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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, DA 7/20/2010 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.  
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Lack of Genuine Consultation collapse the alliance 

GORDON Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies and Director of the Center on the United States and France at the Brookings Institution, 2003 (Philip H., Foreign Affairs January/February, volume 82, number 1)

The Bush administration came to office determined to overcome what it perceived to be its predecessor's penchant for compromise in the name of getting along with others. The new president, his team made clear, was going to lead based on a precise definition of American interests; European allies could and would grumble about American unilateralism, but in the end they would appreciate the new decisiveness from Washington, and the result would be better for all. Backing up this approach seemed to be the assumption that if the Europeans did not see the light, it did not matter. Allied support would be nice but certainly not indispensable to a United States that deemed itself by far the most powerful nation in history. As Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld put it with regard to the Iraq issue, "it's less important to have unanimity than it is to be making the right decisions and doing the right thing, even though at the outset it may seem lonesome." The new U.S. National Security Strategy document published in September 2002 officially enshrined this notion: that it is up to the United States to decide what is right and to use its unprecedented power to achieve its goals. 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. 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. MORE LIKE THAN NOT For all the talk of a transatlantic rift in the post-September 11 world, the fact is that basic American and European values and interests have not diverged -- and the European democracies are certainly closer allies of the United States than the inhabitants of any other region are or are likely to become anytime soon. Although their tactics sometimes differ, Americans and Europeans broadly share the same democratic, liberal aspirations for their societies and for the rest of the world. They have common interests in an open international trading and communications system, ready access to world energy supplies, halting the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, preventing humanitarian tragedies, and containing a small group of dangerous states that do not respect human rights and are hostile to these common Western values and interests. Europeans, finally, will also have to wake up to the fact that their security now depends more than ever on developments beyond their borders. One of the reasons for the current transatlantic divergences is that while Washington is focused on global developments, Europeans, quite understandably, are preoccupied with the enormous challenges of finishing the peaceful integration of their continent, through EU enlargement, the euro, and a constitutional convention. These are very important projects, themselves major contributions to world peace and stability, but they are no longer enough. By 2004, when ten new members are likely to have joined the EU and a new constitution is in place, the new Europe will have to set its sights beyond its borders if it wants to preserve the close global partnership with the United States that both sides need. Europeans and Americans are not destined to go their separate ways. But they could end up doing so if policymakers on both sides of the Atlantic act on the assumption that fundamentally different world-views now make useful cooperation impossible. The reality is that despite their differences, in an age of globalization and mass terrorism, no two regions of the world have more in common nor have more to lose if they fail to stand together in an effort to promote common values and interests around the globe. Now is not the time to start pretending that either the United States or Europe can manage on its own.
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An internally divided NATO fails to bring its resources to bear on global threats in the Middle East– terrorism, rogue states, poverty and proliferation. 

HAGEL, U.S. Senator from Nebraska, a Republican, and member of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations and the Select Committee on Intelligence 2001 (Chuck, http://usinfo.state.gov/journals/itps/0604/ijpe/hagel.htm)

The threat to NATO today does not come from great powers, but from weak ones. Terrorism finds sanctuary in failed or failing states, in unresolved regional conflicts, and in the misery of endemic poverty and despair. No single state, including the United States, even with its vast military and economic power, can meet these challenges alone. The struggle in which we are now engaged is a global struggle that does not readily conform to our understanding of military confrontations or alliances of previous eras. It is not a traditional contest of standing armies battling over territory. Progress must be made in these countries with human rights, good governance, and economic reform, beyond military force, before we can expect lasting security and stability. Military power will continue to play a vital role; however, the future success of NATO will be determined by its members' ability to deepen and expand their cooperation in the intelligence, law enforcement, economic, diplomatic, and humanitarian fields. Adapting to this new strategic environment will not come easily or cheaply and will require a new NATO strategic doctrine. As the Alliance adjusts to both an expanded membership and a new global strategic environment, NATO must address the gaps in military expenditures and capabilities of its members. The tough decisions cannot continue to be deferred. It is essential that NATO members not allow themselves to drift into adversarial relationships over disagreements. The challenges and differences that will always exist among members must be resolved inside - not outside — of NATO. NATO can only be undermined by its own internal distractions. President Bush has offered a plan for the Greater Middle East that is potentially historic in scope, and conveys the strategic importance of this region for American foreign policy. America's support for freedom in the Greater Middle East must be matched with operational programs of partnership with the peoples and governments of the region to promote more democratic politics and more open economies. NATO is critical to this success. Let me suggest five specific areas where NATO can play a larger role in bringing security and stability to the Greater Middle East: Turkey, Afghanistan, Iraq, the Mediterranean, and the Israeli-Palestinian problem. Tom Friedman, the Pulitzer Prize winning columnist for the New York Times, has described this era in world politics as a "hinge of history." And Turkey hangs on that hinge. Our course of action with Arab and Islamic societies must emphasize building bridges rather than digging ditches — and the NATO Alliance can provide that mechanism. As Europe and NATO have reached out to a united Germany and the states of the former Warsaw Pact, we must now ensure that we apply the same inclusive approach to Turkey. Turkey has been a vital member of NATO. Its government has been a strong and honest force for the people of Turkey. It deserves credit and recognition for this effort. Turkey is also a cultural and geographic bridge to the Arab and Islamic world. By drawing Turkey closer, the Atlantic Alliance will have a better chance of encouraging continued political and economic reforms and improving the prospects for resolution of disputes involving that country. If we were to push Turkey away, we would jeopardize our interests in bringing peace and stability to the entire region. In Afghanistan, the Loya Jirga recently completed drafting a new constitution that sets a course for elections later this year and holds the promise of a democratic transition and the rule of law. The government of President Hamid Karzai and the people of Afghanistan have come a long way in the past two years. But the job in Afghanistan is far from complete. Reconstituted Taliban and al-Qaeda forces continue to threaten the fragile progress that has been made there.

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

Kagan, 2004 (Robert 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 And Perms***

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.

B. We have specific literature saying that we should consult NATO about the plan, which proves it’s predictable.

C. 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

Consult CPs Good – General

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
A2: Conditional Fiat

1. No abuse – 

A. They control the outcome. They can read cards saying whether or not NATO 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 NATO 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

A2: 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.

A2:  Consult = Normal Means

This just proves uniqueness

Aff fiat guarantees certainty – 

Key all neg ground – all disads assume it

Key aff ground – otherwise aff would lose on politics and rollback every round

Voter for fairness

Aff normal means can’t extend to making the aff conditional –

a) Lack of certainty internal link turns all the reasons normal means is good for predictability

b) This captures all their warrants why normal means is generally good  - solves offense

c) At some point FIAT has to deviate from normal means – otherwise no inherent aff could every pass

If they extend this in the 1ar we’ll go for politics means the plan’s rolled back – and they can’t get out of it because the 2ar is too late for them to kick this interpretation

A2:  Perm – Do Both

Mutually exclusive – can’t “implement the outcome of consultation” and do plan no matter what – because the outcome of consultation theoretically could be opposite of plan

Prior binding consultation is critical to alliance success – that’s not the perm
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)

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.
Only the Counterplan alone gives a genuine veto – key solve leadership and fears of Unilateralism
Daniel et al, 05- visiting prof @ School of foreign Service @ Georgetown U, (Donald, Orbis, “The bush doctrine is dead; long live the bush doctrine?”, Science Direct)

Thus, while there is much that the Bush administration will reject in the panel's report-not least of which is the claim that the ultimate decision maker is the UN Security Council-there is clearly a basis for starting fresh on the issues of preemption and prevention. Although the U.S. government, under any president or political party, will not willingly subject the preemptive use of force to a veto in the Security Council, it should be quite willing to work cooperatively on the much more problematic question of preventive war. Indeed, widely agreed procedural and organizational reforms could strengthen the American ability to build multilateral coalitions of like-minded states within the UN framework of collective security. The disastrous precedent of Iraq need not be the final word; the Bush administration could expend political capital to help build a better system in concert with an apparently ever-growing set of states who recognize that they face common threats and share fundamental concerns, despite the irritations of specific policy differences and hurt feelings.     The United States can best ensure future support from the Security Council and the entire international community if it now shows itself willing to engage in an international discussion over how its own apparently unilateralist position can be reconciled with the multilateral vision of the UN and other regional and international bodies. In particular, the administration needs to engage friendly and allied countries to secure greater understanding, if not necessarily complete assent, on guidelines. It has to make clear that its objective is not simply to push American positions, but to engage in a constructive exchange that allows for the possibility that U.S. policies could be modified. This would help ameliorate the very serious, negative consequences of past actions. Without this, the United States leaves itself open to prestige- damaging accusations that it abuses its power. 

A2:  Perm – Do CP

Severs – CP does _________ in less instances than the plan

Severs certainty – reject 2 reasons

· Key neg ground – all disads assume it

· Key aff ground – otherwise they’d always lose on politics rolls back the case

· Voter for even introducing the argument

No Counterplan competes under this framework – they’ll say they have a “right to permute the part of counterplan that severs certainty” – but that would mean even a counterplan that “banned the plan” wouldn’t compete - we’d have introduced “the inverse of the aff” – counterplans are key to all neg ground – especially on a massive topic that’s substantively aff biased

They sever immediacy of plan – 

a) all disads assume the present – best for research 

b) time sensitive disads only way to beat terminal link uniqueness issues on this topic
c)  voter for fairness

Textual competition is bad – encourages vague plan writing, dodges the truth, allows nothing to compete because all words could appear together and encourages functional severance – which is a voter

Functional comp is better – literature and net benefits rein us in – nothing reins in their standard

Text Comp Bad

Textual Comp is Bad Standard – (don’t need all)
a) crushes neg ground – no counterplan is competitive – aff can perm to ban plan

b) infinite regress – allows endlessly silly scramble perms

c) allows functional severance –links to all the reasons severance is bad – destroys neg flex which outweighs – topics huge and substantive lit is aff biased
d) the alt is worse – negs would buckle to generic critiques, condition cps and consult
e) arbitrary – the exact same cp could compete or not compete depending on how its written – crushes predictable ground and education and forces judge intervention 

f) their interp makes silly word pics compete – crushes aff ground worse and trades off with topic specific education 

g) link turns their logical decisionmaking/real world education args – the plan and counterplan are logically distinct and real world policymakers evaluate competing options based on what they do 

h) we meet their “both textual and functional” interp – the perm is functionally intrinsic and textually severance – that’s above 
A2:  Lie Perm

Double Bind – either does plan immediately and solves nothing because genuine prior consultation is key or it severs immediacy – which is key to neg ground and time sensitive Das – voter for fairness

Intrinsic – adds an element of certainty to post consultation action that isn’t part of the plan or counterplan – neither “lies” or “consults and then does plan no matter what”

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, 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.  
A2:  Lie Perm

Leaks occur during negotiations with allies – undermines leverage

Newsom 92, Virginia Diplomacy Professor [David, The Allies and Arms Control, F. Hampson (Ed.), p. 283-4]

Because of the public nature of decisions making, policymakers are under intense pressure to announce a decision as soon as it has been made. The instrument on which the process is based may, in fact, be a draft of a public statement or a presidential speech to be released or given as soon as internal agreement is reached. In many instances, consultation with allies, as much as it may be desired, is foreclosed by this requirement for an immediate statement. Allies are then presented with a fait accompli. 
Leaks inevitable – prefer our obama specific evidence

Washington Post, 11/21/08

Obama Team Springs Leaks;  Rumors Disrupt Plan For Announcing Cabinet Nominees Barack Obama was famously able to impose discipline and control over his presidential campaign, but it didn't take long for him to discover that running a transition is something quite different. Top aides to the president-elect had hoped to take a methodical approach to selecting and unveiling their new team, starting with the announcements of top national security and economic players shortly after Thanksgiving. But leaks and rumors have disrupted that plan, suggesting that the "no-drama Obama" mantra famously repeated by his staff may not be as operational in Washington as it was at campaign headquarters in Chicago. Obama has not officially announced any Cabinet appointments, but transition officials have reluctantly confirmed that former senator Thomas A. Daschle (S.D.) will be nominated as secretary of health and human services, Arizona Gov. Janet Napolitano is the top choice for the Department of Homeland Security, and Eric H. Holder Jr. is likely to be the attorney general pick.  Meanwhile, Sen. Hillary Rodham Clinton (N.Y.) is on track to be nominated for the job of secretary of state after Thanksgiving, transition aides said. And late last night, Obama aides were confronted with unconfirmed talk that retired Gen. James L. Jones could be tapped for national security adviser. In the case of Chicago billionaire Penny Pritzker, leaks that she would probably be tapped for a Cabinet job proved premature. An architect of Obama's record-shattering campaign fundraising operation, Pritzker emerged as the leading choice to run the Commerce Department. Sources close to the Hyatt hotel heiress said she was seriously interested, and Obama allies said the president-elect, who considers Pritzker a close friend and a stellar manager, was eager to make an offer. But as her name began to circulate, sources close to the campaign said Pritzker came to realize that she could not extract herself from the vast and complex business obligations that make her one of the country's wealthiest individuals. Yesterday afternoon, Pritzker issued a statement taking herself out of contention. "Speculation has grown that I am a candidate for Secretary of Commerce. I am not," Pritzker said. "I think I can best serve our nation in my current capacity: building businesses, creating jobs and working to strengthen our economy." For nearly two years, Obama's political inner circle took great pride in the dearth of public reports about personnel moves, fundraising numbers and staff friction inside his campaign. When Obama announced his choice of Sen. Joseph R. Biden Jr. (Del.) as his running mate, he did it via a text message to supporters. When the campaign announced that Pritzker, finance director Julianna Smoot and her team had raised $150 million in September, it came in an e-mail from reclusive campaign manager David Plouffe. That control has all but dissolved in the leak-centric world of Washington. Every day since Nov. 4, the president-elect's transition staff has alerted reporters of planned activities for Obama and Biden. And invariably, those events have been more or less ignored in favor of the latest leak of a selection for the Cabinet or White House staff. "There is nothing they can do about it -- vetting and FBI background checks require a lot of calls, and that leads to leaks," explained SteveElmendorf, a longtime aide to former House minority leader Richard A. Gephardt (D-Mo.) and now a lobbyist in Washington. And unlike in a campaign, there is now simply more information to disseminate and more outlets chasing the ever-elusive scoop. "It's the era of the Internet; what do you expect?" joked a former Clinton White House senior adviser who is not involved in the transition process. 
A2:  Others Issues Perm

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 NATO 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. 

Ext - Genuine Consult Key Leadership

Genuine Consultation Key to global leadership

Stewart, research associate @ the center on International cooperation @ NYU, 10/1/2001 (Patrick, “Don’t Fence Me In” World Policy Journal DA 7/20/2010 http://www.allbusiness.com/public-administration/national-security-international/1046068-1.html)

Yet despite an espoused commitment to consultations, an impression has remained that the administration's conception of consultations is limited to a willingness to listen to foreign views while holding unswervingly to fixed positions.  Some conservatives applaud this minimalist version of consultation: "The trick to unilateralism-doing what you think is right, regardless of what others think-is to pretend you are not acting unilaterally at all," writes conservative Washington Post columnist Charles Krauthammer. "The best unilateralism is velvet glove unilateralism."" But it is open to question how long America's foreign partners will accept a "don't ask, do tell" version of consultations, whereby Washington simply informs others of its plans, rather than sitting down with them to engage in good faith give-and-take and hammering out a satisfactory compromise among divergent viewpoints. It has been a long-standing American presumption that multilateral frameworks should confirm existing U.S. positions and that global regimes should constrain other countries' policies, rather than its own. To lead the world into a second American century, the United States will need to tame its instincts for unbridled freedom and rein in its yearning for the open range. 

Only the Counterplan alone gives a genuine veto – key solve leadership and fears of Unilateralism
Daniel et al, 05- visiting prof @ School of foreign Service @ Georgetown U, (Donald, Orbis, “The bush doctrine is dead; long live the bush doctrine?”, Science Direct)

Thus, while there is much that the Bush administration will reject in the panel's report-not least of which is the claim that the ultimate decision maker is the UN Security Council-there is clearly a basis for starting fresh on the issues of preemption and prevention. Although the U.S. government, under any president or political party, will not willingly subject the preemptive use of force to a veto in the Security Council, it should be quite willing to work cooperatively on the much more problematic question of preventive war. Indeed, widely agreed procedural and organizational reforms could strengthen the American ability to build multilateral coalitions of like-minded states within the UN framework of collective security. The disastrous precedent of Iraq need not be the final word; the Bush administration could expend political capital to help build a better system in concert with an apparently ever-growing set of states who recognize that they face common threats and share fundamental concerns, despite the irritations of specific policy differences and hurt feelings.     The United States can best ensure future support from the Security Council and the entire international community if it now shows itself willing to engage in an international discussion over how its own apparently unilateralist position can be reconciled with the multilateral vision of the UN and other regional and international bodies. In particular, the administration needs to engage friendly and allied countries to secure greater understanding, if not necessarily complete assent, on guidelines. It has to make clear that its objective is not simply to push American positions, but to engage in a constructive exchange that allows for the possibility that U.S. policies could be modified. This would help ameliorate the very serious, negative consequences of past actions. Without this, the United States leaves itself open to prestige- damaging accusations that it abuses its power. 

Ext. Leaks

The American government is the leakiest in the world – agency representatives will leak the government’s position

James Q. Wilson, Professor of Political Science at UCLA, and John J. DiIulio, Professor of Political Science at Princeton, 1998 [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. 
Hillary guarantees leaks

The Australian, 11/24/08
TO invite in the Clintons -- and it's always the Clintons, never a Clinton -- is to invite in, to summon, drama that will never end. Ever. This would seem to be at odds with the atmospherics of Obamaland. ``Loose cannon'', ``vetting process'', ``financial entanglements'', questions about which high-flying oligarch gave how much to Bill's presidential library and what the implications of the gift are, including potential conflict of interest. More colourfully and nostalgically: people screaming through the halls, being hired and fired, attacking the press, leaking, then too tightly controlling information, then leaking, and speaking in the special patois of the Clinton staff, with the famous dialogue evocative of David Mamet, as rewritten by JoePesci. 
Leaks Impact

Leaks Spill over – collapse relations and undermine effectiveness of all consultation

Acheson 98, Atlantic Council President

[David, Realities in the Trans-Atlantic Relationship the 1998 Ernest Bevin Memorial Lecture

http://www.acus.org/Publications/occasionalpapers/Atlanticcooperation/BEVIN.html]

With these reflections in mind let us consider a few simple rules for governments that seek to influence other states toward concerted action on whatever issue you please: 1. Identify the major goal or goals around which concert is sought. Make these aims as few and as cardinal as possible, since multiplicity of goals will multiply differences. 2. Identify secondary interests that will be divergent among the parties and plan the trade-offs for maximum leverage. 3. Do not go public with a position until allies and other states one wishes to co-opt are consulted and prepared to go public with their respective statements. 4. If there is any holy writ in seeking concerted action, it is "No surprises among friends." Surprises are taken in diplomacy as efforts to preempt actions of other parties, the very opposite of consultation; and mutual trust is damaged thereby. In Harold Macmillan's memoirs he leveled this criticism at John Foster Dulles, and you can bet that "Super Mac," as he was known, would have been sensitive to such a transgression.
***Solvency***

A2: Say No (General)

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 (DA 7/20/2010 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. 
Countries will vote yes – psychology proves

Freeman 2000 – (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.

A2: Say No (General)

Genuine Consultation solves – it guarantees a yes

Chernoff,  Professor International Relations and Director of the International Relations Program at Colgate University, Hamilton, NY 1995 – (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.
Will vote yes – Small countries rely on NATO for protection and will readily support major countries like the US

Chernoff,  Professor International Relations and Director of the International Relations Program at Colgate University, Hamilton, NY 1995 – (Fred, After Bipolarity, p.219)
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.
A2: Say No (General)

The US has sway over NATO decisions, pushing the plan during consultation will gain support of all other countries

Webber 1/21/2009 (Mark, “NATO: The United States, Transformation and the War in Afghanistan ”Department of Politics, International Relations and European Studies, Loughborough University, UK ), Interscience)
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. 
Ext. US Push = Say Yes
The United States can lobby other countries to support their causes in NATO.

Webber 1/21/2009 (Mark, “NATO: The United States, Transformation and the War in Afghanistan ”Department of Politics, International Relations and European Studies, Loughborough University, UK ), Interscience)
 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. 
Say Yes General

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

Carpenter 2/2/2009 (Galen, “ Lazy Allies”CATO DA 7/20/2010 http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9933)

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 2008 (Steven J “Surging out of Iraq?” p. 95) 

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.

Sandars, 2000 (Chris T. America's overseas garrisons: the leasehold empire P. 12-3)
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 Afghanistan 

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

Goebel 4/23/2010 (Nicole, “NATO ministers agree plan for Afghanistan security handover,” DA 7/20/2010 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 6/28/2004 (“NATO Council Reaffirms Collective Defense Role in Europe and Beyond”, DA 7/20/2010 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.
Canada supports US withdrawal on the basis that it’s own troops are being withdrawn in 2011

Gillies, 11/6/2009 (Rob, Huffington Post, “Canada Plans Afghanistan Withdrawal,” DA 7/20/2010 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.
Say Yes Afghanistan

NATO agrees to U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan

Simpson 7/13/2010, (John, World Affairs editor of BBC News) http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/10624783, 7/19/2010. 
But that will be well after the next US presidential election, in 2012, and uncomfortably close to the next British election in 2015.  Both President Barack Obama and British Prime Minister David Cameron will need to see results in good time before their respective deadlines.  The man who is in charge of the military end-game in Afghanistan, General David Petraeus, will clearly use some of the tactics that enabled him to extract the United States from its quagmire in Iraq.  He is already planning to use local, irregular forces to help fight the Taliban.   They provide a basic platform of resistance, which will make things difficult for the insurgents, though it is hard to know if they will represent a long-term proposition as a fighting force.  It is still too early to be certain what Gen Petraeus's full strategy will be. It will be very hard to replicate the effects of the surge in Iraq that enabled him to reduce the level of bombings and killings there.  Still, the full exit strategy in Afghanistan will presumably involve a big effort to create a sense that Nato forces have the upper hand.   Anything short of that might well be interpreted in Afghanistan and around the world as a defeat, rather along the lines of the Soviet withdrawal 21 years ago.   Having US Rangers and British SAS men fighting alongside the Afghans is not a recipe for stopping the Taliban, but it may well give Nato enough respite to pull out in good order.   After that, presumably, the long Afghan civil war which has gone on since the 1970s will simply continue.   And one of the poorest countries on earth will be left to its fate. 

NATO plans to pull out with U.S. 
BBC News 4/23/2010 “NATO sets out plans to transfer control in Afghanistan” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/8639029.stm, 7/19/10. 
Nato foreign ministers, and their partners in the international coalition in Afghanistan, have been meeting in the Estonian capital Tallinn.   They endorsed a plan to gradually transfer security and governance powers to Afghan authorities.   The US and Nato have 126,000 troops there, rising to 150,000 by August.   US President Barack Obama has said that the US aims to begin pulling troops out of Afghanistan in 2011.   But at the heart of Nato's strategy is creating the right conditions to allow the Afghan government to take full control.   July summit  "As of today, we have a road map which will lead towards transition to Afghan lead [control], starting this year," Mr Rasmussen said.      Nato says it now has a road map leading to transition  "We agreed the approach we will take to transition. We set out a process, the conditions that will have to be met, and what we will do to make those conditions happen."   Mr Rasmussen said that the transition must not only be "sustainable but irreversible".   The BBC's Nick Childs - who is at the meeting in Estonia - says that Nato does not like talking about withdrawal or exit strategies for Afghanistan, especially when there are still key concerns about the relationship with the Afghan government and the performance of Afghan forces.   Western allies have long seen a self-sufficient Afghan armed forces, with some support from Nato, as the key to ensuring Afghanistan's long-term stability.   Mr Rasmussen said earlier this week that 450 military and police trainers were still needed to help build up the Afghan security forces.       He said he hoped that the Afghan government and other donor countries would endorse the plan at a conference to be held in the Afghan capital, Kabul, in mid-July.   The framework for security and development would also need to be approved by Afghan President Hamid Karzai.   

Say Yes Iraq

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.

NATO TROOPS ARE LEAVING NOW – DEMONSTRATES SUPPORT WITHDRAWAL FROM IRAQ

Carter 9 (Chelsea, writer for Lubbock online, Last of British, Australian troops withdraw from Iraq, http://lubbockonline.com/stories/080209/wor_473790400.shtml, accessed 7/20/10)
Little attention was paid in Iraq to what effectively ended the so-called coalition of the willing, with the U.S. - as the leader of Multi-National Force, Iraq - letting the withdrawals pass without any public demonstration.  The quiet end of the coalition was a departure from its creation, which saw then-U.S. President George W. Bush court countries for support before and after the March 2003 invasion.  "We're grateful to those partners who contributed in the past and we look forward to working with them in the future," military spokesman Army Lt. Col. Mark Ballesteros told The Associated Press in an e-mail.  At its height, the coalition numbered about 300,000 soldiers from 38 countries- 250,000 from the United States, about 40,000 from Britain, and the rest ranging from 2,000 Australians to 70 Albanians. But most of the United States' traditional European allies, those who supported actions in Afghanistan and the previous Iraq war, sat it out.  It effectively ended this week with Friday's departure of Australian troops and the expiration of the mandate for the tiny remaining British contingent after Iraq's parliament adjourned without agreeing to allow the troops to stay to protect southern oil ports and train Iraqi troops.  The U.S. military, though, said the withdrawals did not mean it was going it alone in Iraq.  "We haven't lost our international partners. Rather, there are representatives from around the world here in various capacities such as NATO, military advisers, law enforcement and construction workers," said Army Col. John R. Robinson, a military spokesman at the U.S. headquarters outside Baghdad.  Australia's military commander in the Middle East, Maj. Gen. Mark Kelly, said Friday the last 12 Australian soldiers who had been embedded with U.S. units were flown out of Baghdad on Tuesday, three days ahead of the deadline. A security detachment of about 100 soldiers will remain to protect embassy personnel.  Britain withdrew its remaining 100 to 150 mostly Navy personnel to Kuwait, though was hopeful they might return.  "We are exploring with the Iraqi Government the possibility of resuming some or all of our planned naval activity in advance of ratification," the British Defense Ministry said in a statement released Saturday.  The coalition had a troubled history and began to crumble within months of the U.S.-led invasion as many countries faced political and social unrest over an unpopular war.  Critics said the tiny contingents that partnered with the coalition, such as Estonia, Albania and Romania, gave the U.S. token international support for the invasion.  Mass protests were held in many countries, including Spain, which was one of the most notable withdrawals from the coalition. In 2004, a bombing attack in Madrid linked to Islamic extremists helped overturn the political establishment in Spain and the new leadership pulled out the Spanish troops.  By January 2007, the combined non-U.S. contingent had dwindled to just over 14,000. By October 2007, it stood at 20 nations and roughly 11,400 soldiers.  The U.S. military, meanwhile, has increased its focus on redefining its relationship with Iraq under a security pact that took effect on Jan. 1.  American combat forces withdrew from Iraq's urban areas at the end of June and all troops are to withdraw by the end of 2011, according to the agreement. President Barack Obama has ordered the withdrawal of U.S. combat troops by Aug. 31, 2010, leaving roughly 50,000 troops to train and advise Iraqi security forces.  "Today is a normal day for our forces currently in Iraq," Robinson said, "because our business is already tied closely to our bilateral partnership with the Iraqis." 
NATO WANTS WITHDRAWAL FROM IRAQ

CARPENTER 4 (Ted, VP for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institu0te, NATO: A Troubled Trans-Atlantic Marriage, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=2712, accessed 7-19-201)

And that is with a mission that has the united backing of NATO members. The situation is much worse with regard to Iraq. Key alliance members, most notably France and Germany, vehemently opposed the U.S.-led war against Saddam Hussein's government. Alliance unity has improved little in the intervening months. Most recently, Berlin and Paris spurned U.S. pleas at the G-8 summit to endorse a NATO peacekeeping deployment to Iraq. The best the United States is likely to get at Istanbul is approval for a limited alliance mission to train Iraqi security forces. Such a result would be little more than a sop to Washington.
Say Yes Kuwait

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

Davidson 2009  (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 TNWs

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.

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 S. Korea

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

Sandler 95 (Stanley, “The Korean War ” p. ix)

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.

Sandars, 2000 (Chris T. America's overseas garrisons: the leasehold empire P. 12-3)
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.
NATO cooperates with and supports peacemaking decisions of South Korea

NATO, 3/9/09, NATO cooperation with the Republic of Korea, http://www.nato.int/issues/nato_south-korea/index.html
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. 

Say Yes S. Korea

NATO treats South Korea as a independent and valuable actor. It would, at the very least, respect South Korea’s personal interests
Business Ghana, 7/6/10, http://www.businessghana.com/portal/news/index.php?op=getNews&news_cat_id=&id=130664

South Korea and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) will hold their third annual policy consultations in Seoul this week, the foreign ministry here announced Monday.  The two sides will discuss NATO's new alliance strategic concept, political situations on the Korean Peninsula and Afghanistan, and also other   "matters of common interest" including nuclear non-proliferation, anti-terrorism and anti-piracy at the talks Tuesday, the ministry said.  The two previous meetings were held in June 2008 in Brussels and in June 2009 in Seoul.  Lee Yoon, director general of the ministry's policy planning bureau, will represent the Seoul side, and Dirk Brengelmann, NATO's assistant secretary general for political affairs and security policy, will be Lee's counterpart, according to the ministry.  South Korea and NATO have strengthened their relations over recent years through consultations and personnel exchange programs, the ministry said.   South Korea has joined the NATO-led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan, where its troops are to provide protection for   civilian reconstruction workers.  South Korea is not a NATO member, but the two sides have maintained close cooperation through diverse channels, ministry spokesman Kim Young-sun said.  "We share information with NATO to help maintain world peace and stability," Kim said. "And we're also operating a consultative group where we can discuss cooperation with NATO where it's necessary."  
Say yes Japan

Germany would support US pullout of Japan – They agree that they serve no purpose and have nowhere except the US to station them

Johnson 1/15/2004 (Chalmers, January 15th, “America’s Empire of Bases” DA 7/20/2010 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.

***Internal Link Stuff***
Consultation Key

NATO wants genuine consultation over all significant future security issues 

TERTRAIS, Senior Research Fellow at the Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique, Winter/Spring 2009
(Bruno, NATO at 60 – Not Yet Retirement Age, European Affairs, Defense and Security http://www.europeanaffairs.org/current_issue/2009_winter_spring/tertrais.php)

NATO itself is not exempt from tensions. The challenge of winning of the Afghan war is a source of heated transatlantic debates. The NATO operation there is increasingly unpopular in Europe, and Obama’s call for reinforcements has so far been met with strong reluctance among the European allies. Nor is there any end in sight for another bone of contention – the numerous “caveats” that many allied nations have included in the rules of engagement for their military forces in NATO operations in Afghanistan. The question of how to deal with Russia and Iran, which loom as the most important potential military threats for NATO in the coming decade, is a dual source of divergences in the alliance. Diverging views about Russia and Iran seem bound to exacerbate tensions about missile defense and the new sites for the U.S. system: already, the debate has moved from being a bilateral issue to a NATO one since some member states now would like to see Europe benefit from it. A consensus on the next steps for NATO enlargement seems elusive at best. Finally, the continued deployment of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe is criticized in some NATO countries – notably Germany and Belgium, where many politicians argue that the alliance’s reliance on nuclear weapons will jeopardize the outlook for the Non-proliferation Treaty Review Conference in 2010. The long-overdue revision of NATO’s 1999 Strategic Concept, which will be announced at the Strasbourg-Kehl summit, will not be easy. To ensure NATO’s safe passage into its next decade, there are some recommendations to be borne in mind. The incoming U.S. administration should refrain from dramatic initiatives without prior consultation of its European allies on major issues such as Iran, Russia, nuclear weapons or missile defense. Europeans, for their part, should accept that the U.S. military predominance legitimizes a greater say for Washington than for other alliance capitals in the management of common security issues. If European governments find themselves unable to increase the strength of their forces in Afghanistan (because of economic or military constraints), they should at least reduce their “caveats” curtailing the use of their national contingents and also increase their contribution to non-military assistance to the Afghan mission (such as police training or counter-narcotics work). 
Lack of consultation destroys unity in debates about the future of NATO stalling the new agenda

Cameron and Williams, Head European Security Programme and  PH.D in IR + Head of Tranatlantic Programme @ Royal United Services Institute 2008 (Alastair and Michael “NATO's Strategic and Operational Challenges” Royal United Services Institute http://www.rusi.org/downloads/assets/NATOSTRATOP.pdf)

NATO ‘at sixty’ needs to have an open discussion about what the Alliance wants to do in the twenty-first century and how it is going to achieve this on mutually acceptable terms between Europeans and North Americans. Debate should occur ideally before operations commence, and not during the operations themselves. Each ally has a different view of what NATO should be doing and the three issues highlighted here are no exception. The task is to agree upon a concept that can move the Alliance forward, unified in purpose and vision. This would seem an ideal time to go beyond current boundaries and establish new precedents for future operations based on a bold vision, informed by current and past experiences. It will not be an easy discussion.  Security is no longer linked exclusively to territorial defence, but it is not separate from it either. Euro-Atlantic security is not a regional issue, it is a global one. NATO is a military organisation, but security is no longer solely derived from military power. In the twenty-first century, the challenges are globalised risks that often lie far beyond the ability of the military to fix, but NATO is still structured as a regional defence organisation designed to counter a military threat.
Consultation Key

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 

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)

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.
Consultation Key

Genuine Consultation Key to Solvency

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 DA 7/20/2010 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. 
Consultation and consensus key to NATO’s strategic success 

Yost 10 [David S.; Ph.D internat’l relations at USC, prof at Naval Post-grad School, fellowships from NATO and Council on Foreign Relations; “NATO’s evolving purposes and the Next Strategic Concept; International Affairs 86: 2 (2010) 489–522; http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/123318689/PDFSTART?CRETRY=1&SRETRY=0; DA: 7/20/10]

It is not clear whether or how reviewing the Strategic Concept will contribute to the alliance’s renewal. The deliberation and drafting process regarding the alliance’s core purposes is important, but ultimately secondary to the exertion of political will by allied governments to formulate shared commitments and to follow through on them with investment and action. Without sufficient consensus on their collective purposes the allies may face increasing political fragmentation, continued inadequate defence spending, more shortfalls in meeting commitments to operations and NRF rotations, and uncertainties among geographically exposed allies about the reliability of NATO collective defence commitments. 
Consultation Over ME Key
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
Consultation Over Afghanistan Key 

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. 
Consultation Over TNWs Key

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. 

Early Policy Key

Obama is widely popular on the international stage, his commitment to international cooperation is key to combat the bad taste that Bush left. Early Actions Key 

Washington Post, 3/31/2009 (Dan Balz “Ambitions Set On Trail Follow Obama Abroad” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/03/30/AR2009033002923.html)

Candidate Obama promised Americans a fresh start with the rest of the world, after eight years in which President George W. Bush's policies and style made this country deeply unpopular abroad. Even before Obama was serious about running for president, he had concluded from the reaction he received on a trip to Africa in the summer of 2006 that his election had the potential to instantly change international perceptions of America.  That seems indisputable. As a leader, Obama is significantly more popular overseas than Bush ever was. The question is whether Obama has a strategy in mind to leverage that popularity to bend recalcitrant allies in directions he would like them to go, whether that means producing a coordinated response to the international economic crisis or winning concrete support for his new policies for Afghanistan and Pakistan.  Implicit in Obama's campaign rhetoric was that he would seek cooperative relationships with America's allies, rather than pursuing the unilateralism that often marked Bush's approach, particularly in his first term. Stylistically that should make him a more appealing U.S. leader to his counterparts in Europe and elsewhere. Substantively, it leaves considerable power in the hands of U.S. allies to resist measures Obama may be advocating, unless he proves to be powerfully persuasive in both public and private venues.  Last summer, Obama got his first taste of this when he spent a week traveling to Iraq, Afghanistan, the Middle East and Europe. Because he was there as a candidate, he was not selling a particular set of policies. Mostly he was trying to make a good impression on leaders with whom he might end up dealing and to win an election back home. But at the end of the trip, he talked about the potential value of having a president who enjoys public goodwill in countries around the world.  One of the central debates of the presidential campaign, he said, was over which candidate was best positioned to forge coalitions that could successfully deal with big issues, such as terrorism, climate change and the economy. "What I thought was useful was to give the American people some sense of how I was approaching these issues, but also to give them a sense that the world can be responsive to this approach and that it will make a difference," he said that week.  He used Afghanistan as an example of how an Obama presidency might succeed where Bush's had failed. He was already advocating the need to send more troops to Afghanistan and for troop support from other countries. Leaders in those countries, he argued, would be more likely to cooperate if their constituents were more favorably disposed toward the United States and its president.  "We put them in a tough bind if we're not attentive to their constituencies. So I wanted to give voice to that very practical, hard-headed approach to foreign policy," he said.  Obama's advisers argued at the time that the real value of the week abroad would come if he won the election. He would start his presidency having taken the measure of a number of key world leaders (and they of him) and would need no on-the-job training once in office.  All of that will be put to the test this week, under circumstances that are significantly different than they were last summer, given what has happened to the world economy.  Obama has demonstrated that he can command attention on the world stage, and no doubt he will do so again this week. How much that attention translates into influence on the other leaders with whom he will be meeting will determine whether the president's first big foreign journey meets the expectations he set as a candidate. 

Cohesion Key to Alliance

NATO cohesion is key to new NATO agenda

Daniel Hamilton et al, Richard von Weizsäcker Professor and Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Feb. 2009 (“Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century” http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2009/HamiltonTestimony090506p.pdf)

Taken together, these reforms promise to reinforce each element of NATO’s enduring purpose, while repositioning the Alliance within a broader, reinvigorated Atlantic partnership that is more capable of responding to the opportunities and challenges of the new world rising. To succeed in this new world, Europeans and Americans must define their partnership in terms of common security rather than just common defense, at home and away. This will require the Alliance to stretch. Depending on the contingency at hand, NATO may be called to play the leading role, be a supporting actor, or simply join a broader ensemble. Even so, NATO alone -- no matter how resilient -- simply cannot stretch far enough to tackle the full range of challenges facing the Euro-Atlantic community. It must also be able to connect and work better with others, whether they are nations or international governmental or non-governmental organizations. And if NATO is to both stretch and connect, it will need to generate better expeditionary capabilities and change the way it does business. These changes must be grounded in a new consensus among Europeans and Americans about the nature of their partnership, and guided by a new determination on both sides of the Atlantic to work closely together on a daunting strategic agenda. A new strategic debate, perhaps leading to an Atlantic Compact, could help to engage our publics and breathe new life into our institutions. Such an effort is likely to be moot, however, if Europe and North America are unable to quell the threat emanating from the Afghan-Pakistani borderlands, or to develop a common approach to Russia. The trick is to combine the urgent with the important, to forge the consensus needed to tackle current challenges while keeping the longer term health of our Alliance in mind. 

NATO Unity is Key to alliance funding and future missions

Gates, US Secretary of Defense, 4/15/2007 (Robert M., “Perseverance, Spirit, Unity” Hampton Roads International Security Quarterly, proquest)

Over the years, people have tried to put the nations of Europe and of the Alliance into different categories:  The "free world" versus "those behind the Iron Curtain", "North" versus "South", "East" versus "West"; I am told that some have even spoken in terms of "old" Europe versus "new". All of these characterizations belong to the past. The distinction I would draw is a very practical one a "realist's" view perhaps: It is between Alliance members who do all they can to fulfill collective commitments, and those who do not.  NATO is not a "paper membership", or a "social club", or a "talk shop". It is a military alliance one with very serious real world obligations.  It is a sad reality that today, as all through human history, there are those who seek through violence and crimes against the innocent to dominate others. Another sad reality is that, when all is said and done, they understand and bow not to reason nor to negotiation, but to superior force. This is perhaps politically incorrect and perhaps an old intelligence officer being too blunt. But it is reality.  And it is the political and military power of our 26 democracies of NATO the most potent alliance in the history of the world that is the shield behind which the ideas and values we share are spreading around the globe.  In short, meeting our commitment to one another and to those we strive to help from the Balkans to Afghanistan is critical to our success and theirs.  Looking back, the Cold War was an epic struggle that incurred epic costs. I believe we all agree that incurring those costs was preferable to the alternatives: catastrophic conflict or totalitarian domination. The range of challenges and threats we fact today will also test our willingness to meet our commitments to spend the money and take the risks indeed, to fully embrace our shared responsibility to protect our shared interests and values. 

Cohesion Key to Coalitions

NATO Cohesion is key to global coalitions

Steinmeier, Germany Foreign Minister, 7/15/2008 (Frank-Walter, “A New Transatlantic Agenda in a Changing World” Hampton Roads International Security Quarterly, proquest)

I suggest we keep this in mind when we ask ourselves: Do we still matter to one another today? And will we do so in the future?  To all sceptics let me say up-front: this question is a bit like the Atlantic itself. It comes and goes in waves.  To start with, no other relationship in the world rests on such a solid foundation: the US and the EU are each other's number one partner.  For the past 60 years the transatlantic relationship has been the world's transformative partnership. America's relationship with Europe - more than with any other part of the world - enables both of us to achieve goals that neither of us could achieve alone.  This is what makes the transatlantic relationship unique: When we agree, we are the core of any effective global coalition; when we disagree, no global coalition is likely to be effective. 

NATO cohesion is key to future missions that require cooperation

Daniel Hamilton et al, Richard von Weizsäcker Professor and Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Feb. 2009 (“Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century” http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2009/HamiltonTestimony090506p.pdf)

Working Effectively with Partners: Not only does the strategic logic for partnerships remain compelling, NATO’s operational effectiveness is increasingly dependent on such partnerships. 16 non-NATO members are involved in NATO operations, 15 of them in Afghanistan. NATO’s array of partnership initiatives, however, has languished and needs greater coherence. There is a notable lack of broad strategic direction and harmonization. The multitude of partner groups constitutes a disintegrated collage of good efforts without measures of effectiveness or mutually supporting plans and programs. Moreover, NATO has yet to establish a truly strategic partnership with the EU or a meaningful partnership with the UN or such institutions as the OSCE or the African Union. NATO should establish an Assistant Secretary General for Partnership to give direction to all engaged staffs, and consider a variety of improvements described below.

Cohesion Key New Agenda

Cohesion key to New Agenda

Flanagan, is senior vice president and Henry A. Kissinger Chair at the CSIS 3/25/2009 (Stephan J., “The NATO Summit Agenda” CSIS http://csis.org/publication/nato-summit-agenda)
The summit will launch a process to draft a new strategic concept, in essence a blueprint for NATO’s future evolution, replacing the current concept that was adopted at the 50th anniversary summit in Washington. The 1999 concept was focused on the requirements of NATO’s then new regional peacekeeping activities in the Balkans, rather than dealing with a diverse range of global challenges to alliance security. The 1999 document predates 9/11 and contains limited mention of such challenges as terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and long-range missiles, integrated civil-military efforts to stabilize and reconstruct failed states, and dangers to homeland security. Disagreement over NATO’s roles and missions has exposed differences among allies on threat perceptions, use of resources, capabilities, and political will. Many see an alliance adrift, driven more by outside events than by collective interests, and find it harder to explain NATO’s purpose and priorities.

A2: Consultation causes delay
Consultation doesn’t cause delay 

NATO Publication 11/28/2007 (DA 7/20/2010 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.
A2: 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.
***Impacts***

Laundry List

An internally divided NATO fails to bring its resources to bear on global threats in the Middle East– terrorism, rogue states, poverty and proliferation. 

HAGEL, U.S. Senator from Nebraska, a Republican, and member of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations and the Select Committee on Intelligence 2001 (Chuck, http://usinfo.state.gov/journals/itps/0604/ijpe/hagel.htm)

The threat to NATO today does not come from great powers, but from weak ones. Terrorism finds sanctuary in failed or failing states, in unresolved regional conflicts, and in the misery of endemic poverty and despair. No single state, including the United States, even with its vast military and economic power, can meet these challenges alone. The struggle in which we are now engaged is a global struggle that does not readily conform to our understanding of military confrontations or alliances of previous eras. It is not a traditional contest of standing armies battling over territory. Progress must be made in these countries with human rights, good governance, and economic reform, beyond military force, before we can expect lasting security and stability. Military power will continue to play a vital role; however, the future success of NATO will be determined by its members' ability to deepen and expand their cooperation in the intelligence, law enforcement, economic, diplomatic, and humanitarian fields. Adapting to this new strategic environment will not come easily or cheaply and will require a new NATO strategic doctrine. As the Alliance adjusts to both an expanded membership and a new global strategic environment, NATO must address the gaps in military expenditures and capabilities of its members. The tough decisions cannot continue to be deferred. It is essential that NATO members not allow themselves to drift into adversarial relationships over disagreements. The challenges and differences that will always exist among members must be resolved inside - not outside — of NATO. NATO can only be undermined by its own internal distractions. President Bush has offered a plan for the Greater Middle East that is potentially historic in scope, and conveys the strategic importance of this region for American foreign policy. America's support for freedom in the Greater Middle East must be matched with operational programs of partnership with the peoples and governments of the region to promote more democratic politics and more open economies. NATO is critical to this success. Let me suggest five specific areas where NATO can play a larger role in bringing security and stability to the Greater Middle East: Turkey, Afghanistan, Iraq, the Mediterranean, and the Israeli-Palestinian problem. Tom Friedman, the Pulitzer Prize winning columnist for the New York Times, has described this era in world politics as a "hinge of history." And Turkey hangs on that hinge. Our course of action with Arab and Islamic societies must emphasize building bridges rather than digging ditches — and the NATO Alliance can provide that mechanism. As Europe and NATO have reached out to a united Germany and the states of the former Warsaw Pact, we must now ensure that we apply the same inclusive approach to Turkey. Turkey has been a vital member of NATO. Its government has been a strong and honest force for the people of Turkey. It deserves credit and recognition for this effort. Turkey is also a cultural and geographic bridge to the Arab and Islamic world. By drawing Turkey closer, the Atlantic Alliance will have a better chance of encouraging continued political and economic reforms and improving the prospects for resolution of disputes involving that country. If we were to push Turkey away, we would jeopardize our interests in bringing peace and stability to the entire region. In Afghanistan, the Loya Jirga recently completed drafting a new constitution that sets a course for elections later this year and holds the promise of a democratic transition and the rule of law. The government of President Hamid Karzai and the people of Afghanistan have come a long way in the past two years. But the job in Afghanistan is far from complete. Reconstituted Taliban and al-Qaeda forces continue to threaten the fragile progress that has been made there.

Laundry List
NATO is critical to prevent a number of scenarios for extinction

ROBERTSON, NATO Secretary General, 2003(Lord Robertson, Speech at the 9th Conference de Montreal http://www.nato.int/docu/speech/2003/s030506a.htm)

In our increasingly globalised world, instability cannot be confined to the areas in which it originates. It affects us all, wherever we live. Take Afghanistan. Under the Taliban, it exported instability to its neighbours, drugs to Europe, terrorism and refugees throughout the world. And if the international community does not remain fully engaged, we can expect the same symptoms of overspill to reappear. The scale of threats has also increased. Today terrorism is more international, more apocalyptic in its vision, and far more lethal. And despite the best efforts of our diplomats and counter-proliferation experts, the spread of bio-chemical and nuclear weapons is already a defining security challenge of this new century. If not addressed, it will put more fingers on more triggers. And because not all of these fingers will belong to rational leaders, traditional deterrents will not always deter. All this adds up to a guaranteed supply chain of instability. It adds up to a security environment in which threats can strike at anytime, without warning, from anywhere and using any means, from a box-cutter to a chemical weapon to a missile. In the months leading to Prague, NATO’s 19 member countries demonstrated that they understood the nature of this challenge and were united in a common response to it. What this has meant in practice for the Alliance can be summarised under three headings: new roles, new relationships and new capabilities. NATO is worth retaining only if it is relevant. It evolved successfully in the 1990s to engage former adversaries across the old Soviet bloc and then to deal with instability and ethnic cleansing in the Balkans. Now NATO is radically changing again to play important new roles in the fight against terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. It already provides the common glue of military interoperability without which multinational operations of any kind would be impossible. Canada’s Joint Task Force 2 and Princess Patricia’s Canadian Light Infantry were able to operate effectively against the Taliban and Al Qaida in Afghanistan only because of decades of cooperation in NATO. After 9/11, NATO also played a supporting role in actions against Al Qaida. Most importantly, however, NATO at Prague became the focal point for planning the military contribution against terrorism, a major new role and one which no other organization in the world could play. In doing so, we have put an end to decades of arid theological debate about whether the Alliance could operate outside Europe. NATO now has a mandate to deal with threats from wherever they may come.
Nuclear War 2nc

Collapse of NATO causes superpower nuclear war

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

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

German Prolif 2nc

Lack of nuclear protection means German vertical nuclear and conventional proliferation- 

MEY Analyst for ISA 2001 (Holger H. Nuclear Norms and German Nuclear Interests. Institute for Strategic Analysis.) 

The United States is clearly Germany’s nuclear protector at present, and in all likelihood will remain so well into the future. The partnership is broad and deep, despite the perennial but usually petty disturbances. America’s and Germany’s interests remain intertwined, and the United States has the power to extend deterrence. “Europe’s” role in Germany’s security is pronounced, but neither the present-day European Union or any kind of Anglo-French arrangement could in any way replace the U.S. guarantee. Still, Europe’s future will affect the way in which Germany perceives its nuclear interests. What might happen if Germany’s nuclear interests no longer were being met? Given the current security environment, this situation would occur if the existing extended deterrence arrangement between Germany and the United States within the NATO framework continued to erode. First, this development would lead to a fundamental new orientation of the strategic landscape in Europe. All existing NATO arrangements would be put into question. Germany would necessarily have to begin to search for alternatives, of which the national nuclear option is certainly only one. Others include a conventional arms build-up, further disarmament and appeasement policy, and an arrangement, for instance, with Russia. All these alternatives look much less preferable than a stable continuation of the current situation. This is particularly true because the future of Europe is anything but clear.


German proliferation leads to nuclear war

John Mearshimer, Prof @ U Chicago 2001( “The Future of the American Pacifier” Foreign Affairs, Sept/Oct)

The kind of trouble that might lie ahead for Europe can be illustrated by considering how particular German measures aimed at enhancing its security might nevertheless lead to instability.  If the United States removed its security umbrella from over western Europe, Germany would likely move to acquire its own nuclear arsenal.  This would be the case both because nuclear weapons are an excellent deterrent, as Germany’s governing elites recognized during the Cold War, but also because it would be the best way to escape potential coercion by its three nuclear-armed neighbors would probably contemplate using force to prevent Germany from going nuclear, and the result could be a major crisis.  Without the American military on its territory, furthermore, Germany would probably increase the size of its army and certainly would be more inclined to try to dominate central Europe.  Why? Because Germany would fear Russian control of that critically important buffer zone between them.  Of course, Russia would have the same fear in reverse, which would likely lead to a serious security competition between them for control of central Europe.  France, meanwhile, would undoubtedly view such behavior by Germany with alarm and take measures to protect itself – for example, by increasing its defense spending and establishing closer relations with Russia.  Germany, of course, would perceive these actions as hostile and respond with measures of its own.  

Ext. Weak NATO causes Prolif/A2: Germany D/N Have Capacity

Collapse of NATO causes German Prolif, they already have the capability, US protection Through NATO is key to prevent Germany

Michael E. Brown, director of Research for the National Security Studies Program @ Georgetown University 2000 (“American Strategic Choices: An International Security Reader.” Page 69)  

Potentially the most complicated transition issue resulting from America’s withdrawal from NATO would be the closure of America’s nuclear umbrella over Germany. The other major European powers – France, the United Kingdom, and Russia – have their own nuclear arsenals, but Germany would be left exposed by an American withdrawal. For many years Germany has had the capability to build nuclear weapons almost instantly, but has chosen not to, because the United States provided nuclear cover; if America were to withdrawal Germany would be unlikely to deny itself the protection that nuclear weapons afford. The primary danger associated with German nuclear proliferation is transition instability. Russia or another current nuclear power might have an interest in preventive war or at least in applying nuclear coercion to keep Germany non-nuclear. Facing such a threat, the most dangerous time for Germany to go nuclear would be during a crisis, but that is a danger that the United States can address directly by helping Germany develop a secure nuclear deterrent now, in a time of relatively low tensions. If the United States maintains its current nuclear guarantee during the German weaponization program, Germany can develop nuclear weapons without opening a window of vulnerability.   

 Perception of a weak NATO causes German proliferation. 

GOSE USAF, 1996 (MAJ MARK N. THE NEW GERMANY AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS OPTIONS FOR THE FUTURE http://www.fas.org/news/germany/gose.html)

Various interviews and surveys suggest that German political leaders and the overall population alike believe that the uncertainty of the near future in Europe clearly dictates caution and that the West should remain extremely wary of forcing real changes within the current alliance structure. Advocates of this option assume that downsizing the existing German forces to meet new budgetary and political demands can be done while still relying on the traditional NATO model. The focus then is on making little change, but if needed, making change in small increments. In addition, this "continuity model" dictates that limited nuclear deterrents remain on German territory as both a sign of "trust" in the new Germany as well as a continued indication of US and NATO commitment to the defense of Germany. This option then is predicated upon a continuation of a viable and robust NATO, able to cope with the changing security equations in Europe. To accomplish that, the United States must stay coupled to Europe and the alliance. In this situation, there is little to no German motivation for obtaining unilateral nuclear capability. Option 2: Prepare for the End of NATO This option recognizes that NATO may decrease in importance as it tries to adapt to the new security environment in Europe or that it may even lose its raison d'etre as a military entity. The alliance may become more of a political consultative mechanism in the short­term and may fade away completely in the long­term. Reliance on American nuclear guarantees would remain as long as the Atlantic alliance endured. But with the first indications otherwise, the Germans would probably begin serious discussions about the future of nuclear deterrence based upon the threat environment at that time. The possibility of unilateral German nuclear forces would probably enter into these discussions. However, the rationale or justification for adopting this option would remain relatively benign as long as there were some chance that the alliance would continue. Thus, given this option, there is low to moderate motivation to actually ob tain nuclear capability; in short, as an issue of discussion it may become more salient, but resulting actions would probably not occur.

Prolif = German Civil War Impact

German proliferation causes instability in Germany and civil-war

Muller, director of the Peace Research Institute Frankfurt in Germany and a professor of international relations at Frankfurt University 2000 (Harald, “Nuclear Weapons and German Interests: An Attempt at Redefinition” Peace Research Institute Frankfurt. PRIF-Report  http://www.hsfk.de/downloads/prifrep55.pdf  

The very basic question of whether, given the new overall conditions, Germany should rethink its renunciation of nuclear weapons has a very odd circumstance attaching to it, namely that it tends to be posed mostly outside Germany and almost never within the German debate. Amongst the critics of German Machtvergessenheit - or obliviousness to power - only Arnulf Baring has ventured to tinker with this taboo, albeit without himself expressing a definitive opinion on it.24 This reluctance to enter into discussion is not in any way artificial. In fact it is the expression of a powerful conviction, deeply rooted both in the political culture of Germany - even after reunification - and in an equally strong emotional repugnance to nuclear weapons, as expressed particularly forcefully in the 1980s protests against the deployment of medium-range missiles. The consensus against the ‘German option’ is thus grounded first and foremost in an unambiguous stance by the German public which politicians, even if they wanted to, could only go against at the risk of damaging their own political futures. Any German government that sought to effect a change in the country’s nuclear status would risk public protest ranging all the way up to civil-war-style conditions compared to which the events surrounding the shifting of Castor containers would probably appear trivial.25 

Instability in Europe escalates to global nuclear war

Glaser, Assistant Prof @ Chicago, 1993 (Charles, International Security Summer)

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 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 unconcerned about Europe’s future.

Ethnic Conflict 2nc

The prize of NATO expansion prevents ethnic conflict in Europe

Krupnick, Professor of National Security Studies at US Army War College, 2003 (Charles, Almost NATO, ed. Krupnick, p. 312) 

Societal l insecurity is caused in part by Central and Eastern Europe's lack of historical geographic continuity. Whole countries have been created from collapsed empires while bits and pieces have been reallocated from country to country as a result of war, such as Subcarpathian Ruthenia's move from Czechoslovakia, to Tiso's Slovak republic, to the Soviet Union, and now to Ukraine. Societal issues range from state survival to the commonplace. Significant political autonomy for the Hungarian region of Slovakia could make an already small country nonviable, for example; at the other end of the spectrum, societal issues involve education, access to public services, and just feeling comfortable in one's own country-the nitty-gritty of how people spend their lives. Groups and people of different language, belief, and tradition can live peacefully together in the same country, as they do in many parts of the world, but identity is a powerful motivator that can turn violent overnight. Resolving or at least equitably managing identity issues is needed to change societal security into normal politics or to maintain it as such for much of Central and Eastern Europe. Societal issues are also linked to each country's external relations. In congressional testimony on NATO enlargement, retired U.S. General William E. Odom was particularly blunt: "Why have most of these 'sleeping dogs' [minority issues] not barked, or not barked louder? Because prospective NATO members do not want to spoil their prospects for admittance. Without that hope, some of their leaders would feel free to exploit these issues for domestic political purposes." 74 

Instability in Europe escalates to global nuclear war

Glaser, Assistant Prof @ Chicago, 1993 (Charles, International Security Summer)

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 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 unconcerned about Europe’s future.

Ethnic Conflict Soon

Europe will face ethnic conflict in the near future which could include WMD Terrorism

Williams and Jones, Director of the Cambridge Institute for Economic and Political Studies and Senior Research Fellow at Cambridge, 2001 (Geoffrey and Barkley, NATO and Transatlantic Alliance in the 21st C., p. 205) 

The next two decades will see heightened conflict in the southern hemisphere leading to attempted mass migrations to the north which might be strongly resisted by a European Union which is still coping with indigenous racism in France, Germany, Austria and Britain. The consequent drift of refugees (possibly as many as 30 million) is likely, therefore, to exacerbate national and ethnic conflicts within Europe and along its rimlands. Nations and (inner city) regions could explode into violence. Also, international terrorism is likely to increase against the developed world. The most likely insurgent groups will be those driven by Islamic fundamentalists or religious radicals opposed to Western postmodern secular society. The dangers involved in the spread of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) must therefore be seen against the backdrop of this strategic environment. Weak nations will confront strong ones with uncertain results for the strong nations engaged in asymmetric conflict. 

European Stability 2nc

Deeper US-NATO cooperation is key to prevent separatists conflicts and energy price spike that escalate and go global

Daniel Hamilton et al, Richard von Weizsäcker Professor and Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Feb. 2009 (“Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century” http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2009/HamiltonTestimony090506p.pdf)

Fourth, despite the historic progress made to extend democratic stability on the European continent, Europe is not yet whole, not yet free, and not yet at peace. Wider Europe beyond the EU and NATO is still beset with historical animosities and multiple crises on or near its borders, including a number of festering conflicts that in some way affect all the countries of the region. The U.S. and its European allies share an interest in extending the space of democratic stability where war simply does not happen. They also share an interest in a confident, capable, outward-looking Europe, not one so best by turmoil or so focused on instability along its periphery that it cannot play a broader role. Successes in this region – more effective democratic governance grounded in the rule of law, progress against corruption and trafficking, peaceful resolution of conflicts, secure energy production and transit, more confident and prosperous market economies – could resonate significantly across the post-Soviet space and into the broader Middle East. Failure to deal with the region’s problems risks destabilizing competition and confrontation among regional and external actors, festering separatist conflicts, greater transnational challenges and dysfunctional energy markets, the negative consequences of which could also spill into Europe, Eurasia and the Middle East. The ability of countries in the region to deal with these issues, and the willingness and ability of Europe and the U.S. to work together with those countries and with Russia to address these issues, could determine not only where Europe ends, but what it represents. 
Instability in Europe escalates to global nuclear war

Glaser, Assistant Prof @ Chicago, 1993 (Charles, International Security Summer)

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 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 unconcerned about Europe’s future.

Ext. NATO key to Stability

Continued and Deepened US-NATO cooperation is key to European Stability

Steinmeier, Germany Foreign Minister, 7/15/2008 (Frank-Walter, “A New Transatlantic Agenda in a Changing World” Hampton Roads International Security Quarterly, proquest)

We must strengthen common global awareness of ever increasing interdependence and therefore of the constantly increasing need for more cooperation.  In this context, I am convinced George Marshall would be pleased to see how Europe turned his Harvard vision into a success story. European unification and enlargement, so generously assisted by the United States, is the greatest single European achievement in the interest of peace since the treaty of Westphalia. America and Europe share a key interest in continuing this process and in locking in what has been achieved so far.  As each and every US President since Truman has stated: A strong EU is in America's interest. The more unified the Europeans are, the more they are able to act as global partners.  Europe's way of projecting stability reaches far beyond its current boundaries. This will continue - through further EU enlargement, policies towards the EU neighbourhood, and strategic partnerships.  Of course, the EU's ability to project stability is interlinked with the efforts of NATO. EU and NATO are working closely together to stabilise the Balkans, especially Kosovo. And NATO's Bucharest summit last week reaffirmed that the door remains open to those willing and able to join. 

Conflict In Europe Likely

Instability in Europe Increasing

Lord Robertson, Secretary General of NATO, 2003 (George, "Facing a Dangerous World: Managing Change in Defence," January 24)  http://www.nato.int/docu/speech/2003/s030124b.htm
What are the hallmarks of this new era? The first is greater instability. The disintegration of Yugoslavia was

the first step. The Caucasus, Central Asia, South Asia and the Middle East all now offer a rich cocktail of

instability. All these regions are going through political and economic transition of historic dimensions.

Although, I believe that these changes will ultimately lead them in the right direction, for the foreseeable

future they will continue to experience major convulsions.

Instability Will Invariably Spill Over Into Nato Countries

Lord Robertson, Secretary General of NATO, 2003 (George, "Facing a Dangerous World: Managing Change in Defence," January 24)  http://www.nato.int/docu/speech/2003/s030124b.htm
The second characteristic of the new security environment is spillover. In an increasingly globalised world, instability cannot be confined to the areas in which it originates. Take Afghanistan. Under the Taliban, it exported instability to its neighbours, drugs to Europe, terrorism and refugees throughout the world. And if the international community does not remain fully engaged, we can expect the same symptoms of overspill to reappear.

Prolif 2nc

Nato Cohesion is key to solve prolif

NATO Final Communique, 2003 (Ministerial Meeting of the North Atlantic Council, June 3, http://www.nato.int/doculpr/2003/p03-059e.htm) 

We are encouraged by the improvements being made in other important areas, including increased civil preparedness against possible WMD attacks on civilian populations; stronger defence against cyber attacks; and progress in examining options for protecting Alliance territory, forces and population centres against the full range of missile threats in an effective and efficient way through an appropriate mix of political and defence efforts, along with deterrence. Our efforts in this regard will be consistent with the indivisibility of Allied security. The Alliance's policy of support for arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation will continue to playa major role in the achievement of the Alliance's security objectives, including preventing the spread and use of WMD and their means of delivery. The Alliance stresses the importance of abiding by and strengthening existing international arms control and disarmament accords and multilateral nonproliferation and export control regimes. In particular, we underline our commitment to reinforcing the Non Proliferation Treaty, the pre-eminent non-proliferation and disarmament mechanism, and ensuring the full compliance with it by all states party to the Treaty. We will also strengthen our common efforts to safeguard nuclear and radiological material. The role of the WMD Centre, within NATO's International Staff, is being enhanced to assist the work of the Alliance to tackle threats posed by weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery.  

Proliferation leads to extinction. 

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

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

Economy 2nc

Transatlantic cooperation is key to global economic leadership and future economic growth

Daniel Hamilton et al, Richard von Weizsäcker Professor and Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Feb. 2009 (“Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century” http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2009/HamiltonTestimony090506p.pdf)

Over the next two decades, the prospect of a shift in the global economic balance is very real. But a number of big emerging markets do not necessarily share some of the core principles or basic mechanisms that underpin open rules-based commerce. Even though the credibility of the U.S. and Europe has also been damaged on this score, no plausible alternative to global economic leadership is in sight, and the rapidly emerging economies have also been swamped by the global crisis. Moreover, the transatlantic economy remains very strong on a secular and structural basis, generating $3.75 trillion in total commercial sales a year and employing up to 14 million workers in mutually “onshored” jobs on both sides of the Atlantic.9 Instead of spending significant political capital on transatlantic disputes over bananas, beef and state aid to industry, eking out marginal advantage through preferential trade arrangements with tiny markets, or being tempted into beggar-thy-neighbor approaches to import surges from countries such as China, Europe and the U.S. could invest in new forms of transatlantic collaboration that would enable them to be true pathfinders of the global economy – essentially to reposition the West as it works to integrate others into mechanisms of global good governance 
Economic decline cause nuclear war.
Liutenant Colonel Bearden -2K (Lieutenant Colonel in the U.S. Army, 2000, The Unnecessary Energy Crisis: How We Can Solve It, 2000, http://groups.yahoo.com/group/Big- Medicine/message/642)
Bluntly, we foresee these factors - and others { } not covered - converging to a catastrophic collapse of the world economy in about eight years. As the collapse of the Western economies nears, one may expect catastrophic stress on the 160 developing nations as the developed nations are forced to dramatically curtail orders. International Strategic Threat Aspects History bears out that desperate nations take desperate actions. Prior to the final economic collapse, the stress on nations will have increased the intensity and number of their conflicts, to the point where the arsenals of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) now possessed by some 25 nations, are almost certain to be released. As an example, suppose a starving North Korea launches nuclear weapons upon Japan and South Korea, including U.S. forces there, in a spasmodic suicidal response. Or suppose a desperate China - whose long range nuclear missiles can reach the United States - attacks Taiwan. In addition to immediate responses, the mutual treaties involved in such scenarios will quickly draw other nations into the conflict, escalating it significantly. Strategic nuclear studies have shown for decades that, under such extreme stress conditions, once a few nukes are launched, adversaries and potential adversaries are then compelled to launch on perception of preparations by one's adversary. The real legacy of the MAD concept is his side of the MAD coin that is almost never discussed. Without effective defense, the only chance a nation has to survive at all, is to launch immediate full-bore pre-emptive strikes and try to take out its perceived foes as rapidly and massively as possible. As the studies showed, rapid escalation to full WMD exchange occurs, with a great percent of the WMD arsenals being unleashed . The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades.
Bioterror 2nc

Bioterror is likely in the status quo, only transatlantic cooperation is key to prevent mass attacks.

Daniel Hamilton et al, Richard von Weizsäcker Professor and Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Feb. 2009 (“Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century” http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2009/HamiltonTestimony090506p.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 10 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 

Unchecked Biological Terrorism Risks Extinction

Richard Ochs, Chemical Weapons Working Group Member, 2002 [“Biological Weapons must be Abolished Immediately,” June 9, http://www.freefromterror.net/other_.../abolish.html]

Of all the weapons of mass destruction, the genetically engineered biological weapons, many without a known cure or vaccine, are an extreme danger to the continued survival of life on earth. Any perceived military value or deterrence pales in comparison to the great risk these weapons pose just sitting in vials in laboratories. While a "nuclear winter," resulting from a massive exchange of nuclear weapons, could also kill off most of life on earth and severely compromise the health of future generations, they are easier to control. Biological weapons, on the other hand, can get out of control very easily, as the recent anthrax attacks has demonstrated. There is no way to guarantee the security of these doomsday weapons because very tiny amounts can be stolen or accidentally released and then grow or be grown to horrendous proportions. The Black Death of the Middle Ages would be small in comparison to the potential damage bioweapons could cause. Abolition of chemical weapons is less of a priority because, while they can also kill millions of people outright, their persistence in the environment would be less than nuclear or biological agents or more localized. Hence, chemical weapons would have a lesser effect on future generations of innocent people and the natural environment. Like the Holocaust, once a localized chemical extermination is over, it is over. With nuclear and biological weapons, the killing will probably never end. Radioactive elements last tens of thousands of years and will keep causing cancers virtually forever. Potentially worse than that, bio-engineered agents by the hundreds with no known cure could wreck even greater calamity on the human race than could persistent radiation. AIDS and ebola viruses are just a small example of recently emerging plagues with no known cure or vaccine. Can we imagine hundreds of such plagues? HUMAN EXTINCTION IS NOW POSSIBLE.
Ext. NATO key to Global Bioterror Response

NATO Key to Global Bioterror response, solves better than other international organization, because of cohesion.

Daniel Hamilton et al, Richard von Weizsäcker Professor and Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Feb. 2009 (“Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century” http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2009/HamiltonTestimony090506p.pdf)

Successful global approaches to biosecurity must begin with the transatlantic community. Europe and North America together represent the largest repository of resources, skills, talents, leadership and international engagement to make health an integral part of societal resilience. The U.S. and various European countries have advanced domestic biodefense efforts, but relatively little has been done to strengthen international biodefense. Efforts to adopt nuclear nonproliferation regimes to the biological realm have been fraught with difficulties and are of questionable merit. Areas for cooperation include improved global biosurveillance capabilities; better early warning and detection systems; robust information-sharing, investigational and preparedness mechanisms; harmonized standards; and medical countermeasures and stockpiles.23 This is not primarily an area for NATO – health and interior ministries, as well as international organizations such as WHO, are particularly challenged. Bilateral cooperation, and more effective U.S.-EU and global collaboration, including between scientists, is also key. But NATO has a role to play, particularly in terms of developing more effective response and mitigation capabilities and procedures, and refocusing Euro- Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Center (EARDCC) training and exercises to place greater emphasis on intentional attacks instead of primarily natural disasters. 

Middle East 2nc

Deeper transatlantic cooperation is key to Middle East stability 

Daniel Hamilton et al, Richard von Weizsäcker Professor and Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Feb. 2009 (“Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century” http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2009/HamiltonTestimony090506p.pdf)

Third, we must deal with the full range of international security challenges we face together. Many of those challenges are in southwest Asia and the broader Middle East. Today, our security is being defended at the Hindu Kush, not the Fulda Gap. The main threat to European and American citizens emanates from turmoil and terrorism in Afghanistan and the tribal areas of Pakistan. We address this issue in the next section. Closer transatlantic cooperation is not only essential if we are to prevent Iran from developing nuclear weapons, it will be even more essential in crafting an extended deterrence regime in the Persian Gulf/Middle East if Iran does in fact acquire such weapons. Solutions to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and civil instability in Lebanon depend first and foremost on the people of the region. But transatlantic cooperation is essential to establish a new roadmap for peace, keep the process on track, offer assistance and humanitarian support, and facilitate new forms of regional diplomacy. Stronger support also needs to be given to Algeria, Morocco and Tunisia in their efforts to reform and contain radical Islamists.12 This agenda also includes Iraq. Although many Europeans opposed the U.S./UK-led invasion, Europe has an interest in a secure, stable and unified Iraq. Europeans should now work with Baghdad and Washington to increase EU engagement, from financial assistance, trade, investment and training for police and judges, to engagement with political parties, election monitoring, and diplomatic efforts to provide a regional framework conducive to Iraq’s peaceful development. 
Middle East conflict escalates to a global nuclear war

Steinbach -02 (John, Center for Research on Globalization, 3-3, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html)

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)
Middle East 2NC 

Even without escalation, Middle East nuclear war guarantees extinction

Ian Hoffman, Staff Writer, December 12, 2006, “Nuclear Winter Looms, experts say”, MediaNews Group, Inc. and ANG Newspapers

SAN FRANCISCO -- With superpower nuclear arsenals plummeting to a third of 1980s levels and slated to drop by another third, the nightmarish visions of nuclear winter offered by scientists during the Cold War have receded.  But they haven't gone away.  Researchers at the American Geophysical Union's annual meeting warned Monday that even a small regional nuclear war could burn enough cities to shroud the globe in black smoky shadow and usher in the manmade equivalent of the Little Ice Age.  "Nuclear weapons represent the greatest single human threat to the planet, much more so than global warming," said Rutgers University atmospheric scientist Alan Robock. By dropping imaginary Hiroshima-sized bombs into some of the world's biggest cities, now swelled to tens of millions in population, University of Colorado researcher O. Brian Toon and colleagues found they could generate 100 times the fatalities and 100 times the climate-chilling smoke per kiloton of explosive power as all-out nuclear war between the United States and former Soviet Union.  For most modern nuclear-war scenarios, the global impact isn't nuclear winter, the notion of smoke from incinerated cities blotting out the sun for years and starving most of the Earth's people. It's not even nuclear autumn, but rather an instant nuclear chill over most of the planet, accompanied by massive ozone loss and warming at the poles.  That's what scientists' computer simulations suggest would happen if nuclear war broke out in a hot spot such as the Middle East, the North Korean peninsula or, the most modeled case, in Southeast Asia. Unlike in the Cold War, when the United States and Russia mostly targeted each other's nuclear, military and strategic industrial sites, young nuclear-armed nations have fewer weapons and might go for maximum effect by using them on cities, as the United States did in 1945.  "We're at a perilous crossroads," Toon said. The spread of nuclear weapons worldwide combined with global migration into dense megacities form what he called "perhaps the greatest danger to the stability of society since the dawn of humanity."  More than 20 years ago, researchers imagined a U.S.-Soviet nuclear holocaust would wreak havoc on the planet's climate. They showed the problem was potentially worse than feared: Massive urban fires would flush hundreds of millions of tons of black soot skyward, where -- heated by sunlight -- it would soar higher into the stratosphere and begin cooking off the protective ozone layer around the Earth.  Huge losses of ozone would open the planet and its inhabitants to damaging radiation, while the warm soot would spread a pall sufficient to plunge the Earth into freezing year-round. The hundreds of millions who would starve exceeded those who would die in the initial blasts and radiation.  Popularized by astronomer Carl Sagan and Nobel prize winners, the idea of nuclear winter captured the public imagination, though nuclear-weapons scientists found nuclear winter was virtually impossible to achieve in their own computer models without dropping H-bombs on nearly every major city.  Scientists on Monday say nuclear winter still is possible, by detonating every nation's entire nuclear arsenals. The effects are striking and last five times or longer than the cooling effects of the biggest volcanic eruptions in recent history, according to Rutgers' Robock.
Hegemony 2nc

NATO key to heg and solving stretch

Donnelly, 8/1/2003 (Thomas , resident fellow in defense and national security studies at the American Enterprise Institute, AEI, “Rethinking NATO” http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.18924,filter.all/pub_detail.asp)

The Iraq war also revealed the unprecedented military power of combined forces trained to NATO standards. The battlefield performance of Coalition forces in Operation Iraqi Freedom was nothing less than stunning. They operated almost seamlessly in combat and transitioned easily to post-combat stabilisation operations. Indeed, both sorts of operations were conducted simultaneously. Smaller Coalition contingents, such as those from Australia and Poland, were slotted into important supporting roles without the mishaps that historically have plagued combined military operations. But for years of training within NATO, the Coalition could never have succeeded in defeating the Iraqi army and removing the regime of Saddam Hussein in less than one month. In the aftermath of the Iraq war, Washington is beginning to understand that even the world’s sole super power needs help. Institutionalising the current Pax Americana – or whatever name best suits today's international order – is unavoidable. Guaranteeing the global order “unilaterally” is not a realistic option. The question, for Americans, therefore, is whether and how to adapt NATO to fit new strategic circumstances.  The question before the Alliance is whether the current geopolitical differences will destroy NATO’s abilities to provide the military basis for future coalition operations. There is a multitude of possible answers. The political differences may yet be solved, or at least be better managed. The value of the Alliance as a “force provider” may be so great that the political differences can be ignored. Conversely, the growing capabilities gap between the United States and the rest of the Alliance may exacerbate the political differences.  The answer will, in large measure, depend upon U.S. policies and programmes in the next few years. Change is coming, and the United States and its closest partners within the Alliance will either lead the reforms that enable NATO to adapt to the “post-Cold-War” world to become a partner in the Pax Americana, or the Alliance will wither. If Washington allows NATO to wither, it will have to create some other institutional basis to underpin future “coalitions of the willing”. No matter how good the U.S. military has become, it remains a small force. Indeed, one consequence of the “capabilities gap” is that the burden of securing today's liberal international order falls more heavily on the United States, increasing the likelihood of military overstretch. 
Leadership is essential to prevent global nuclear exchange
Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
Continued cooperation with NATO is key to US smart power

Steinmeier, Germany Foreign Minister, 7/15/2008 (Frank-Walter, “A New Transatlantic Agenda in a Changing World” Hampton Roads International Security Quarterly, proquest)

Our partnership and our friendship remain strong. But today we are facing a whole range of new issues. We are seeing the rapid emergence of new powers and new problems whilst the Western nations are not always in top shape to cope: economic slowdown, questioning US global leadership, political uncertainties also in Europe. New opportunities have appeared, but so have new threats. September 11th was the most obvious proof of this.  The clarity of the bi-polar world reliable yet cynical as it was - belongs to the past. Cold war concepts such as "bloc building" or "containment" are gone, too. Instead, a new global complexity dominates the picture.  Our partnership must adjust and transform to address these new global opportunities and challenges. Our military alliance remains essential. But in today's world, security can neither be ensured by hard power alone - nor by any nation alone.  Only together do we have a chance to tackle the most pressing challenges of mankind: scarce resources, people left behind by globalisation, changing relations in Asia, dealing with political Islam, or fighting terrorism.  No single nation can solve these problems on its own not even the most powerful, not even the United States. Particularly here at Harvard we should recall the wisdom and the achievements of US post war diplomacy which focused on building lasting partnerships.  "Smart power" - as Joseph Nye so appropriately called it - is the synonym for what we need today: new concepts, a revitalised alliance and particularly renewed American leadership in the world.  "Smart power" is George Marshall's vision in a nutshell. "Smart power" is the key to serving America's interests, to serving Europe's interests and I would argue to serving the world's interests. To use "smart power", America with its global reach needs allies; and Europe for its global contributions needs America. 
Us Needs To Stay In NATO To Maintain Hegemony

Gordon, Senior Research Fellow at Brookings, 2003 (Philip, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 82(No. 1), Jan.! Feb., p. 71) 

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.

Energy Security Mpx

Enhanced NATO agenda is key to protection of energy security and quick response to supply disruptions

Daniel Hamilton et al, Richard von Weizsäcker Professor and Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Feb. 2009 (“Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century” http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2009/HamiltonTestimony090506p.pdf)

Actions by both state and non-state actors to interrupt the flow of energy supplies have become a new tool of political intimidation. They illustrate the new risks to allied security via the critical functions of allied societies. Russia has disrupted flows of gas to Ukraine and other European countries in the context of several political and pricing disputes and the PKK has attacked pipeline routes in Turkey. The Alliance could contribute to intimidation deterrence through energy infrastructure protection capabilities and regionally-focused civil-military planning and coordination. There is some precedent for such an effort. In the 1980s, allied governments took part in Operation Earnest Will, a military operation designed explicitly to secure the supply of oil and protect tanker traffic in the Gulf during the Iran-Iraq War. It was not a NATO operation, but it provides an early example of a coalition of the willing working to address energy security issues. NATO discussions have already raised the possibility of protecting tanker traffic and oil platforms in periods of conflict, and using satellites to monitor developments in areas where energy resources come under threat.24 
Shocks kill the global economy - past shocks prove price spikes cause inflationary spirals and war

Roberts 2004 (Paul, Energy journalist, The End Of Oil, p 13-14)

Suppose, for example, that worldwide oil production hits a kind of peak and that, as at Ghawar, the amount of oil that oil companies and oil states can pull out of the ground plateaus or even begins to decline - a not altogether inconceivable scenario. Oil is finite, and although vast oceans of it remain underground, waiting to be pumped out and refilled into gasoline for your Winnebago, this is old oil, in fields that have been known about for years or even decades. By contrast, the amount of new oil that is being discovered each year is declining; the peak year was 1960, and it has been downhill ever since. Given that oil cannot be produced without first being discovered, it is inevitable that, at some point, worldwide oil production must peak and begin declining as well - less than ideal circumstances for a global economy that depends on cheap oil for about 40 percent of its energy needs (not to mention 90 percent of its transportation fuel) and is nowhere even close to having alternative energy sources. The last three times oil production dropped off a cliff- the Arab oil embargo of 1974, the Iranian revolution in 1979, and the 1991 Persian Gulf Warthe resulting price spikes pushed the world into recession. And these disruptions were temporary. Presumably, the effects of a long-term permanent disruption would be far more gruesome. As prices rose, consumers would quickly shift to other fuels, such as natural gas or coal, but soon enough, those supplies would also tighten and their prices would rise. An inflationary ripple effect would set in. As energy became more expensive, so would such energy-dependent activities as manufacturing and transportation. Commercial activity would slow, and segments of the global economy especially dependent on rapid growth - which is to say, pretty much everything these days - would tip into recession. The cost of goods and services would rise, ultimately depressing economic demand and throwing the entire economy into an enduring depression that would make 1929 look like a dress rehearsal and could touch off a desperate and probably violent contest for whatever oil supplies remained.
Economic decline cause nuclear war.
Liutenant Colonel Bearden -2K (Lieutenant Colonel in the U.S. Army, 2000, The Unnecessary Energy Crisis: How We Can Solve It, 2000, http://groups.yahoo.com/group/Big- Medicine/message/642)
Bluntly, we foresee these factors - and others { } not covered - converging to a catastrophic collapse of the world economy in about eight years. As the collapse of the Western economies nears, one may expect catastrophic stress on the 160 developing nations as the developed nations are forced to dramatically curtail orders. International Strategic Threat Aspects History bears out that desperate nations take desperate actions. Prior to the final economic collapse, the stress on nations will have increased the intensity and number of their conflicts, to the point where the arsenals of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) now possessed by some 25 nations, are almost certain to be released. As an example, suppose a starving North Korea launches nuclear weapons upon Japan and South Korea, including U.S. forces there, in a spasmodic suicidal response. Or suppose a desperate China - whose long range nuclear missiles can reach the United States - attacks Taiwan. In addition to immediate responses, the mutual treaties involved in such scenarios will quickly draw other nations into the conflict, escalating it significantly. Strategic nuclear studies have shown for decades that, under such extreme stress conditions, once a few nukes are launched, adversaries and potential adversaries are then compelled to launch on perception of preparations by one's adversary. The real legacy of the MAD concept is his side of the MAD coin that is almost never discussed. Without effective defense, the only chance a nation has to survive at all, is to launch immediate full-bore pre-emptive strikes and try to take out its perceived foes as rapidly and massively as possible. As the studies showed, rapid escalation to full WMD exchange occurs, with a great percent of the WMD arsenals being unleashed . The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades.
Democracy Mpx

American consultation with European NATO countries key to global coop and liberal democracies 

Gordon 4 [Philip H: Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy, Foreign Policy Senate Foreign Relations Committee; July 1, 2004; “A Letter to Europe”; http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2004/07europe_gordon.aspx; DA 7/19/10]
Some argue that such an outcome is inevitable. But I have always thought my friend Robert Kagan’s claim that “Americans are from Mars and Europeans are from Venus” was exaggerated. Obviously there are real and even growing differences between Americans and Europeans on a range of issues. The end of the cold war, the rise of US military, political and economic power during the 1990s, and Europe’s preoccupation with the challenges of integration and enlargement, have combined to accentuate these differences. But we have had different strategic perspectives—and fights about strategy—for years, and that never prevented us from working together towards common goals. And despite the provocations from ideologues on both sides, this surely remains possible today. Leaders still have options, and decisions to make. They shape their environment as much as they are shaped by it. The right choices could help put the world’s main liberal democracies back in the same camp, just as the wrong choices could destroy it. What we need is a “new deal,” and that’s what I am writing to propose: Americans will have to show some humility, admit that we do not have all the answers and agree to listen, consult and even compromise. We must accept that even our immense power and new sense of vulnerability does not mean that we can do whatever we want, however we want. We must acknowledge that we need allies to achieve our goals, which means bringing others into the decision-making process, however frustrating that process might be. On a range of issues that have divided the US and Europe in recent years—from climate change and nuclear testing to international law—Americans will have to recommit to seeking practical compromises with others, rather than assuming that our power exempts us from obligations to the global community. 
Democratic stability solves for nuclear war   

Diamond 95 [Larry, Senior Fellow – Hoover Institution, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, December, http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm; DA: 7/19/10]
OTHER THREATS This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built. 
A2:  Allies Weak

Afghanistan proves European allies have military strength and contribute to American Power Projection 

GORDON Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies and Director of the Center on the United States and France at the Brookings Institution, 2003(Philip H., Foreign Affairs January/February, volume 82, number 1)

More recently, when the United States took military action in Afghanistan to retaliate against al Qaeda terrorists as well as to overthrow their host Taliban regime, European support and desire to participate was solid. In October 2001 as the fighting was going on, a poll showed that majorities in 11 out of 15 EU states "agreed with the U.S. military action," and in the largest states the majority was substantial (France 73 percent, Germany 65 percent, and the United Kingdom 68 percent). Majorities of European populations even agreed that their own country should take part in the fighting -- the leftist-dominated German parliament approved the sending of 3,900 combat troops -- and some European leaders chafed not at the fact that the United States was using force but that their offers to contribute forces of their own were rebuffed by a Pentagon that preferred to undertake the operation alone. Nonetheless, by early 2002, European forces were involved in bombing, reconnaissance, cave-clearing, and special forces operations. European countries (first the United Kingdom, then Turkey) took on the lead role in the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) deployed to keep the peace; this year the ISAF command is likely to pass to Germany and the Netherlands, supported by NATO military planners. By summer 2002, there were as many European troops in Afghanistan as there were American.

A2:  EU Fill in

EU Lacks the resources to fill in for NATO

SCHMIDT, senior analyst for Europe in the Bureau of Intelligence and Research @ the Department of State, 2K6 (John, Last Alliance Standing? NATO after 9/11, THE WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, WINTER)

With respect to military capabilities and operations, the traditional lifeblood of NATO, the dynamics are reversed. EU ambitions are constrained by the very factors that have contributed to making NATO a two-tiered alliance. European allies do not have the military wherewithal to undertake anything more than select small-scale, over-the-horizon peacekeeping and peace-en¬forcement operations. For larger-scale operations, as the one in Bosnia, they are dependent on geographical proximity and, at least for the time being, NATO planning and operational assets. This relative weakness is one key reason why the EU has gravitated toward more civilian-oriented rule of law operations, where they have been able to develop modest capabilities and are relatively stronger. Given U.S. concern over EU ambitions, ironically only one factor is likely to lead to significant improvement in European military capabilities for the foreseeable future: U.S. persuasion of European allies to expend the resources necessary to make the NRF a success. In a further touch of irony, this helps to explain why the French are such strong supporters of the NRF: producing those very same capabilities would make greater European military autonomy possible.

EU is not ready to take over security nor does it desire too

Daniel Hamilton et al, Richard von Weizsäcker Professor and Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Feb. 2009 (“Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century” http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2009/HamiltonTestimony090506p.pdf)

For the foreseeable future, NATO will remain the transatlantic partnership’s premier military alliance for high-end defense requirements, including force transformation, demanding expeditionary missions, and major war-fighting. The EU does not aspire to such high-end military operations, but it could help promote armaments cooperation, common R&D and procurement, standardization and interoperability, training, multinational logistics, and other activities in ways that conserve scarce resources and thereby benefit European and NATO defense preparedness. 

No European support

Washington Times, 2/16/2006 (“Funding shortage threatens EU force; Some members prefer NATO” ln)

The European Union's ambitious plan to create an independent defense force has stumbled into financial difficulties that are likely to delay, if not scuttle, the project. The EU defense agency is looking for an initial $60 million budget to begin weapons research, but contributions have not been forthcoming as some nations argue that NATO should remain the dominant defense pact and trans-Atlantic link, diplomats say. The situation has led to an acerbic debate pitting Britain, a staunch NATO supporter, against France, the prime backer of a separate European defense capability. Nineteen of the 25 EU members also belong to the U.S.-led NATO alliance. The United States has criticized the plans for a separate European defense force, saying it would unnecessarily duplicate NATO's global planning and expenditure. Pentagon planners are voicing alarm that NATO allies have cut military manpower and spending since the September 11 attacks, with Britain, Canada, France, Italy, Poland, Spain and Germany all reducing their active-duty forces. At an annual security conference in Munich last week, German Chancellor Angela Merkel defended the concept of NATO's dominant role, to the applause of Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld. NATO, she said, "should remain as the center of political discussion on the implications of the crises and the permanent analysis of the various threats." Proponents of an independent European defense system, such as EU commissioner for industry Gunter Verheugen, argue that the effort "is indispensable to our independence and political sovereignty." Nevertheless, the European Union's request for $60 million to establish a joint defense budget has received little support or response. "The money is simply not coming," said Javier Solana, the EU foreign policy chief. "To face to all existing threats, we must spend more, spend better and, above all, spend together." 
A2:  EU Fill in

EU-NATO competition is small scale, won’t surpass NATO, and won’t spill over

Schmidt is the senior analyst for Europe in the Bureau of Intelligence and Research at the Department of State 2006 (John R. “Last Alliance Standing? NATO after 9/11”The Washington Quarterly) 
Viewed through the prism of NATO-EU competition, the supposed rivalry is arguably more apparent than real. Politically, the two organizations have fundamentally different mandates that overlap only in the area of security and defense policy. Freed from their Cold War dependence on the United States, the Europeans have used the EU to become a global diplomatic actor, and the United States has become increasingly comfortable in dealing with them in this way. Whether or not the EU affords NATO the right of first refusal in military operations or establishes a mini-SHAPE of its own, it cannot begin to compete with NATO precisely because its capabilities do not match those of the United States. The competition, such as it is, is over relatively small-scale operations and will remain so.
US withdrawal from NATO leads to unpredictable power vacuums
States News Service 6/15/2009 (“The Nato First Act Would Advance Transatlantic Security” Lexis)
The NATO-first concept stands in marked contrast to the Europe-first policy as advocated in 2001 by the recently appointed U.S. Ambassador to NATO, Ivo Daalder. Daalder's policy would essentially create a back door for America's withdrawal from the European continent in figurative, and possibly, real terms.[3] Neither the EU nor any single European nation is capable of stepping into the breach this withdrawal would create, leaving a dangerous power vacuum with unpredictable outcomes.
The EU can never fill in for NATO

States News Service 6/15/2009 (“The Nato First Act Would Advance Transatlantic Security” Lexis)
In spring 2001, Ambassador Daalder counseled that NATO and Russia should come second to a "Europe first" agenda, namely the creation of a strong, united Europe with its own military and political identity. The Obama Administration's inclination toward a deeply integrated and enlarged European Union that is capable of supplanting NATO ignores the democratic will of the peoples of Europe as well as the limitations of EU power. The low turnout in the European elections and consistent rejection of integrationist treaties such as the Lisbon Treaty in referenda demonstrate the European project's serious lack of legitimacy and credibility. In institutional, political, and military terms, the EU is not capable of supplanting NATO and is unlikely to ever be in a position to do so.
Eu Will Break Up Now

No impact- 

A. European disintegration inevitable

Daalder and Goldgeier 05 (Ivo H. Daalder, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy  James M. Goldgeier, Professor of Political Science, “The Brookings Inst., Now's Not the Time for Europe to Go Wobbly,” 7/5, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2005/0703europe_daalder.aspx)
For all of these countries, Europe's current crisis could not have come at a worse moment. Conflict over the future course of reform will be likely in them all, halting if not reversing the progress made to date. Europe's entire periphery will be that much more unstable—with consequences for stability within the E.U. itself.The growing resistance to enlargement is shortsighted. Let's remember what earlier enlargement did for Europe in just 15 years. A continent that produced World War I, World War II and the Cold War has been transformed into a Europe nearly whole and free and at peace. Never before have so many countries with so many people made such political and economic progress in such a short period of time as the countries imprisoned for decades behind the Iron Curtain. These gains are now being put at risk.
Take the Balkans. While the violence of the 1990s is behind us, the situation there remains fragile. For now, the ugly face of nationalism is being held in check as Bosnia, Croatia, Macedonia and Serbia have embarked on the reforms necessary to be considered for E.U. membership. Once that door closes, the political consensus in favor of reform will likely shatter as leaders fall back into their old ways. The situation in Kosovo remains particularly volatile—with the only viable long-term solution being for both Kosovo and Serbia to join the larger Europe.Turkey offers the more immediate challenge. While voters in France and the Netherlands made clear that they did not want Turkey to join their Union, can Europe really afford not to continue on a path that would lead to membership for the first primarily Muslim country? Consider what might be lost. Because of the need to satisfy the E.U.'s criteria, Ankara's leaders have already undertaken extraordinary reforms. On the political side, Turkey has abolished the death penalty, allowed much greater freedom of speech and introduced civilian control over military budgets. On the economic front, Ankara has slashed government subsidies. The government has reached out to the country's Kurdish minority and to neighboring Greece, with which relations are better than ever. All this might be lost if Europe fails to leave open the possibility of Turkey's membership.
Similarly, without the incentive of E.U. membership, Ukraine's new leaders may prove either not committed or not strong enough to root out corruption and reform the security services. These are tough challenges—but ones that Ukraine's neighbors were determined to overcome once they realized this was the price they had to pay for entering Europe. If Ukraine fails to get a clear signal that its future lies with Europe, the hopes of the Orange Revolution will fade fast.The consequences for Europe of a failure to keep the enlargement process moving are grave. Failure in Turkey might well inflame Muslim populations throughout Europe. And while many Europeans fear that Turkish membership brings Europe to the borders of Iran, Iraq and Syria, Europe cannot hope to play a stabilizing role in the broader Middle East if it does not help Turkey succeed. After the bright hopes of last year, failure in Ukraine would be disastrous for the former Soviet Union as a whole, producing a sense of crisis not only for Ukraine's neighbors in the east but also for some of its E.U. neighbors in the west, potentially increasing Moscow's leverage over these nations.There is too much at stake for Europe to accept risks like these. Washington must help its European friends in developing policies that minimize the damage. NATO's expansion policy, which has languished as E.U. enlargement took center stage, should be put back on the front burner to address the fears and aspirations of countries like Ukraine, Serbia and Bosnia. The E.U. must also create new kinds of association arrangements that fall short of membership, and thus do not evoke the kind of public opposition that full membership now does.
B.  Russia
The Economist 6/20/2008 (“Political outlook: External relations, Country Forecast Europe June 2008 - Part 20 of 44, 2008, L/N)

Kosovo's unilateral declaration of independence from Serbia in February has added to tensions in the Balkans, most obviously by causing the collapse of the government of Serbia. Subsequent elections, held in May, saw the pro-EU Democratic Party emerge victorious, making confrontation in the region less likely. That said, the challenges for the EU in Kosovo over the years to come will be considerable given its commitment to guide the often chaotic new state towards functioning democracy. These difficulties are already in evidence as the EU force that will effectively run the new state in its early years (EUlex) was not deployed as rapidly as anticipated. One of its most important roles will be to ensure that the majority ethnic Albanian community does not discriminate against the minority Serb grouping. Divisions among the members states on recognising the newly independent Kosovo have been papered over, with those not recognising Kosovo doing so on the grounds that it could encourage their own regions seeking more autonomy and/or complete independence. These divisions could yet re-emerge. 
In Russia the widely expected election as president of Victor Medvedev took place in February. He succeeds Vladimir Putin, who anointed Mr Medvedev as his favoured candidate. Mr Putin is prime minister in the new administration and is almost universally expected to remain the real decision-maker in Russia during Mr Medvedev's four-year term. Given the de facto continuation of the Putin regime, no change in policy stance towards the EU is expected. Over the forecast period tensions between the EU and Russia can, if anything, be expected to rise and the risk of serious clashes are real. Russia presents the EU with arguably its greatest foreign-policy challenge over the next five years.

A2:  WEU and NATO = M.E.

NATO and the EU aren’t Mutually Exclusive

Volker, 5/3/2006 (Kurt, UNITED STATES AND NATO, Congressional Testimony, “UNITED STATES AND NATO” ln)

The United States and NATO also want reliable and capable partners in the world and we support the strengthening of the European Union's security and defense capabilities. It is false logic to believe that EU steps to develop security capabilities must necessarily be steps away from NATO. The EU has already been in 15 operations, including in Bosnia, Darfur, Aceh, the Congo, and elsewhere. We believe that further development of European security and defense capabilities can reinforce NATO's transformation, and that it is essential that new EU capabilities, for example, in rapidly deployable troops, are compatible and complementary with NATO. We also share the perspective of other Allies, such as German Chancellor Angela Merkel who stated in February that NATO should be our primary forum for strategic security dialogue with Europe and that when Europe and America act together on security and defense, we should act through NATO. 
Times have changed WEU and NATO are complimentary

Taylor,  Minister for International Defence and Security for WEU, 12/2/2008 (Baroness, Speech delivered by Minister for International Defence and Security, Baroness Taylor, to the 55th Session of the Western European Union Assembly at the Palais d’Iéna, Paris, 2 December 2008 http://www.mod.uk/DefenceInternet/AboutDefence/People/Speeches/MinISD/20081202WesternEuropeanUnionAssemblyParis.htm)

That brings us to the next steps and what we as Europeans need to think about now. Last year’s change of leadership in France has proved significant. President Sarkozy has declared his intention to renew France’s relationship with NATO and to ensure complementarity between the two organisations. This contrasts with the attitude which we had come to expect from Paris under the previous regime, when EU-NATO relations seemed to be treated as a zero sum game, with any advance in the fortunes of one being somehow offset at the expense of the others. That new approach has relieved much of the Atlanticist versus European tension that coloured the debate over much of the last ten years. The United States approach, too, has evolved since the first, rather suspicious, reactions from Washington to the Saint Malo initiative. Ten years on, the Americans are less inclined to see ESDP as a threat to the Alliance and recognise that a strong European defence is of benefit both to America and to NATO. We welcome the focus of the French presidency on improving the capabilities available for ESDP. We like, too, the refinement of the EU’s level of ambition to reflect the sorts of operations that the EU has undertaken in response to the range of emergent threats. But what is clear from my earlier remarks is that there is still some way to go in making ESDP as capable and as effective as we want it to be in responding to this agreed level of ambition. I see two key areas in which we should be focusing our efforts in the months to come if we are to help the EU become a more worthwhile player in global crisis management. 
A2: Russia Turn

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

Steven Pifer 3/20/2009, Visiting Fellow, The Brookings Institution, Tackling NATO’s Challenges, Brookings Institution, DA 7/20/2010, 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.

A2: 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 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.

A2: EU Defense Turn

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.

***Affirmative***
Perm

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. 
Consult CP’s Bad

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

CP = 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. 

NATO Declining Now

NATO decline inevitable 

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

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.

Relations Resilient

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.
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)
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) 
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) 

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.

Russia 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.
Economy Turn

US withdrawal from the alliance is critical for economic reforms
Marian L. Tupy, assistant director of the Project on Global Economic Liberty at the Cato Institute, 2k3 (“NATO: An Economic Case for American Withdrawal.” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3094)
From a military perspective, the case for American withdrawal from NATO seems to have already been made. A number of commentators, including George Will and the British historian Paul Johnson, have pointed out that NATO is an anachronism rendered helpless by distrust and infighting. But there are also compelling economic grounds for American withdrawal. Simply, the American security guarantee perpetuates the continuation of the European welfare states and thus encourages economic sclerosis across the European continent. Thus NATO is not only useless, it's harmful. The collapse of the Soviet Union saw western military budgets shrink. According to the Center for Strategic and International Studies, between 1990 and 1999 the defense expenditure of all European NATO members decreased from 3 percent to 2.3 percent of GNP. American military spending fell from 5.3 percent to 3.1 percent of GNP over the same period.  But spending as a proportion of GNP does not give an accurate picture of the underlying spending disparities. During the 1990s, the U.S. economy grew at a much quicker rate than the major economies of the European Union. Between 1992 and 2001, for example, the German economy grew by 1.45 percent per annum, on average, and the French economy by 1.88 percent. At the same time, the United States experienced an average growth of 3.46 percent per annum. As a result, despite the "decline" in military spending, U.S. military spending actually went up from $277 billion in 1995 to $283 billion in 1999. By contrast, the defense spending of all European members of NATO put together declined from $183 to $174 billion during that same period. The terrorist threat provided the impetus for an increase in American military spending to $380 billion in 2003. President Bush used the 2002 NATO summit to urge the Europeans to increase their military spending from the current 150 billion euros per annum. Only a month later, the German government actually slashed its spending by ordering fewer military transport aircraft and air-to-air missiles than originally planned. The technological gap between the United States and Europe in reconnaissance, communication, high-tech-weapons and mobility is thus bound to widen. According to Richard Perle, former chairman of the Defense Policy Board, the European militaries "atrophied to the point of virtual irrelevance." Yet there is no use complaining about European complacency. The Europeans behave in a rational manner. As long as the United States guarantees their security through NATO, the Europeans lack the incentive to invest more in their defense. Instead, they can use the money they save to preserve their inefficient welfare states. Even so, the budgets of some European states are stretched to the breaking point.  According to the European Union Commission, the European economy is expected to grow only 1 percent in 2003. Because of a possible contraction of the European economy in the first quarter of 2003, that estimate may have to be adjusted downward. As a result of economic slowdown, a number of European countries, including Germany and France, have now breached the European "growth and stability pact" that limits their annual budget deficits to 3 percent of GDP.  French President Jacques Chirac's insinuation that France's economic problems may have been caused by the American war against Saddam Hussein is a preposterous attempt to shift blame. In fact, France and Germany are beset by deep structural problems, including rigid labor markets, restrictive regulations, hurtful environment and safety standards, high taxes and large unfunded pension liabilities. But neither Germany's Schroeder nor France's Chirac exhibit the leadership qualities necessary to pull their countries out of economic malaise. The two built their careers on populism. They do not possess the reformist zeal exhibited by Margaret Thatcher in Great Britain in the 1980s. They are thus relegated to tinkering with the margins of their welfare states. The longer those trivial changes continue, the further will the European states fall behind the United States. An American withdrawal from the European security guarantee would galvanize serious economic reform. Instead of remaining defenseless, the European states would find it necessary to raise more revenue by cutting the size of the welfare state and increasing their economic growth. A vibrant Europe with a strong economy and a credible military force could then contribute to making the world more prosperous -- and safe. Whether that will happen is up to Washington. 
Economic collapse leads to extinction

Mead 92 (Walter Russell, Senior Fellow – Council on Foreign Relations, New Perspectives Quarterly, Summer, p. 30)

The failure to develop an international system to hedge against the possibility of worldwide depression- will open their eyes to their folly. Hundreds of millions-billions-of people around the world have pinned their hopes on the international market economy.  They and their leaders have embraced market principles-and drawn closer to the West-because they believe that our system can work for them.  But what if it can't?  What if the global economy stagnates, or even shrinks?  In that case, we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor.  Russia.  China.  India-these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to world order than Germany and Japan did in the 1930's.

Heg Turn

Nato hurts us power

christopher layne, visiting fellow at the foreign policy studies at the cato INSTITUTE, 2k1 (“Death Knell for NATO? The Bush Administration Confronts the European Security and Defense Policy,” Cato Policy Analysis No. 394, April 4.  http://www.cato.org/pubs/ pas/pa394.pdf)
No doubt, self-styled Atlanticists within the administration, and in the broader foreign policy community, will argue that NATO is as important as ever. But that is not true. After the Cold War, it became fashionable in some strategic circles to argue that NATO had to “go out of area or out of business.” In fact, the alliance does not add to U.S. capabilities outside Europe, and never has. Since the Korean War, with the partial exception of the Persian Gulf War, NATO and the Western European allies have either opposed, or refrained from supporting, U.S. strategy and military interventions outside Europe. Although some individual U.S. allies might come to Washington’s assistance in a future crisis in the Middle East or East Asia (as Britain and France did, for example, in the Gulf War), NATO as an institution almost certainly would not. In fact, far from augmenting America’s grand strategic posture, in important ways NATO has become a yoke that limits U.S. options. The European allies are attempting to use the alliance to constrain the United States’ taking strategic initiatives that Washington believes further U.S. strategic interests but the Europeans find inimical to their perceived interests. European opposition to American plans to deploy a national missile defense system is a case in point.  Given the divergent strategic outlooks of the United States and Western Europe, Washington can expect similar European opposition in the future to American strategy in East Asia, the Middle East, and elsewhere.  The time has come for the United States to withdraw from Europe militarily and to let the Europeans take care of the Balkans and similar parochial matters while the United States directs its attention to maintaining its global geopolitical interests outside Europe.  Implicitly, some Bush administration policymakers recognize the need for restructuring the U.S.-European relationship.4 4 If the administration accepts ESDP and the RRF as legitimate expressions of European autonomy —and thereby acknowledges NATO’s diminishing relevance—it no doubt will be subject to accusations that it is “isolationist.” The fear of such criticism—which truly is a canard—should not unduly trouble the administration, because it is easily rebutted 
 The impact is global nuclear war
Khalilzad ‘95(Zalmay, RAND Corporation, Losing The Moment? Washington Quarterly, Vol 18, No 2, p. 84)
Global Leadership
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Say No Afghanistan

NATO countries still support Afghanistan war- takes out all CP solvency 

Gordon 8 [Philip H: Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy, Foreign Policy Senate Foreign Relations Committee; March 11, 2008; “NATO: Enlargement and Effectiveness”; http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2008/0311_nato_gordon.aspx; DA: 7/19/10]

Despite these challenges and problems, and contrary to the impression given by much recent press reporting, Afghanistan is not “lost,” and the NATO mission there has not “failed.” It is not lost in the United States, where more than 65 percent of Americans believe that overthrowing the Taliban was the right thing to do, more than 60 percent believe we should keep our forces there, and leaders from across the political spectrum still see the mission as legitimate and necessary. It is not lost in Europe, where despite pub9lic apprehensions every single NATO government still supports the mission and is still contributing forces to it. And most importantly it is not lost in Afghanistan, where more than 75 percent of Afghans still say that the overthrow of the Taliban was a good thing and a majority says they are grateful for the presence of foreign soldiers – even if they are increasingly critical of the lack of a coherent international strategy for the country. Even amidst rising violence, the Afghan economy is growing and many Afghans remain hopeful. Succeeding in Afghanistan is not only essential to prevent it from again becoming the sort of failed state in which al Qaeda could thrive, but it is possible if the United States and its allies accept what is at stake and step up to the challenge. I believe NATO needs to do all of following to increase the prospects for success of the NATO mission:
Say No Kuwait

Historically, NATO member states have endorsed military intervention to protect oil supplies from Kuwait.

Gallis, Paul (Specialist in European Affairs: Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division). Aug 15, 2007. “NATO and Energy Security”. CRS Report for Congress. DA: 7/20/10. fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/64466.pdf
NATO governments (although not NATO as a whole) have  already been involved in military efforts to secure energy resources.  The first Gulf War,  while not a NATO operation, involved key member states such as the United States,  France, Britain, and Italy that sought not only to liberate Kuwait but also to ensure that  Iraq did not control Kuwaiti oil and threaten Saudi Arabia and other Gulf producers. NATO governments also took part in a military operation in the 1980s explicitly  designed to secure the supply of oil.  Operation Earnest Will was an effort, primarily by  NATO states, to protect tanker traffic in the Gulf during the Iran-Iraq War (1980-1988).  Beginning in 1984, Iran first, and then Iraq, attacked neutral oil tankers to cut off the  other’s means of financial support.  Iran attacked Kuwaiti and Saudi tankers in those two  countries’ own waters to ensure that all Gulf states understood that none was secure.  The  Soviet Union, followed shortly thereafter by the United States, made offers to the  Kuwaitis, who lost the most tankers, to reflag their vessels under the USSR and the U.S.  flags, an offer that was accepted.  After Iraqi aircraft attacked the USS Stark in 1987,  killing 37 sailors, the Reagan Administration formed a coalition of like-minded states,  above all from NATO, to protect tanker traffic in the Gulf. Britain, France, and the  Netherlands were important participants in Operation Earnest Will.  The allies captured  Iranian vessels mining shipping lanes in the Gulf, and engaged in firefights with Iranian  troops using oil platforms to fire on ships. In February 2006, NATO governments discussed a range of potential actions in the  event of future disruption of oil supplies caused by military action.  Some member states  reportedly raised the possibility of protecting tanker traffic and oil platforms in periods  of conflict, and using satellites to monitor developments in areas where energy resources  come under threat. 

NATO has an historical precedent for supporting military intervention in Kuwait

Larres, Klaus (fellow at the American Institute for Contemporary German Studies, Center for Transatlantic Relations, and Library of Congress; Professor of History & International Affairs at the University of Ulster in Northern Ireland) 2009. “North Atlantic Treaty Organization - Nato and the post–cold war world”. Encyclopedia of the American Foreign Relations.   DA: 7/20/10.. http://www.americanforeignrelations.com/E-N/North-Atlantic-Treaty-Organization.html 
The decisive event that convinced the world that NATO was still relevant to the post–Cold War era was the Gulf War of 1991. NATO itself was not a participant in the war, caused by Iraq's invasion of Kuwait, but U.S., British, and French contingents drew on NATO operational resources. In view of the failure of western European countries to provide an effective and united response to the crisis, the successful reversal of the conquest of Kuwait appeared to justify NATO's military and political crisis management techniques. It also meant that NATO members, and the Western public, became gradually used to the out-of-area activities of the alliance.

Say No Kuwait

NATO’s policies prioritize maintaining member states’ military presence in Kuwait- ICI proves

de Santis, Nicola (NATO Coordinator for Mediterranean Dialogue and Istanbul Cooperation Initiative). June 3, 2005. “NATO’s Evolving Role in the Middle East: The Gulf Dimension [transcript]”. www.stimson.org/swa/pdf/NATOTranscriptIntroEdited.pdf . DA: 7/20/10. 
Therefore, based on the reactions of the countries concerned, NATO decided to  launch a brand new initiative, reaching out to countries in the broader Middle East  region, which is called ICI and which is based on a bilateral cooperative  relationship.   Very briefly, because I would like to engage in a discussion, what are we trying to  achieve through this new Istanbul Cooperation Initiative (ICI)?     This new Initiative aims at enhancing security and stability through a new  transatlantic engagement in the region by promoting practical bilateral  cooperation with interested countries in the broader Middler East region, starting  with but not limited to individual members of GCC.  ICI aims at contributing to long-term global and regional security by offering countries of the broader Middle  East region practical bilateral security cooperation with NATO, in areas where the  Alliance can represent an added value, for example: developing the ability of the  armed forces of the countries of the region to operate with those of the Alliance,  by contributing to NATO-led operations, fight against terrorism, stem the flow of  WMD materials and illegal trafficking in arms, and improve the capabilities to  address common challenges and threats with the Alliance. NATO offers practical  cooperation and advice in a number of areas: defence reform, defence budgeting,  defence planning and civil-military relations; promoting military-to-military  cooperation for interoperability through participation in military exercises,  education and training activities to improve the ability of the armed forces of the  participating countries to operate with those of the Alliance in contributing to  NATO-led operations, consistent with the UN Charter; encourage participation by  interested countries in NATO-led peace-support operations on a case-by-case  basis; fighting against terrorism including through information sharing and  maritime cooperation: invite interested countries to join Operation Active  Endeavour (OAE) in order to enhance the ability to help deter, defend, disrupt and  protect against terrorism through maritime operations in the OAE Area of  Operations.    Another important area is represented by contributing to the work of the Alliance  on threats posed by weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and their means of  delivery; promoting cooperation as appropriate and where NATO can add value  in the field of border security, particularly in connection with terrorism, small  arms & light weapons, and the fight against illegal trafficking.     Six countries were initially invited, of course the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative is  not limited to the six GCC countries, but we had to start with someone. So NATO  decided that it would engage initially, the six individual members of the GCC.   All of them, all of the six have shown great interest in cooperating with NATO.  For the moment three of them, which are Kuwait, Bahrain, and Qatar have now  formally joined the initiative. We have indications that one country will soon join,  and the other two, as I’ve said, have shown interest and they will decide at their  own pace when and whether to join. 

Say No TNWs
NATO DESIRES TO HAVE TNW’S IN TURKEY- KEY TO DETERRING ATTACK
New York Times 10 (4-22-10 “U.S. Resists Push by Allies for Tactical Nuclear Cuts” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/23/world/europe/23diplo.html Accessed 7-20)

But other NATO members, including Turkey and several former Soviet satellites, are reluctant to remove them, fearing it would make them vulnerable to Russia. Given the deep political divisions, officials on both sides of the Atlantic fret that this debate could splinter the alliance.
Mrs. Clinton’s speech amounted to an appeal for all sides to take a deep breath. “We view tonight as the beginning of this discussion,” she said, noting that any decisions should be put off until a meeting of NATO leaders this fall.
The meeting on Thursday came at a time when NATO’s 28 members had been rethinking the rationale for this 61-year alliance. The United States is pushing to streamline NATO’s bureaucracy and make it more responsive to combat missions in places like Afghanistan. NATO, American officials note, has 14 agencies, 6,000 employees, and an annual budget of nearly $7 billion.
NATO’s secretary general, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, took up the American cry for an overhaul. “We are not just talking about cosmetic surgery,” Mr. Rasmussen said in a news conference. “Our headquarters is a paradise for people who love committees, but I have to tell you, I am not one of those.”
He also lined up with Mrs. Clinton on the nuclear question, saying he believed that “the presence of American nuclear weapons in Europe is an essential part of a credible deterrent.”

Even those eager to see an end to these weapons acknowledged the process would be lengthy and would require unity within NATO. “We’re not in a hurry,” Poland’s foreign minister, Radoslaw Sikorski, said in an interview. “We don’t believe in acting fast or acting unilaterally.”
There are no official numbers on tactical nuclear weapons, but analysts estimate the United States has from 150 to 250 in Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands, Italy and Turkey. Russia may have 2,000 or more weapons, some stored in places like the Kaliningrad region, close to Poland.
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