1996 the Clinton team abandoned P.F.P. in favor of expanding NATO's core members. It was a cynical effort to attract votes from Polish, Czech and Hungarian Americans by promising their motherlands membership. This silly decision set NATO on a slippery slope to who knows where. NATO now has three options. One is that it eventually expands to Russia's border, including the Baltic states Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia. If that happens, it will be the end of NATO as a mutual defense alliance because there's no way the U.S. Army is going to guarantee the Estonia-Russia border. In this scenario NATO becomes just a mini-U.N. Or as a senior NATO military officer told me: "The more nations that come in, the more NATO becomes just a collective security organization, in which members watch each other -- not a collective defense group against a common enemy. That's not the NATO we have now." Scenario 2 is that NATO doesn't expand beyond Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic and tries to maintain its current defense and peace management functions, with just three new members. But then we'll have a permanent gray zone of states between NATO and Russia. The states left out will fight to get in and Russia will fight to keep them out. Scenario 3, the one the White House is counting on, is that NATO begins to expand now but simultaneously deepens NATO-Russia cooperation and aid to Russia. This creates so many incentives for Moscow to be nice that NATO will be able to steadily creep toward the Russian border, and fill in the gray zone with new members, without alienating Moscow. Which will it be? No one at NATO can tell you. In other words, NATO expansion is a swan dive into an unknown future. What a reckless way to deal with the most successful military alliance in history.
2AC AT: Relations Net-Benefit
No impact- The U.S. will maintain beneficial relations with key allies even if NATO collapses

Michael Gallagher, Assistant Secretary of Commerce, Winter 2003 Houston Journal of International Law

NATO’s supporters argue that ending NATO will destabilize Europe. Ending NATO, they claim, will destroy the transatlantic link between the United States and Europe, and isolate the United States from Europe. The ties of history, however, prevent this outcome. The United States has long enjoyed a “special relationship” with the United Kingdom. The United States also has strong relations with such nations as Italy, Turkey, Germany, the Netherlands, Denmark, and Norway. Some claim that NATO is the foremost expression of U.S. commitment to Europe. The United States, however, aided Europe in two world wars, and stood firmly by Europe’s side during the Cold War – this commitment surpasses diplomatic formalities. The United States will not isolate itself from Europe merely because NATO disbands. Additionally, European nations do not need a formal security link to the United States. Even with NATO gone, “there is still plenty of life in, and need for, [the United States-Europe security] partnership.”

U.S.-NATO ties resilient                                                                                                                                                                       

Powell, ‘3 (Colin Powell, “Powell Stresses Durability of Trans-Atlantic Alliance,” 5-7-2003)                                                        

Time and again for more than a decade, with great drama, pundits and analysts have predicted the demise of NATO, growing tensions between the Alliance and the European Union, and crises in the transatlantic relationships. Time and again, I've had to listen to charges of wither NATO. I have had to listen to people say, Well, the Warsaw Pact is over, it is gone. Why isn't NATO over and gone? I don t know how many former Soviet generals I have spoken to who kept saying to me, Well, Colin, since we no longer need an alliance, why do you need an alliance called NATO? And time and time again, they have not understood the reality at all. Time and time again, pundits have been wrong. What we have seen instead of the demise of NATO and other half-century old institutions, we are seeing them rapidly and successfully evolving and expanding and changing to meet profound geostrategic challenges. They have changed as the changes have come to them. We have gone through it all -- the collapse of Soviet communism, the consolidation of new democracies, and the chilling dawn of a post-September 11 world. Despite the dire prognostications, NATO shows absolutely no signs of shutting down. Why would it? Why should it? You don t close a club that people keep lining up to get in to. A few weeks ago, I warmly congratulated the European Union, when in Athens ten more countries signed their accession treaty for membership in the Union. And I know that tomorrow Javier will heartily greet the expected vote in the U.S. Senate for NATO's further enlargement seven more countries and Minister Geoana will be with us in Washington tomorrow and I hope can deliver that to you tomorrow, my friend.

2AC EU Credibility Turn

Turn – EU Credibility

A. The consultation destroys EU credibility – it is zero-sum with NATO

Schmidt 07 (John R., the senior analyst for Europe in the Bureau of Intelligence and Research at the Department of State and former director of the NATO office at the State Department and as director for NATO affairs at the National Security Council, “Last Alliance Standing? NATO after 9/11” Washington Quarterly - PROVOCATIONS; Vol. 30, No. 1; Pg. 93. Lexis)

If these trend lines are clear, the prospects for the future are not. U.S. ambitions for NATO clearly conflict with French ambitions for the EU. Furthermore, even though most EU NATO members find themselves caught in the middle, the current zero-sum nature of NATO-EU relations seems to portend continuing turmoil on the road ahead, to the detriment of both organizations and of transatlantic relations more generally. At the end of the day, the answer to how far Washington can take the alliance may depend as much on U.S. preferences as it does on how far the French and other NATO allies are prepared to have it go. Similarly, for the EU, the availability of resources, not just ambition, will have a profound effect on what kind of security and defense role the EU can play in the future.

B. EU credibility stops Iran proliferation

EIU Views Wire 06 (March 16, “EU/Iran politics: Soft Power and a Nuclear Iran” Proquest)

In October 2003 the EU took its first major step in resolving a security problem outside Europe, with the foreign ministers of France, Germany and the UK travelling to Tehran. It was a promising start. Iran agreed to halt its production of enriched uranium - material which is needed to create a nuclear weapon - and to sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty additional protocol which allows for more intrusive inspections. Soft power - the ability to persuade without cohesion - appeared to be working. Building on that, the Paris agreement of November 2004 ensured Iran would "extend its suspension to include all enrichment related and reprocessing activities". For the EU the Paris agreement was a step back from the logic of escalation inherent in the UN system and laid the foundations for a comprehensive deal which would hold for at least a decade. In August 2005 this agreement was eventually presented to the Iranian authorities, offering a way of rapidly improving trade and political relations with the West in return for Iran giving up its uranium enrichment activities indefinitely. It was summarily rejected by Tehran. "They did not even read it," one EU diplomat remarked at the time. Uranium enrichment activities resumed .Since then, despite more EU-Iran negotiations and a Russian offer to enrich uranium and then transport it to Iran, the issue has steadily moved to the United Nation's International Atomic Energy Agency and on to the Security Council, where Iran now faces the threat of sanctions. The limits of the EU's ability to entice and of its soft power appear to have been shown.

C.  Iranian proliferation poses multiple scenarios for nuclear war 

The Daily Texan, 2004 (September 8, http://www.dailytexanonline.com/news/2004/09/08/Opinion/IranNuclear.Program.Should.Not.Be.Ignored-712197.html)

A nuclear Iran would be a geopolitical disaster for the United States. It would pose a direct nuclear threat to Israel making the prospect of nuclear exchange between the two greatest powers in the region an ever-present fear. It would put pressure on other nations in the area, fearful of Iranian aggression, to develop their own nuclear programs. Regional faith in the American security guarantee would wane as local leaders questioned America's willingness to become involved in a nuclear exchange far from its borders. We would be left with the most unstable region in the world simultaneously becoming the most nuclear. This is in addition to the obvious danger that Iran would always be able to covertly supply a terrorist group with a small nuclear device that could one day be detonated in America.

2AC EU Defense Turn

Ending US participation will force NATO to restructure to defend Europe

Bacevich, 10

(Andrew J. Bacevich, Ph.D., is a professor of international relations at Boston University, former director of its Center for International Relations, “Let Europe Be Europe: Why the United States Must Withdraw from NATO” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/let_europe_be_europe?page=0,1) Bankey

If NATO has a future, it will find that future back where the alliance began: in Europe. NATO's founding mission of guaranteeing the security of European democracies has lost none of its relevance. Although the Soviet threat has vanished, Russia remains. And Russia, even if no longer a military superpower, does not exactly qualify as a status quo country. The Kremlin nurses grudges and complaints, not least of them stemming from NATO's own steady expansion eastward. So let NATO attend to this new (or residual) Russian problem. Present-day Europeans -- even Europeans with a pronounced aversion to war -- are fully capable of mounting the defenses necessary to deflect a much reduced Eastern threat. So why not have the citizens of France and Germany guarantee the territorial integrity of Poland and Lithuania, instead of fruitlessly demanding that Europeans take on responsibilities on the other side of the world that they can't and won't? Like Nixon setting out for Beijing, like Sadat flying to Jerusalem, like Reagan deciding that Gorbachev was cut from a different cloth, the United States should dare to do the unthinkable: allow NATO to devolve into a European organization, directed by Europeans to serve European needs, upholding the safety and well-being of a Europe that is whole and free -- and more than able to manage its own affairs. 

Lack of European orientation makes Balkan crisis and the collapse of NATO inevitable

Kober, 08 

(Stanley Kober, Ph.D., is a research fellow in foreign policy at the Cato Institute “Cracks in the Foundation: NATO’s New Troubles,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-608.pdf) Bankey 

Would NATO members line up behind the United States in the face of this challenge? The answer is not clear, especially if violence breaks out in Kosovo. NATO is caught in the middle of a dilemma between the possibility of Albanian violence if independence is not granted, or Serbian violence if it is. It is questionable whether Serbia would meekly accept Kosovo’s independence. “If this plan happens, it will only give the Albanian terrorists a chance to finish the ethnic cleansing job against Serbs in Kosovo that has been going on for the past seven years,” Bishop Artemije, the head of the Serbian Orthodox Church in Kosovo, warned in Washington last February. “Serbia will react as any democratic country would do to the loss of its territory, and Serbs in Kosovo will react as any occupied people would do.”46 NATO, it should be remembered, is not the force it was in 1999; it is now heavily involved elsewhere. Would it be capable of handling renewed violence? Leaders may give assurances that the alliance can and would do so, but the major question concerns the willingness of the populations of the member states to become engaged in the Balkans once again. Already facing foreign challenges beyond what they expected, the outbreak of violence in the Balkans—in a conflict thought to be all but settled—could make them wonder about the competence of their leaders. If so, the prospects for effective action—indeed, for the future of the alliance itself—could be bleak.
Global nuclear war

Glaser, 93 

(Charles L. Glaser, Ph.D., is professor in the Elliott School of International Affairs and the Department of Political Science “Why NATO is Still Best,” International Security Volume 18 No. 1) Bankey

However, although the lack of an imminent Soviet threat eliminates the most obvious danger, U.S. security has not been entirely separated from the future of Western Europe. The ending of the Cold War has brought many benefits, but has not eliminated the possibility of major power war, especially since such a war could grow out of a smaller conflict in the East. And, although nuclear weapons have greatly reduced the threat that a European hegemon would pose to U.S. security, a sound case nevertheless remains that a major European war could threaten U.S. security. The United States could be drawn into such a war, even if strict security considerations suggested it should stay out. A major power war could escalate to a nuclear war that, especially if the United States joins, could include attacks against the American homeland. Thus, the United States should not be unconcerned about Europe’s future.

2AC Turkey says no
Turkey will say no. Their anti-Americanism can’t be reversed.

Walker 7/14 (Joshua W., July 14, 2007, “Truly Democratic and anti-American”, The Jerusalem Post, http://www.jpost.com/servlet/Satellite?cid=1184168563444&pagename=JPost%2FJPArticle%2FShowFull)

What country in the world is most anti-American? According to the Pew Global Attitudes Project's 47-nation survey released Wednesday it would not be one of the usual suspects - the Palestinian Authority, Pakistan, or Venezuela - but rather America's 50-year-NATO ally, Turkey.  This finding should trouble the Bush administration deeply; Turkey is exactly the type of Muslim-majority democracy that officials have been touting as a model for the Middle East and the Islamic world.  Consider the facts: Turkey ranked dead last in all the most important categories on the survey, something which indicates the depth of anti-American sentiment. Most tellingly, Turks have the lowest favorability for both America and its citizens (9% and 13%). Moreover, Turkey tied with the Palestinian Authority for the lowest percentage of citizens who think the US is fair in its Middle East policies, a paltry 2%.  Another disturbing sign for US policymakers is the fact that Turkey, an active partner in Afghanistan and a crucial transportation hub for Iraq, has the second-lowest level of support for the US-led war on terror ( 9%) of all nations surveyed. It does not stop at US foreign policy. Turkey had the highest percentage of respondents who disliked American ideas about democracy (81%) and even the way that Americans do business (83%).  Turks have never been the most pro-American Middle Eastern country, yet the drop in favorability from when Bush first took office (52% in 2000) and even at the one-year anniversary of the war in Iraq (30% in 2004) to today is truly unprecedented. It is shocking.  THE TRENDS are clear. We are not just dealing with the usual anti-Bush or anti-US policy sentiment in Turkey. We have now slid into an anti-Americanism that cannot simply be erased with a new president in January, 2009, or a special envoy to the Muslim world.  The causes of this pervasive anti-Americanism are fairly straightforward and obvious to even the casual observer. US missteps in Iraq have heightened Turkey's own security on its southeastern border. In particular, the reemergence of PKK terrorism in Turkey, where a soldier dies daily, has produced a non-stop drumbeat of nationalist and anti-American rhetoric throughout the country in the runup to the July 22 parliamentary elections. The perception that America controls Northern Iraq and restricts the Turkish army from crossing the border, all while doing nothing to stop the PKK terrorists who operate with impunity in Iraq, is widespread. Bush's words, "You're either with us, or against us" now rings hollow to Turks. US policy is increasingly seen as being hypocritical and Americans themselves are now viewed as untrustworthy.  Turkey has officially slid from being anti-US policy to anti-American. This is particularly worrying given the Bush administration's emphasis on democracy promotion and reform throughout the greater Middle East. The underlying assumption is that a more democratic and open society is in the US national interest because such a nation would surely be more pro-American. Within this context, Turkey has been a particularly important country upon which to focus. It is the only Muslim-majority nation of NATO and the only fully functioning Middle-Eastern, Muslim democracy. The results from the Pew survey disprove the preconceived notions of administration experts and should force policymakers to reconsider their underlying assumptions. TURKEY MATTERS to America. Its geo-strategic position is vital for US interests throughout the region, but, more importantly, it represents what a truly democratic Middle East might look like. Hating US policy or a particular president is undesirable, but repairable. Hating America and Americans is a disturbing trend that requires serious attention and prolonged engagement.

2AC Relations Low

Transatlantic ties low now

Katulis, 10

(“Does Europe Matter to the Obama Administration?,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/02/does_europe_matter.html) 

I’m just back from Brussels, where President Barack Obama’s decision this week to skip a proposed American-European Union summit this spring in Madrid stung like a slap in the face for many Obama supporters on that side of the Atlantic. I spoke at a conference taking stock of President Obama’s first year on several national security issues, and “disappointed” summed up the overall mood among most Europeans. President Obama may have inflated expectations beyond what was realistic regarding transatlantic ties over the past year, or European allies may not have delivered enough on issues such as South Asia or the Middle East. But it’s clear that the transatlantic honeymoon is over and the relationship has entered a new phase affected by broader structural changes in the world—one in which a multilateral diplomacy is messier, involving numerous centers of power that include countries such as China, Russia, India, and Brazil. 

2AC NATO Doesn’t Solve

NATO is militarily useless—ending US participation is key to a transition to a stable European military power

Carpenter, 09 

(Ted Galen Carpenter, Ph.D., is the vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, “NATO at 60: A Hollow Alliance,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa635.pdf) 

Although NATO has added numerous new members during the past decade, most of them possess minuscule military capabilities. Some of themalso have murky political systems and contentious relations with neighboring states, including (and most troubling) a nuclear-armed Russia. Thus, NATO’s new members are weak, vulnerable, and provocative—an especially dangerous combination for the United States in its role as NATO’s leader. There are also growing fissures in the alliance about how to deal with Russia. The older, West European powers tend to favor a cautious, conciliatory policy, whereas the Central and East European countries advocate a more confrontational, hard-line approach. TheUnited States is caught in themiddle of that intra-alliance squabble. Perhapsmostworrisome, the defense spending levels and military capabilities of NATO’s principal European members have plunged in recent years. The decay of those military forces has reached the point that American leaders now worry that joint operations with U.S. forces are becoming difficult, if not impossible. The ineffectiveness of the European militaries is apparent in NATO’s stumbling performance in Afghanistan. NATO has outlived whatever usefulness it had. Superficially, it remains an impressive institution, but it has become a hollow shell—farmore a political honor society than a meaningful security organization. Yet, while the alliance exists, it is a vehicle for European countries to free ride on theU.S.military commitment instead of spending adequately on their own defenses and taking responsibility for the security of their own region. American calls for greater burden-sharing are even more futile today than they have been over the past 60 years.Until the United States changes the incentives by withdrawing its troops from Europe and phasing out its NATO commitment, the Europeans will happily continue to evade their responsibilities. Today’s NATO is a bad bargain for the United States. We have security obligations to countries that add little to our own military power. Even worse, some of those countries could easily entangle America in dangerous parochial disputes. It is time to terminate this increasingly dysfunctional alliance. 

NATO cannot solve terrorism or proliferation without expansion to non-democracy

Goldgeiger – 10, CBeyond Chairman, Council Special Report 51 pg. 3. (“The Future of NATO”). Google Scholar.

NATO must work to improve its relationship with Russia. Ultimately, improved relations with Russia will do more to address eastern European fears than contingency planning and military exercises. But a better relationship with Moscow is also necessary in a world of transnational threats. Although NATO is a values-based institution, collaboration among the world’s democracies is simply not sufficient to combat threats like terrorism and proliferation.

NATO is irrelevant—no threat to European security, any threats they make will cooperate out of self interest not because of NATO                                                                                                                                                Levine 3 – Robert, “NATO is irrelevant: A bureaucracy whose time has passed,” http://www.iht.com                                       

LOS ANGELES— At the start of the Cold War, the standard short answer to the question "Why NATO?" was: "To keep the Russians out, the Americans in and the Germans down." By 1990, any danger of a third recurrence of German aggression was long since past and the collapse of the Warsaw Pact made the Russian threat to Europe equally obsolete. The need to keep the Americans in, however, provided an unquestioned rationale for preserving the alliance. This seemed confirmed by the 1990 Iraqi attack on Kuwait. Not every member of NATO participated in the American-led response, nor did the organization itself take a stand on this "out-of-area" crisis, but Britain, France and Italy joined the response, and the other members supported it. Previous NATO planning and training helped. The Balkan crises of the 1990s imposed harder tests, most of which NATO failed. Serbia mounted a harsh war to prevent Croatian secession from Yugoslavia. France favored the Serbs, Germany the Croats, America stood aside, and so did NATO. When the Serbs and Croats fought each other in Bosnia, while both tried to ethnically cleanse Muslims from most of the region, several NATO members provided the United Nations with small numbers of troops quite insufficient to prevent the brutal humanitarian crises they were to guard against. The Clinton administration initially stood aside from what it considered a European affair, but when the European Union proved itself inadequate to do anything, President Bill Clinton eventually reversed himself and under U.S. captaincy NATO came to the rescue and the situation was ultimately stabilized. By the time of the third crisis, in Kosovo, the United States was willing to lead NATO into the conflict and the alliance conquered. In each case, the United States led, however reluctantly, and NATO followed. The Bush doctrine of preemption has changed the United States from a reluctant filler of vacuums into an active wager of wars. But with key members dissenting, NATO is no longer participating, nor will it in the future. Since the end of the Cold War, NATO theorists and enthusiasts have called for a new mission, uniting Western powers to right wrongs wherever in the world they occur; for better or worse the organization has been moving in the opposite direction for a decade. So, Why NATO now? The most frequent response is: To keep the United States committed to European security. But that raises three further questions: 1. Who is threatening European security? With the Soviet Union gone and Russia quite possibly to become a member of NATO, it is difficult to say. Europe has problems, perhaps including defense problems, but not on a level that in any way threatens continental security or is likely to in the near future. 2. Europe is as large and rich as the United States, so why doesn't it care for its own security? The summary answer is that, perceiving no real threats to their security, European states decline to make the necessary sacrifices of resources and sovereignty. 3. Then why should the United States act as mother hen? One reply is that, since Europeans refuse to become powerful, the only superpower has the obligation to right the wrongs, as the United States did in Yugoslavia, declined to do in Africa, and says it has done in Iraq. But that doesn't necessarily imply a role for NATO. To the evanescent need for American commitment to European security has more recently been added the U.S. need for cooperation against terrorism. But that is a common goal of NATO members, to which the organization itself contributes little. France and Germany cooperate not because of the alliance, but because they too fear and have experienced terrorism. NATO has become irrelevant
2AC Russia War turn

Article V commitments to post-Soviet states makes war with Russia inevitable

Carpenter, 09 

(Ted Galen Carpenter, Ph.D., is the vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, “NATO at 60: A Hollow Alliance,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa635.pdf) 

Taking on the obligation to defend the Baltic countries was especially unwise, because NATO now poses a direct geopolitical challenge to Russia right on Moscow’s doorstep. Relations between Russia and its small Baltic neighbors are testy, to put it mildly. At the moment, Russiamay be tooweak to challenge the U.S./NATO security commitment to those countries, but we cannot be certain that will always be true. The endorsement of NATO membership for Croatia and Albania confirms that the alliance has nowentered the realmof farce.Themilitary capabilities of those two countries are minuscule. According to the 2009 edition of The Military Balance, published by the International Institute for Strategic Studies,Croatia’smilitary budget is a mere $962 million, and its military force consists of 18,600 active-duty personnel. Albania’s budget is $233million, and its force is 14,295. They will augment Estonia’s $425 million and 5,300 troops, Latvia’s $513million and 5,187 troops, Lithuania’s $500 million and 8,850 troops, and Slovenia’s $756 million and 7,200 troops. By not offering membership to Macedonia, though,NATO will have todowithout Skopje’s $163 million and 10,890 troops.5 Collectively, those countries spend less on their militaries inayear thantheUnitedStates spends in Iraq in twoweeks. The NewMembers Are Dangerous as Well as Useless Such new allies are not merely useless; they are potentially an embarrassment to the alliance, and possibly a serious danger. When Vice President Dick Cheney asserted during a visit to the Balkans in 2006 that the proposed members would help “rejuvenate” NATO and rededicate the alliance “to the basic and fundamental values of freedom and democracy,” he showed how out of touch with reality U.S and NATO policy had become.6 Croatia is just a few years removed from the fascistic regime of Franjo Tudjman and continues to have frosty relations with neighboring Serbia. Albania is a close ally of the new, predominantlyAlbanian state of Kosovo, an entity whose independence both Serbia and Russia (as well as most other countries) do not recognize and vehemently oppose. Albania also is notorious for being under the influence of organized crime. Indeed, the Albanian mafia is legendary throughout Europe, controlling much of the gambling, prostitution, and drug trafficking.7 Efforts to add Ukraine and Georgia to the alliance, a policy that the Bush administration pushed and the Obama administration endorses, would be even worse than the previous rounds of expansion. Ukraine’s relationship with Russia is quite contentious. Georgia’s relationship, of course, is even worse than that, as last summer’s warfare confirmed. Rational Americans should have breathed a sigh of relief thatGeorgiawas not aNATO member at the time the conflict erupted. Proponents of NATO’s enlargement eastward sometimes act as though the alliance is now merely a political honor society. Their underlying logic is that, because the nations of Eastern Europe have become capitalist democracies, they deserve to be members of the West’s most prominent club. But nearly all the newer members ofNATO, which are themost concerned about possible adverse security developments emanating from Russia, consider the alliance to bemore than a political body. They are counting on tangible protection from depredations by their large eastern neighbor. And, equally important, Moscow does not view the current incarnation of NATO as merely political in nature. The Georgian conflict should remind us That NATO is still officiallymuchmore than a political club. It remains a military alliance with extensive obligations—especially for the United States. Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty proclaims that an attack on one member is an attack on all. That means the United States is obligated to assist in the defense of every member—no matter how small,how militarily or economically insignificant, or how strategically exposed thatmembermight be.8 

Escalates to global nuclear war

Yesin, 07 

(Colonel General Vladimir Senior Vice President of the Russian Academy of the Problems of Security, Defense, and Law. “Will America Fight Russia?;”. Defense and Security, No 78. LN  July 2007)

Yesin: Should the Russian-American war begin, it will inevitably deteriorate into the Third World War. The United States is a NATO member and this bloc believes in collective security. In fact, collective security is what it is about.  Vladimirov: This war will inevitably deteriorate into a nuclear conflict. Regardless of what weapons will be used in the first phase.
2AC Russian Hegemony Turn

Eliminating the EU’s dependency is key to check Russian energy hegemony

Bruton, 10 

(John Bruton served as the EU Commission’s Ambassador to the United States from 2004 to 2009, “EU-US transatlantic relations: the Obama moment,” http://www.iss.europa.eu/uploads/media/The_Obama_Moment__web_A4.pdf) 

In fact, an increasing tendency can be noted, in the enlarged European Union, for Member States to overtly pursue national interests, and to use the European Union as a platform for national grandstanding. The bigger the number at the table, the less effective is peer pressure on an individual minister to pursue a ‘European’ rather than a national line. We have seen this in the frequent blocking by one country of another country’s application for EU membership, and in national concerns blocking the creation of a common EU energy policy. If the European Union fails to agree on a common energy policy, it should not then surprise us if the EU’s energy policy is formulated in Moscow rather than in the EU. Likewise, if the EU fails to come up with its own plan to reform the International Monetary Fund (IMF) or the United Nations, it should not surprise us if the reform decisions are made for Europe by the rest of the world in the G20 or somewhere else. If the politics of the European Union continue to be confined within national boundaries, European foreign policy thinking will continue to be dominated by national policy thinking and no political price will have to be paid by any political leader who gives priority to national interests over European ones. The best way to reduce the tendency of EU Member States to pursue national policies to the exclusion of European solutions is to create a viable and well-informed constituency in favour of ‘European’ solutions.

Russia’s energy monopoly will collapse Central Asia

Bratersky et. al., 09 

(Maksim Bratersky, D.Sc. (Politics), Andrei Suzdaltsev, Ph.D. (Hist.), associate professor at the Chair of World Economics, Department of World Economics and World Politics, State University-Higher School of Economics (Moscow, Russia) “Central Asia: A Region Of Economic Rivalry Among Russia, China, The U.S., And The EU,” http://www.ca-c.org/online/2009/journal_eng/cac-03/07.shtml) 

Russia’s main efforts in Central Asia are aimed at preserving the economic and political status quo, strengthening the isolation of the region’s markets from the world market and fortifying its own positions as a geopolitical intermediary in the regional countries’ interaction with external actors. By keeping the clamps on its economic expansion, Russia risks losing in the impending struggle for the redivision of the spheres of influence in the region.  While criticizing Russia for the “sluggishness” of its capital in Central Asia and for its lack of desire to invest in significant joint projects and programs on which the sociopolitical and strategic stability in the region depends, the critically low level of protection of Russia’s investments in Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, and Uzbekistan must also be recognized. However, if Russia chooses not to participate in the resolution of water-and-energy and transport-communication problems or in the resolution or other economic tasks in the region, this may have a negative effect in the future on ensuring its national security from the south.  Due to the specifics that have developed over the centuries of economic relations between Russia and Central Asia, the countries of the region still count on Russian economic aid. There is a popular opinion that Russia’s financial and technological support should be unconditional, aimed at reducing the socioeconomic tension in the region that is leading to an increase in extremist sentiments.6 

Causes nuclear war

Tsepkalo, 98 

(Valery V., “The Remaking of Eurasia,” Foreign Affairs, March/April, Lexis) 

But abetting the continuing destabilization of Eurasia is not in the West's interests. NATO enlargement has not consolidated anti-Western forces in the region, as some Western experts had feared, but it has encouraged the division of Eurasia and the shattering of the Russian Federation. There will likely be further attempts at secession, although not necessarily according to the bloody model of Chechnya. Central Asia and the Caucasus are rife with flash points that could ignite several nations and draw in outside powers. And with regional destabilization and the slackening of central control, the nuclear threat is perhaps greater now than during the Cold War.   If current trends continue, Russia's clout in Eurasia will further dwindle and that of Western powers and Western-dominated international organizations will grow. The United States, however, will be unable to maintain control of the process. Western allies like Germany, Japan, and Turkey will adopt independent policies in the region. The jockeying of Western interests will exacerbate tensions between and within countries. And the West will confront the increasing power of China and, to a lesser extent, Iran, which will make extending Western influence beyond the Urals impossible. Eurasia will rapidly become a less predictable and more dangerous place. 

2AC Biosecurity turn

Increased transatlantic security cooperation is key to global biosecurity efforts—an attack would be equivalent to nuclear war.

Hamilton et al., 09 

(Daniel Hamilton is the Richard von Weizsäcker Professor and Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Johns Hopkins University; and Executive Director of the American Consortium on EU Studies Charles Barry, Hans Binnendijk, Stephen J. Flanagan, Ph.D., is Senior Vice President and Henry A. Kissinger Chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), Julianne Smith is director of the CSIS Europe Program and the Initiative for a Renewed Transatlantic Partnershi, James J. Townsend Jr. is a Vice President of the Atlantic Council of the United States and is Director of the Council’s Program on International Security, “Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century,” http://transatlantic.sais-jhu.edu/bin/i/y/nato_report_final.pdf) 

Biosecurity is perhaps the most dramatic example of the changing challenges we face. Bioterrorism is a first-order strategic threat to the transatlantic community, and yet neither our health nor our security systems are prepared for intentional attacks of infectious disease. Homeland security approaches that focus on guards, gates and guns have little relevance to this type of challenge. A bioterrorist attack in Europe or North America is more likely and could be as consequential as a nuclear attack, but requires a different set of national and international responses. Unless we forge new health security alliances and take other measures, an attack of mass lethality is not a matter of whether, but when. A great challenge of our century is to prevent the deliberate use of disease as a weapon from killing millions, destabilizing economies and disrupting societies. The grand security opportunity of our century is to eliminate massively lethal epidemics of infectious disease by ensuring that biodefense – humankind’s ageless struggle to prevent and defeat disease – is far more potent than attempts to create and deploy bio agents of mass lethality.10 This example underscores the need for the United States, Canada and European partners to advance a multidimensional strategy of societal resilience that goes beyond “homeland” security and relies not just on traditional tools but also on new forms of diplomatic, intelligence, counterterrorism, financial, economic and law enforcement cooperation; customs, air and seaport security; equivalent standards for data protection and information exchange; biodefense and critical infrastructure protection. It needs to begin with the transatlantic community, not only because European societies are so inextricably intertwined, but because no two continents are as deeply connected as the two sides of the North Atlantic. Our ultimate goal should be a resilient Euro-Atlantic area of freedom, security and justice that balances mobility and civil liberties with societal security.11 Such efforts, in turn, can serve as the core of more effective global measures. Europeans and Americans share a keen interest in building the societal resilience of other nations, since strong homeland security efforts in one country may mean little if neighboring systems are weak. In fact, 20th century concepts of “forward defense” should be supplemented by the broader notion of “forward resilience.” Elements of this initiative will need to be conducted bilaterally, and much of it through invigorated channels between North America and the EU, but other mechanisms and organizations, including NATO, can offer support in specific areas, as we outline later.

2AC Space Turn

US participation in NATO makes Russia-China counterbalancing inevitable

Kober, 08 

(Stanley Kober, Ph.D., is a research fellow in foreign policy at the Cato Institute “Cracks in the Foundation: NATO’s New Troubles,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-608.pdf) 

But as NATO has expanded, Russia’s relations with China, in particular, have grown apace, leading initially to the formation of the Shanghai Five and then to the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, which includes— in addition to Russia and China—Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan as full members, and India, Iran, Mongolia, and Pakistan as observer members. In other words, just as the Triple Entente gradually emerged in opposition to the Triple Alliance, so the SCO seems to be emerging in response to NATO expansion. And just as the Triple Entente insisted, at least in public, that it was not an alliance, so do the members of the SCO. But the membership of the SCO does not overlap with NATO, just as the membership of the Triple Alliance did not overlap with the Triple Entente, and SCO members conduct military exercises together just as NATO countries do.57 In short, the world is in danger of dividing just as Europe divided a century ago—a process that should have been foreseen by those who naively thought other countries would not respond to NATO expansion by taking their own corresponding measures. 

Specifically, NATO shields blame for China’s BMD program—this makes fully functioning ASATs inevitable

Lin, 10 

(Joseph E. Lin, a former defense consultant in Washington, DC, is a doctoral student in political science at the University of Pennsylvania, “China’s BMD Test Reveals a Strategy of Diplomatic Dissemblance,” http://www.defensestudies.org/?paged=2) 

Amid the flurry of reporting last week on Google’s defiance of the Chinese government, another more ominous occurrence in China slipped quietly beneath the attention of the West. On January 11, China tested its first-ever ground-based ballistic missile defense (BMD) system, successfully intercepting a missile during midcourse flight. China’s ability to achieve such a sophisticated capability in so short a period should give pause to U.S. analysts and scholars who continue to ignore or downplay the extent of the Chinese military’s extensive modernization program. Additionally, China’s current BMD capabilities are likely to have a significant impact upon the regional military balance, particularly against countries, such as India, which possess more limited arsenals of ballistic missiles. Most notable, however, is the light that this development sheds on the Chinese government’s two-pronged strategy of employing a diplomatic offensive to frustrate the development of key U.S. military programs while furtively pursuing those very capabilities. It is also worth noting that even as China was busy developing this capability, it concurrently voiced vociferous opposition to U.S. plans to deploy a BMD system, criticizing Washington for engaging in irresponsible and destabilizing behavior. Beginning in 1999, for instance, Chinese Ambassador Sha Zhukang led a joint Chinese-Russian political offensive against the United States, charging that the U.S. pursuit of a BMD capability would not only undermine the regional security balance and erode China’s nuclear deterrent but also lead to a “nuclear arms race ris[ing] again from the ashes.”  This two-pronged strategy, a diplomatic campaign to claim the moral high ground all the while surreptitiously engaging in the very behavior it condemned, appears to be China’s modus operandi. Indeed, Beijing engaged in almost identical behavior during the development of its anti-satellite (ASAT) capability. For years, the Chinese government criticized the United States for “militarizing space” even as it was secretly developing its own ASAT weaponry. Few details have emerged regarding China’s test, except for the fact that the ballistic missile was destroyed during its midcourse phase, most likely by a direct-ascent kinetic kill vehicle, not unlike the one used in its January 2007 ASAT test. The missile itself, which would have traveled at speeds of up to 7 kilometers a second, was equally, if not more, challenging to intercept than the weather satellite that the Chinese military destroyed two years ago. That it has taken China just a decade to field an advanced BMD capability — it took the United States nearly four times as long to develop its own system — is undoubtedly due in part to the technologies it has acquired from the United States and other Western European countries.  As Chris Griffin and I previously wrote, many of the key technical requirements behind China’s ASAT system benefited tremendously from the dual-use technology transfers during the decades of cooperation between China and the West on “civilian” space projects. If China maintains its current pace of BMD and ASAT capability development, the U.S. defense community ought to expect both systems to mature rapidly in the coming years as technological advancements in one piggyback off of progress in the other. In the coming months, it is also likely that U.S. policymakers will receive another earful of Beijing’s protests and criticism when the results of the Nuclear Posture Review, now expected to be completed on March 1, are announced. When this occurs — and it most certainly will — it would be wise for U.S. policymakers to bear in mind the actual intent behind China’s accusations. 

Satellite warfare produces space debris which makes space unusable

O’Neill, 08

Postgraduate Researcher at University and Webmaster at the Mars Foundation (Ian, March 24, “A Space War would be a Seriously Messy Business”, Universe Today, Google)

What if there was a Pearl Harbour-like, pre-emptive strike against orbiting satellites? What if our quarrels on the ground spill into space? This is no longer a storyline for the next sci-fi movie, early warning systems are currently being developed to defend satellites, low Earth orbit satellites are being quickly and accurately shot down by the US and China, plus satellite technology is becoming more and more valuable as a strategic target. Like all wars there is a losing side, but in the event of a war in space, we'll all be losers. Its one thing watching a space battle in a sci-fi movie, it's quite another to see it happen in reality. The critical thing about blowing stuff up in space is it produces a lot of mess and will leave a nasty legacy for future generations. Space debris is becoming a serious problem and should there be some form of orbital war, the debris produced may render space impassable.

Space exploration is key to solve extinction

Monga Bay, 06

Environmental science and conservation news site, 2006 

(November 30. “To avoid extinction humans must colonize space says Hawking.” http://news.mongabay.com/2006/1130-hawking.html)

As he was awarded the most prestigious prize in science, British theoretical physicist Stephen Hawking said that humans need to colonize outer space in order avoid extinction. Hawking, who was presented Thursday with the Copley medal from Britain's Royal Society, told BBC Radio that humanity faces extinction if it confines itself to Earth."The long-term survival of the human race is at risk as long as it is confined to a single planet," Hawking said. "Sooner or later disasters such as an asteroid collision or a nuclear war could wipe us all out. But once we spread out into space and establish independent colonies, our future should be safe."Hawking said that improvements in technology could make space travel for feasible in the future."Science fiction has developed the idea of warp drive, which takes you instantly to your destination. Unfortunately, this would violate the scientific law which says that nothing can travel faster than light," he added "but matter/antimatter annihilation" could make it possible to travel at speeds just below the speed of light. "My next goal is to go into space," he said.Hawking, who has long pushed for space exploration and has performed groundbreaking research on black holes and the origins of the universe, believes that we could have a permanent base on the moon in 20 years and a colony on Mars in the next 40 years."Life on Earth is at the ever-increasing risk of being wiped out by a disaster, such as sudden global warming, nuclear war, a genetically engineered virus or other dangers we have not yet thought of," he said this summer at a news conference in Hong Kong. The Copley medal is the world's oldest award for scientific achievement. First awarded in 1731, Charles Darwin, Albert Einstein, Louis Pasteur and Sir James Cook have been recipients the award.

2AC NATO bad – hurts hegemony

U.S. needs to pull back its security commitments to NATO in order to retain it’s hegemony

Layne, 10 

Christopher, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in National Security at Texas A&M’s George H.W. Bush School of Government & Public Service (May 1, 2010, “Graceful Decline: The End of Pax Americana”)

The United States will be compelled to overhaul its strategy dramatically, and rather than having this adjustment forced upon it suddenly by a major crisis, the U.S. should get ahead of the curve by shifting its position in a gradual, orderly fashion. A new American global posture would involve strategic retrenchment, burden-shifting, and abandonment of the so-called “global counterinsurgency” being waged in Afghanistan and Iraq. As a first step, the U.S. will need to pull back from its current security commitments to NATO, Japan, and South Korea. This is not isolationism. The United States undertook the defense of these regions under conditions very different from those prevailing today. In the late 1940s, all were threatened by the Soviet Union—in the case of South Korea and Japan, by China as well—and were too weak to defend themselves. The U.S. did the right thing by extending its security umbrella and “drawing a line in the sand” to contain the Soviet Union. But these commitments were never intended to be permanent. They were meant as a temporary shield to enable Western Europe, Japan, and South Korea to build up their own economic and military strength and assume responsibility for defending themselves. There are several explanations for why the U.S. did not follow through with this policy. Fundamentally, during the Pax Americana there was no need. As the U.S. declines, however, it will be compelled to return to its original intent. If we remember that an eventual pullback was the goal of U.S. policy, strategic retrenchment in the early 21st century looks less like a radical break than a fulfillment of strategic goals adopted in the late 1940s.

Burden-shifting—not burden-sharing—is the obvious corollary of strategic retrenchment. American policy should seek to compel our allies to assume responsibility for their own security and take the lead role in providing security in their regions. To implement this strategic devolution, the U.S. should disengage gradually from its current commitments in order to give an adequate transition period for its allies to step up to the plate. It should facilitate this transition by providing advanced weapons and military technology to friendly states in Europe and Asia.

With respect to Islamic terrorism, we need to keep our priorities straight. Terrorism is not the most pressing national-security threat facing the United States. Great powers can be defeated only by other great powers—not by nonstate terrorists or by minor powers. The U.S. needs to be careful not to pay more attention to Islamic terrorists than to emerging great powers. Here the Obama administration and Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates are getting it wrong.

1AR NATO bad – hurts hegemony

NATO undermines the underlying security of a hegemon

Layne, 00 

Christopher, MacArthur Foundation Fellow in Global Security and a Visiting Professor at the Univeristy of Southern California, “US Hegemony and the Perpetuation of NATO,” Journal of Strategic Studies, JSTOR)

Second, states expand because the anarchic nature of international politics makes them insecure, and the best antidote to insecurity is for a state to maximize its relative power.32 Given the security dilemma that pervades international politics, the most promising route to security is 'for a state to increase its control over that environment through the persistent expansion of its political interests abroad.'33 Type II offensive realism posits that attainment of hegemony is - or should be - the ultimate aim of a state's grand strategy. Dominance, or hegemony, is the logical outcome of a grand strategy that seeks to maximize the state's relative power or influence. For Type II offensive realists, there is only one way for a state to be safe: by becoming the most powerful state in the international system.34 Simply stated, Type II offensive realism holds that the best way for a state to attain security is to eliminate, or overawe, its competition. A state becomes a hegemon either by eliminating its rivals, or by strategies that subjugate or subordinate them.35 There are three reasons why hegemony is Type II offensive realism's preferred grand strategy. First, Type II offensive realism regards multipolar international systems as inherently less peaceful and stable than bipolar or unipolar systems.36

Second, a hegemon gains security when the distribution of power is skewed decisively in its favor, because others will be deterred from attacking it.37

NATO undermines US power projection

Merry 03- Sr Associate at the American foreign policy council (winter 2003, E. Wayne, “Therapy’s end: thinking beyond NATO”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2751/is_74/ai_112411717/pg_6/?tag=content;col1)

For better or worse, the United States has global responsibilities and unique global capabilities. At the same time, Washington's diplomatic and political capacities are already overburdened. While U.S. operational and logistical capabilities are today supreme, America's overall force structure is little more than half the size it was a generation ago, and its reserves are seriously overcommitted. The best forces can cover only limited tasks, especially for a democratic nation that employs only volunteers. Stated plainly, NATO is a luxury the United States can no longer justify. This vast subsidy for Europe is in direct conflict with the procurement and development budgets required to maintain the American technological lead in an ever-competitive world. Today's precision weapons will be commonplace tomorrow, and even the Pentagon's immense budget cannot always keep up.

2AC Multilateralism Hegemony Turn 

Turn – Hegemony  

A.  Multilateralism destroys state interest collapsing U.S. leadership

Krauthammer 2003 (Charles, Journalist – Washington Post, The National Interest, Winter, Lexis)

Liberal internationalism seeks through multilateralism to transcend power politics, narrow national interest and, ultimately, the nation-state itself. The nation-state is seen as some kind of archaic residue of an anarchic past, an affront to the vision of a domesticated international arena. This is why liberal thinkers embrace the erosion of sovereignty promised by the new information technologies and the easy movement of capital across borders. They welcome the decline of sovereignty as the road to the new globalism of a norm-driven, legally-bound international system broken to the mold of domestic society.8 The greatest sovereign, of course, is the American superpower, which is why liberal internationalists feel such acute discomfort with American dominance. To achieve their vision, America too-America especially-must be domesticated. Their project is thus to restrain America by building an entangling web of interdependence, tying down Gulliver with myriad strings that diminish his overweening power. Who, after all, was the abm treaty or a land mine treaty going to restrain? North Korea? This liberal internationalist vision-the multilateral handcuffing of American power-is, as Robert Kagan has pointed out, the dominant view in Europe.9 That is to be expected, given Europe's weakness and America's power. But it is a mistake to see this as only a European view. The idea of a new international community with self-governing institutions and self-enforcing norms-the vision that requires the domestication of American power-is the view of the Democratic Party in the United States and of a large part of the American foreign policy establishment. They spent the last decade in power fashioning precisely those multilateral ties to restrain the American Gulliver and remake him into a tame international citizen.10 The multilateralist project is to use-indeed, to use up-current American dominance to create a new international system in which new norms of legalism and interdependence rule in America's place-in short, a system that is no longer unipolar.

B.  The impact is global nuclear war
Zalmay Khalilzad, Rand Corporation, The Washington Quarterly 1995
On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

1AR Multilateralism Hegemony Turn

Multilateral institutions hurt U.S. military power

Brooks & Wohlforth, 5 

Assistant professor at Dartmouth in the Department of Government and Professor at Dartmouth in the Department of Government (September 2005, “International Relations Theory and the Case Against Unilateralism,” JSTOR)

Analysts and practitioners who defend unilateralism are particularly concerned that international institutions might reduce the effectiveness of U.S. military operations. Many writings by IR scholars assume that the benefits of multilateralism in military operations outweigh the costs. The potential benefits clearly are substantial: common war plans, sharing of burdens and risks, economies of scale, common equipment and interchangeable parts, and so on. But defenders of unilateralism argue that those benefits have declined with the dramatic increase in U.S. military power, which devalues the substantive contributions of other states and renders joint operations involving military units from the United States and many of its allies difficult or even impossible. And this new “inter-operability” problem is in addition to the well-known costs of slow decision making, loss of secrecy, cumbersome systems of command and control, and circumscribed freedom of action. Defends of unilateralism cite the 1999 war in Kosovo as a key example: because the United States had to coordinate with NATO, they argue, the operational effectiveness of this mission was compromised. It is in large part due to the legacy of Kosovo that U.S. policy makers decided to spurn virtually all offers of military assistance from NATO countries during the 2001 war in Afghanistan.

Even if they win that international institutions decrease the threat of counter-balancing, there is no reason why a hegemon needs to limit it’s unilateral exercise of power

Hemmer & Katzenstein, 02

Associate Professor in the Department of International Security Studies AND President of the American Political Science Association and Professor in the Cornell Government Department (Summer 02, Christopher and Peter, “Why is There No NATO in Asia? Collective Identity, Regionalism, and the Origins of Multilateralism,” International Organization Foundation and MIT, pp. 575-607, JSTOR)

Explicitly considering the role collective identities play in world politics can help advance our theoretical and empirical understanding of international relations. Collective identities matter because they help shape the definition of the actors’ interests. An eclectic stance suggests that rationalist theories are more compelling when they are combined with constructivist insights into the importance of norms and identities, as is true of explanations focusing on great power status and the presence or absence of threat. In the 1990s, for example, rationalist theories that are eclectic in seeking to incorporate central insights of constructivism speak of the advantages and disadvantages of strategies of “self-binding.” Re􏰝 ecting purposive political choices, self-binding may look advantageous from a liberal perspective. It prolongs U.S. hegemony by lessening the threat the United States poses to others and eliminating the balancing process against the United States by lesser states.116 In these explanations, however, the distinction between self and other remains under theorized, and the effects of self-binding remain relatively weak. From a realist perspective it is inexplicable why a strong state would choose to pool its sovereignty in the interest of setting credible limits to the unilateral exercise of power, as Germany did in supporting economic and monetary union.117 Strategies of self-binding cannot be fully understood without analyzing explicitly the content and change in collective identities.

2AC NATO causes russian backlash Turn

NATO causes Russian Aggression 

Washington Post 07 ( 3/21, “Don’t Take Poland for Granted”), Sikorski Radek, Post, senator in Poland’s Parliament. LexisNexis.
While U.S. influence and esteem have diminished, strategic stakes in the region are rising. Awash with oil money, Russia spends seven times more on procurement and modernization of military equipment than it did just five years ago. Russia recently deployed several batteries of S-300 missiles near our border -- the first such provocation toward NATO in 20 years -- yet this elicited not a squeak of protest from the alliance. Russia is also threatening to deploy scores of intermediate missiles aimed at Warsaw in response to the missile defense base, a threat no Polish politician can ignore.

2AC Expansion Causes Russian Backlash Turn
NATO expansion causes Russian encirclement 

Kydd ‘01 – Professor of Political Science, University of Madison. International Organization, 55.4 pg. 802. (“Building, Trust Breaking: The Dilemma of NATO Enlargement”). LexisNexis.
Critics of NATO enlargement, including many academics, are more dubious of the merits of NATO expansion. John Lewis Gaddis found a near consensus among historians that NATO expansion was "ill-conceived, ill-timed, and above all ill-suited to the realities of the post-Cold War world."3 They argued that NATO expansion would antagonize Russia, exacerbating its lingering distrust of the West and strengthening anti-Western elements in the Russian political system. This would in turn lead to lower levels of cooperation between Russia and the West. Thus NATO enlargement poses an acute policy dilemma. NATO can be a benign security community that identifies more cooperative states and promotes cooperation among them and yet be perceived as an expanding alliance that Russia finds threatening. Although expanding the security community enlarges the zone of peace and mutual trust, it may generate fear among those still on the outside. This dilemma presents policymakers with a difficult choice. They can choose to expand the community and secure the benefits associated with greater cooperation among the members, paying the costs of a lower level of cooperation with the outside power. Or they can choose to forgo expansion in an effort to reassure the outside power, and suffer the consequences of greater instability among the excluded potential members.

NATO expansion causes  Russian backlash

Kydd ‘01 – Professor of Political Science, University of Madison. International Organization, 55.4 pg. 808. (“Building, Trust Breaking: The Dilemma of NATO Enlargement”). LexisNexis.

If the chief benefit of NATO enlargement can be seen as building trust and fostering cooperation amongst the East European states, the chief cost of NATO enlargement is surely the lessening of trust and decline in cooperation between NATO and Russia. Many prominent opponents of enlargement have focused on this issue. In a remarkable open letter dated 27 June 1997 from a group of foreign policy experts to President Clinton opposing NATO enlargement, the Russian reaction was the first issue of concern. Signed by a broad spectrum of opinion leaders from Richard Pipes and Paul Nitze to Senator Bill Bradley and Arms Control Association president Spurgeon Keeny, the letter warned that, "In Russia, NATO expansion, ... will strengthen the non-democratic opposition, undercut those who favor reform and cooperation with the West, bring the Russians to question the entire post-Cold War settlement, and galvanize resistance in the Duma to the Start II and III treaties."23O ther opponents echoed this warning. Raymond Garthoff argued, "To have driven Russia from support of Desert Storm to support for the Saddam Husseins of the futureb y denying it a responsibler ole in the security architectureo f the new world order would be a heavy burden to assume for expanding NATO."24 John Lewis Gaddis lamentedt he fact that the Clinton administrationa ppearedt o be following the example of the harsh Versailles settlement after World War I, rather than that of the Vienna settlement after the Napoleonic wars or the post-World War II settlement, and thereby was violating a key principle of grand strategy: be magnanimoust o defeated adversaries.25O ther analysts of enlargementh ave also focused on this theme.26
2AC NATO bad – general conflicts 

Ending NATO participation now creates geographic limits on the exercise of US power.  The alternative is inevitable crisis escalation that will result in nuclear war

May, 02

(Michael M. May, Senior Fellow @ the Institute for International Studies and Professor of Research Management Science & Engineering @ Stanford, “The US Enlargement Strategy and Nuclear Weapons” – Working Paper) http://www.ciaonet.org/wps/mam03/MayEnlargement2000.pdf)

Nuclear weapons have been thought useful because they can deter attack against central national interests, like an invasion of the homeland, and because they are seen to rectify a conventional imbalance. Fifty years of cold, rather than hot, war attest to this kind of useful-ness. Where lines demarcating central interests can be drawn, nuclear deterrent forces rein-force incentives against changing those lines by force even in the presence of conventional imbalance and of advantages to conventional offense such as prevailed in Europe during much of the Cold War. That is the main but not the sole perceived use of nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapons were also used by the United States against a non-nuclear opponent (Japan) to help end war on favorable terms. That use has not been repeated, but it has not been forgotten either. The many nuclear tests and studies since that time have reinforced its impact. The lesson drawn is that nuclear weapons, if used unilaterally, would be decisive. Except for these two uses, the utility of nuclear weapons remains open to question. Nuclear-weapons status may have offered a seat at some important tables to Britain, France, and China, but there is little perception that it will do the same for Israel, India, and Pakistan. Where central interests are not involved, as in Vietnam and North Korea for the United States and Afghanistan for the Soviet Union, nuclear weapons have been irrelevant. There is little evidence so far of successful nuclear coercion between nuclear-weapons states. As against that list of uses for nuclear weapons, governments of course also perceive dangers in acquiring, deploying, and relying on nuclear weapons. The main danger is that opponents will also get nuclear weapons and that nuclear deterrence, despite its theoretical advantage as supported by Cold War stability, will under different circumstances fail. No one knows how robust nuclear deterrence was during the Cold War. Then and now, suffi-ciently threatening crises, whether initiated by miscalculation or accident, could lead to nuclear war. Great care was expended during the Cold War to limit that danger and maintain the conditions for stability, that is to say, for the tendency to return to peace from crises. Beyond this fundamental danger, there are other costs and risks, having to do with more general international repercussions, to acquiring nuclear weapons. I focus in this article on the even-tual stability of nuclear deterrence rather than other costs and risks, since the former is likely to matter more to the United States and other recognized nuclear-weapons states. A central ingredient of stability in crises is the existence of a well-defined geographic separation between the regions of major importance to either side.7 Clarity of separation between the regions has usually been brought about by prior crises, such as those in the early decades of the Cold War, and by war, as in Korea. With such separation, stability held during the Cold War, though not without great harm to the peoples caught on the wrong side. Each side backed off when regions of central importance to the other side became involved. Another important ingredient is good control of nuclear forces, including reliable warning and survivability. Potential adversaries must be assured that a first strike will not confer an advantage. Providing that assurance is uncertain and brings dangers of its own, since offen-sive and defensive measures are not easily distinguishable. It is also costly. How does this array of advantages and disadvantages look to Russia and China and to potential nuclear-weapons states, given the U.S. strategy outlined? The U.S. strategy calls into question prior lines of demarcation. It also mounts a continuing technological challenge to conventional defenses. U.S. military superiority by itself could perhaps be accepted if it were coupled with a credible political understanding regarding the limits within which that superiority would be exercised. Such an understanding does not exist, however. U.S. declara-tory policies as well as U.S. actions make it clear that the United States does not intend to subscribe to such an understanding.8 As a result, however nuclear deterrence looks to potential U.S. adversaries now, it is likely to be seen as increasingly useful as the U.S. enlargement policy is carried out. The United States has stated it will retain military forces almost around the world, from the Polish-Belarussian border to within a few miles from the Chinese coast—indeed including domi-nance over the Chinese littoral. U.S. representatives state that these activities are within U.S. capabilities and part of its obligations. Given that policy, the risks as perceived by others of keeping and upgrading their nuclear and conventional forces must diminish compared with the risks of facing an offense-oriented U.S. strategy with increasingly inadequate forces of their own. Potential U.S. rivals are not the only states for which U.S. military expansion revalues nuclear weapons. For instance, Germany and Japan cannot assume that the United States will always remain in the front lines in Europe and East Asia. While the two live in different environments, they each have to worry about a powerful, nuclear-armed neighbor and some-time rival. Modern Russia and China have tended to be stable when their territories were not threatened. But the U.S. expansionism described will leave both Russia and China in a threat-ened position. If the United States were to pull out of Europe now or soon, some combina-tion of European forces could maintain the present NATO boundaries stably since Russia has no strategic interest to the west of these boundaries. If NATO forces were on the Lithuania-Russia border when the United States pulled out, however, the situation would be far more fragile. Similarly, if the United States ever pulls back from advanced positions in East Asia, it would leave a far more stable situation if Japan were not committed in some way to the defense of Taiwan against China. With Russia and China threatened and the United States perhaps no longer so committed to frontline duty, nuclear weapons would be revalued, not only in the eyes of Russia and China but also in the eyes of Germany and Japan. 

Georgia’s application for admission into NATO partially caused the war between Georgia and Russia

Aslund & Kuchins, 9

Senior Fellow at the Peterson Insitute for International Ecoomics and professor at Georgetown University, and director of the Russian and Eurasian Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace from 03-05 AND Senior fellow and director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at CSIS, professor at the School of Advanced International Studies at John Hopkins University (“Pressing the ‘Reset Button’ on US-Russia Relations,” March, Center for Strategic & International Studies, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/090405_policy_briefing_russia_balance.pdf)

In 2008 both Georgia and Ukraine applied for member- ship action plans (MAPs) to NATO. In protest, Putin threatened them at the NATO Bucharest summit in April. If Ukraine was allowed to join NATO, he said, “this may bring into question Ukraine’s existence as a sovereign state.”5 After the NATO summit, Russia quickly strengthened its support for the two secessionist Georgian territories, Abkhazia and South Ossetia. But a rapid escalation of military incidents led to a full war that broke out between Georgia and Russia on the night of August 7, and the next day Russian troops invaded parts of Georgia. The war ended after just five days thanks to European mediation. Soon after, referencing the “precedent” of Western recognition of Kosovo’s independence in Febru- ary, Russia formally recognized Abkhazia and South Ossetia as independent states, but to date only Nicaragua has recognized these two statelets. Russia’s recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia marked a sharp reversal of post-Soviet Russian foreign policy to respect the territorial integrity of its neighbors.

AT: Terrorism Impact
NATO’s accidental killings have increased the civilian participation in terrorist groups

AP 10

(2/22/10, Posted at Huffington Post Website, “At War: NATO Kills 27 Civilians In Afghanistan Attack, Says Afghan Cabinet,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/02/22/at-war-nato-kills-27-civi_n_471276.html)

NATO troops kill 27 civilians. From AP: A NATO airstrike killed at least 27 civilians in central Afghanistan, the Cabinet said Monday, the third time a mistaken coalition strike has killed noncombatants since the start of a major offensive in the south aimed at winning over the population. The top NATO commander, U.S. Gen. Stanley McChrystal, apologized to the Afghan president, NATO said. The Afghanistan Council of Ministers strongly condemned the airstrike Sunday in Uruzgan province, calling it "unjustifiable." It said reports indicated that NATO planes fired at a convoy of three vehicles, killing at least 27 people, including four women and a child, and injuring 12 others. UPDATE: Rethink Afghanistan's Derrick Crowe highlights this quote from an AP story on the incident: "'This creates an opportunity for the Taliban to use this against the Afghan government and the Americans,' said Mohammed Hashim Watanwal, a lawmaker from southern Uruzgan province, where the strike took place. 'NATO has said that it will take care to avoid civilian casualties, but they don't follow through.'"
The public hates NATO, leading to negative reactions such as terrorism in member countries where there wasn’t terrorism before

Bergen & Cruickshank 07

Research fellows at the Center of Law and Security at the NYU School of Law (2/27/07, Peter and Paul, “The Iraq Effect: War Has Increased Terrorism Sevenfold Worldwide,”

http://muslimmedianetwork.com/mmn/?p=752)

Also undermining the argument that Al Qaeda and like-minded groups are being distracted from plotting against Western targets are the dangerous, anti-American plots that have arisen since the start of the Iraq War. Jihadist terrorists have attacked key American allies since the Iraq conflict began, mounting multiple bombings in London that killed 52 in July 2005, and attacks in Madrid in 2004 that killed 191. Shehzad Tanweer, one of the London bombers, stated in his videotaped suicide “will,” “What have you witnessed now is only the beginning of a string of attacks that will continue and become stronger until you pull your forces out of Afghanistan and Iraq.” There have been six jihadist attacks on the home soil of the United States’ NATO allies (including Turkey) in the period after the invasion of Iraq, whereas there were none in the 18 months following 9/11; and, of course, the plan uncovered in London in August 2006 to smuggle liquid explosives onto U.S. airliners, had it succeeded, would have killed thousands.

AT: US-Russian Relations Impact

Russia is only concerned with the U.S. system; NATO only has the power to hurt U.S.-Russian relations

Suslov, 10

Deputy Director for Research at the Council on Foreign and Defense Policy (5/18/10, Dmitry V., “U.S.- Russia Relations After the New START Treaty,” http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20100518/159060786.html)

Another reason why this positive stage in bilateral relations could end is the lack of tangible progress on most other issues on the agenda. Signing the New START treaty will be of no assistance here. In fact, it has caused further complications, e.g. in the case of the U.S. missile defense shield.  Disagreements over missile defense have not been resolved, and by signing the New START treaty in its current version, Russia has lost its leverage to demand an international regime to regulate U.S. actions for the foreseeable future.  The U.S. will have free reign when it comes to missile defense. Russia has been invited to participate in the non-existent NATO missile defense system, but this is meant to appease Russia, not to allay its main concern over the U.S. missile defense shield. The U.S. and NATO shields will be two different systems, and Russia is only concerned about the U.S. system -- which is off-limits -- not the non-existent NATO system.
Russia dislikes the new admissions into NATO, decreasing the likelihood of increasing international relations with Russia 

Aslund & Kuchins, 9

Senior Fellow at the Peterson Insitute for International Ecoomics and professor at Georgetown University, and director of the Russian and Eurasian Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace from 03-05 AND Senior fellow and director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at CSIS, professor at the School of Advanced International Studies at John Hopkins University (“Pressing the ‘Reset Button’ on US-Russia Relations,” March, Center for Strategic & International Studies, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/090405_policy_briefing_russia_balance.pdf)

With the confiscation of the oil company Yukos, initiated in 2003, Russia began renationalizing its oil and gas assets, leaving less room for foreign oil companies. The losses of American shareholders probably amounted to as much as $_2 billion, but the US government did not publicly protest. In 2004 the deterioration in US-Russia relations became more obvious. In March, Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithu- ania, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia became members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), which prompted sharp Russian protests, especially against the admission of the three Baltic countries. The Kremlin viewed this development as US intrusion in its sphere of influence and only grudgingly accepted the new countries’ status. In July of that year the West was shocked by the murder in Moscow of the American Forbes Russia editor Paul Klebnikov. But with the Orange Revolution in Ukraine that fall, the deterioration became a rupture. Russia and Putin himself had heavy-handedly intervened in the Ukrainian presidential elections to direct the election results to their advan- tage. A united West protested, and although the United States carefully avoided taking the lead and instead ceded the diplo- matic response to Europe, the Kremlin considered the protest a US-led conspiracy against its influence in its “near abroad.” In April 2005 Putin stunned Western observers when he asserted in his annual address that “the collapse of the Soviet Union was the biggest geopolitical disaster of the century.”3 Then in December of that year, Russia adopted a restrictive law on nongovernmental organizations despite both American and European protests.
NATO’s decision to intervene in the Georgian war sparked conflict and hurt attempts to reset relations between the U.S. and Russia

AFP, 9

(5/10/09, “US-Russia Relations Hurt by NATO War Games: Putin,” The Association for Financial Professionals, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jMqBx86MgbeWIyuoasht97Ju9vTQ)

MOSCOW (AFP) — Prime Minister Vladimir Putin on Sunday said attempts by the United States and Russia to "reset" their relations had been set back by NATO's decision to hold war games in neighbouring Georgia. Putin accused the military alliance of seeking to prop up pro-Western Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili, who is detested by Moscow after Russia and Georgia fought a war in August. "Of course we would like to strengthen a new impulse of a positive nature in the development of Russian-American relations," Putin said in an interview with Japanese media published in full on the government website. "But as for the war games by NATO in Georgia, this is of course a signal in another direction... We think that this is a step backwards." The new US administration of President Barack Obama has coined the phrase "press the reset button" to describe its Russia policy, an approach warmly welcomed by Moscow after relations cooled under George W. Bush. NATO last week started a month of military exercises in Georgia, which is seeking to join the alliance, despite protests from Russia that the war games amounted to a provocation. Putin said the exercises were aimed at supporting Saakashvili who has been the target of weeks of major protests from the opposition who want him to resign. "Against this background they (NATO) decided to carry out the war games," said Putin. "Of course, this cannot be seen as anything other than support for the ruling regime. And why support such a regime?" Amid flaring domestic political tensions in Georgia, police last week clashed with anti-government protesters trying to storm a police building in Tbilisi. German Foreign Minister Frank-Walter Steinmeier, whose country is a key NATO member, admitted in a weekend radio interview that the timing of the exercises was bad but said they had been planned months in advance. "In the current phase of domestic political tensions in Georgia one should have of course carefully considered whether this is the right time to let the exercises take place there," he said on Deutschlandfunk radio. "It will definitely not contribute to calm. "But of course NATO manoeuvres like this are not something that you plan a week in advance. The whole thing, I suspect, was prepared over the space of three, four months or more," he said. Putin has made no attempt to hide his distaste for the Georgian authorities, accusing them of serial human rights violations during the protests. "Demonstrators are dispersed with punches, opposition activists wounded, shot at, there is blood on the streets, the number of political prisoners is growing, there has been a mutiny." Georgia said Tuesday it had peacefully put down a mutiny aimed at disrupting the NATO exercises. It initially accused Russia of backing the coup -- an accusation Moscow described as "insane" -- but backed away from the claims.

NATO’s weapon stocks frighten Russia into increasing their military capabilities

Arbatov & Perkovich 10

Academician and professor of the Academy of Defense, and Head of the Center for International Security Center of the Institute for International Economy and International Economy and International Relationships of the Russian Academy of Sciences AND vice president for studies and director of the Nuclear Police Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (4/1/10, Alexei and George, “U.S.-Russian Security Relations: A Discussion with Alexei Arbatov,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/events/?fa=eventDetail&id=2843

Tactical Nuclear Weapons and NATO

Arbatov said the issue of tactical nuclear weapons presents one area on which the United States and Russia can cooperate. The United States maintains several hundred tactical nuclear weapons on U.S. bases in Europe, and Russia is rumored to field several thousand. However, Arbatov said there is less enthusiasm in Russia than in the West for reducing and eliminating tactical nuclear weapons: Russia’s conventional weapons inferiority to NATO gives Russia what Arbatov characterized as a “strategic reason” to keep these weapons deployed.  
Russia believes that NATO’s expansion and its increasingly global role are a “danger, but not a threat.” Russia is primarily concerned about NATO’s growing military infrastructure. In addition to BMD, this includes new bases in Romania and military modernization in Lithuania.

Controversy over NATO enlargement, as well as NATO’s alliance with Georgia, has prolonged the betterment of U.S.-Russian relations

Smith, 9

Director at the Georgian Security analysis Center and Senior Fellow at the Potomac Institute for Policy Studies (6/2/09, David, “Georgia the Key to US-Russia ‘Reset’,” http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/georgia-key-us-russia-reset)

As the Bush Administration lay comatose, French President Nicolas Sarkozy negotiated the August 12 Six-Point Ceasefire Agreement, which he signed in the name of the European Union Presidency with Medvedev and Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili. Under this agreement, Russia committed to withdraw to pre-August 7 lines in Abkhazia and South Ossetia, that is, to numbers and locations held by Russian peacekeeping troops before the war.   It also agreed to withdraw altogether from areas of Georgia adjacent to the separatist territories.  It has done neither.  Nearly ten months later, Russian forces occupy Abkhazia and South Ossetia, as well as the adjacent Akhalgori District and Village of Perevi.

There are three reasons why Obama must demand that Russia abide by the Six-Point Agreement.

First, though some will advise the President not to set firm boundaries for the summit discussions lest that spoil the atmosphere, the greater risk lies in equivocation.  Without clear boundaries for the talks and for subsequent US-Russian relations, the new American president risks tumbling into the aimless diplomacy of photo-ops, naïve professions of friendship and unrequited concessions. At the July summit, Abkhazia, South Ossetia, Akhalgori and Perevi will not be just remote Georgian territories; they will be the fundamental test of whether Russia will now observe international norms and of whether the Russian president’s signature has value—in sum, of whether there is anything in the US-Russia relationship worth “resetting.”  Georgia is the bellwether.

Even if discussions about Georgia augur well, however, Obama will still face tough bargaining with Medvedev.  The US and Russia are at odds over NATO enlargement and missile defense, and they are not so close as many American analysts assume with regard to cooperation on Iran or on developing an alternative route to Afghanistan. Moscow has neither the inclination nor the influence in Tehran to mount any significant opposition to the Iranian nuclear program. On Afghanistan, Medvedev and Putin are no jihadis, and they support the US/NATO effort to the extent that it staunches the spread of radical Islamism into Central Asia, the Volga Basin and the North Caucasus.  However, they equally dislike American power and presence in Eurasia—they would be happy to watch America and the Taliban sap each other’s strength for a decade.  The proof of this was Moscow’s mischief in getting America booted from its pivotal logistics base at Manas, Kyrgyzstan.  Russia will cooperate to a point, but it wants to maintain a tourniquet on any American artery through Eurasia. Understanding this, America should cooperate with Russia to the extent possible; however, it must not sub-contract to Moscow its interest in the East-West Corridor.  The second reason why Obama must press Medvedev to comply with the Six-Point Agreement is that Russian forces occupying Georgia are poised to pounce on the East-West Corridor—road, rail and even energy pipelines.

Georgia is the western gateway to the East-West Corridor, which has the potential to hasten commerce in much more than oil and gas.  We now have the prospect of linking the Caspian Sea and the Eurasian heartland to the Black Sea, the Danube River, the Mediterranean and the North Atlantic Ocean.  And with commerce come people, so the East-West Corridor will also become a pathway for ideas, perhaps the most important prospect. Meanwhile, to help NATO open an alternative route to Afghanistan, Georgia offers its territory, facilities and logistical assistance.  Of course, that still leaves America and its allies to reach agreements with Azerbaijan and some of the Central Asian countries, which is in America’s geopolitical interest to do directly, with Russia’s help, if possible, but not with Russia’s agency. This leads to the third and perhaps most important reason why Obama must support Georgia in his upcoming meetings in Moscow—democratic Georgia is America’s best ally in the region.  To be sure, Georgia faces challenges; it is developing.  Perhaps not fast enough, say some protestors, but their protracted presence in the streets of Tbilisi highlights that Georgia is democratic indeed. Georgians must decide their own future, but President Obama can “reset” the international conditions under which their democracy develops.

NATO and Russia disagree on their approaches towards eliminating Afghanistan’s poppy fields, increasing tension

DuPee & Kauffman, 10

Research Assistant at Naval Postgraduate School AND Research Associate with the Program of Culture and Conflict Studies (4/20/10, Matthew and Sara, World Politics Review, “In Afghanistan, Poppy Seed Eradication Pits Russia vs. NATO” http://therearenosunglasses.wordpress.com/2010/04/28/in-afghanistan-poppy-eradication-pits-russia-vs-nato/)

The complaints focus on the recent decline in the amount of poppy eradicated annually in Afghanistan. Between 2008 and 2009, only 10,000 hectares of opium poppy, or less than 4 percent of the land devoted to its cultivation, were eradicated, compared to 19,000 hectares eradicated in 2007 and 15,300 hectares in 2006. The massive decrease in eradication reflects NATO’s new emphasis on attacking entrepreneurs who benefit from the drug trade higher up the value chain, while sparing the lower-level participants, such as farmers. Russian officials have slammed this approach and instead are demanding that NATO pursue an aerial eradication program designed to eliminate 25 percent of Afghanistan’s poppy fields, a notion previously endorsed by the U.S. State Department but rejected by the Afghan government in 2007. The growing divide between Russian and NATO officials over Afghanistan’s war on drugs once again brings a highly controversial counternarcotics issue to the table: to spray or not to spray? Over the past few decades, aerial spraying has been used against narco-landscapes across the world, including Mexico, Peru, Colombia and Burma — always with disastrous or misleading results. In 2002, just four years after the high-profile aerial eradication campaigns linked to the Plan Colombia initiative were first introduced, the CIA concluded that Colombia’s coca production had increased by 25 percent. A decade before, in 1988, considerable concern arose when the Reagan administration proposed an aerial eradication campaign that would spray the herbicide Spike (tebuthiuron) over the vast coca plantations of central Peru. Scientists noted the wide-ranging hazards Spike posed to the tropical environment, including the poisoning of waterways. Spike contained known carcinogens, which made it illegal to use in the United States at the time and ultimately prompted it to be taken off the international market by 1989.

AT: Democracy Promotion Impact
NATO’s democracy promotion techniques lead to interstate wars, especially in Eastern Europe

Henderson, 2

Errol Henderson, Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida (2002, “Democracy and War The End of an Illusion? “p. 73)

These results suggest several research and policy implications. First, analysts of the monadic level DPP should use explicitly state level specifications of their variables in order to avoid level of analysis problems.8 Second, the results seriously call into question the empiri¬cal underpinnings of the democratic enlargement strategy. Some might interpret the finding that Western democracies are less likely to initiate disputes and wars as vindication of the view that these states should embark on a crusade to spread democracy; however, my findings indi¬cate that democratic enlargement is more likely to fuel increased interstate war involvement because the spread of democracy will generate more democratic states, which are more likely to become involved in— and to initiate—interstate wars. These conclusions cast an ominous shadow over otherwise positive developments such as the democratic transformation of states in the present wave of democratization. They certainly raise concerns about the efficacy of recent enlargement initiatives, such as the expansion of NATO, to include several newly democratized Eastern European states. Eastern Europe remains a volatile region, and the presence of democracy in the new NATO members of Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary may exacerbate the propensity to international conflict among these states and draw their NATO allies into a larger regional conflict. Layne (1994: 47) argues that “there is little wisdom in [the United States] assuming such potentially risky undertakings on the basis of dubious assumptions about the pacifying effects of democracy.” The findings from this study provide empirical support for Layne’s skepticism. It appears that for all of its positive value as an egalitarian form of government, one of the key threats to peace for individual states is the presence of a democratic regime.

Even if NATO promotes democracy, that distracts it from it’s original mission of defending its member states

Aggarwal, 00

Professor and Director at Berkeley’s APEC Study Center (Vinod K., “Analyzing NATO Expansion: An Institutional Bargaining Approach,” August, Contemporary Security Policy, pp. 63-82, JSTOR)

With respect to NATO’s nature, little consensus surrounded a new mission for NATO. Indeed, Clinton administration promotion of widening as supporting democracy and peacekeeping was strongly opposed by such senators as Jesse Helms, who viewed this task expansion as likely to undermine NATO traditional central mission to defend the territorial integrity of its members. Thus, while such widening could be sold domestically as a positive development in NATO, particularly to liberals, it simultaneously raised the danger of opposition from conservatives. Moreover, new missions could also entail new costs. In the end, then, with little cognitive consensus or political agreement on new roles for NATO, task expansion was kept off the agenda. The bargaining route to NATO widening involved both multilateral discussions with allies as well as bilateral bargaining with individual European states and Russia. Although the U.S. could resist excessive expansion of NATO (from its perspective), participation by allies on this issue was obviously essential.
