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NATO 1NC

Counterplan Text: The United States federal government should enter into prior, binding, genuine consultation with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization over the mandates of the affirmative plan.

1. Prior binding genuine consultation is not only necessary to the alliance but is the only way to ensure effective policies.
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, BRIEFING FOR JOURNALISTS ON THE PRESIDENT’S TRIP TO EUROPE, February 18, 2005, http://www.cfr.org/publication/7850/briefing_for_journalists_on_the_presidents_trip_to_europe.html
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.
NATO 1NC

2. NATO’s strength is necessary to prevent mass amounts of violence and nuclear war.

Brzezinski, former US National Security Adviser, October 2009 (Zbigniew, Foreign Affairs, An Agenda for NATO, Ebsco)
NATO's potential is not primarily military. Although NATO is a collective-security alliance, its actual military power comes predominantly from the United States, and that reality is not likely to change anytime soon. NATO's real power derives from the fact that it combines the United States' military capabilities and economic power with Europe's collective political and economic weight (and occasionally some limited European military forces). Together, that combination makes NATO globally significant. It must therefore remain sensitive to the importance of safeguarding the geopolitical bond between the United States and Europe as it addresses new tasks. The basic challenge that NATO now confronts is that there are historically unprecedented risks to global security. Today's world is threatened neither by the militant fanaticism of a territorially rapacious nationalist state nor by the coercive aspiration of a globally pretentious ideology embraced by an expansive imperial power. The paradox of our time is that the world, increasingly connected and economically interdependent for the first time in its entire history, is experiencing intensifying popular unrest made all the more menacing by the growing accessibility of weapons of mass destruction--not just to states but also, potentially, to extremist religious and political movements. Yet there is no effective global security mechanism for coping with the growing threat of violent political chaos stemming from humanity's recent political awakening. The three great political contests of the twentieth century (the two world wars and the Cold War) accelerated the political awakening of mankind, which was initially unleashed in Europe by the French Revolution. Within a century of that revolution, spontaneous populist political activism had spread from Europe to East Asia. On their return home after World Wars I and II, the South Asians and the North Africans who had been conscripted by the British and French imperial armies propagated a new awareness of anticolonial nationalist and religious political identity among hitherto passive and pliant populations. The spread of literacy during the twentieth century and the wide-ranging impact of radio, television, and the Internet accelerated and intensified this mass global political awakening. In its early stages, such new political awareness tends to be expressed as a fanatical embrace of the most extreme ethnic or fundamentalist religious passions, with beliefs and resentments universalized in Manichaean categories. Unfortunately, in significant parts of the developing world, bitter memories of European colonialism and of more recent U.S. intrusion have given such newly aroused passions a distinctively anti-Western cast. Today, the most acute example of this phenomenon is found in an area that stretches from Egypt to India. This area, inhabited by more than 500 million politically and religiously aroused peoples, is where NATO is becoming more deeply embroiled. Additionally complicating is the fact that the dramatic rise of China and India and the quick recovery of Japan within the last 50 years have signaled that the global center of political and economic gravity is shifting away from the North Atlantic toward Asia and the Pacific. And of the currently leading global powers--the United States, the EU, China, Japan, Russia, and India--at least two, or perhaps even three, are revisionist in their orientation. Whether they are "rising peacefully" (a self-confident China), truculently (an imperially nostalgic Russia) or boastfully (an assertive India, despite its internal multiethnic and religious vulnerabilities), they all desire a change in the global pecking order. The future conduct of and relationship among these three still relatively cautious revisionist powers will further intensify the strategic uncertainty. Visible on the horizon but not as powerful are the emerging regional rebels, with some of them defiantly reaching for nuclear weapons. North Korea has openly flouted the international community by producing (apparently successfully) its own nuclear weapons--and also by profiting from their dissemination. At some point, its unpredictability could precipitate the first use of nuclear weapons in anger since 1945. Iran, in contrast, has proclaimed that its nuclear program is entirely for peaceful purposes but so far has been unwilling to consider consensual arrangements with the international community that would provide credible assurances regarding these intentions. In nuclear-armed Pakistan, an extremist anti-Western religious movement is threatening the country's political stability. These changes together reflect the waning of the post-World War II global hierarchy and the simultaneous dispersal of global power. Unfortunately, U.S. leadership in recent years unintentionally, but most unwisely, contributed to the currently threatening state of affairs. The combination of Washington's arrogant unilateralism in Iraq and its demagogic Islamophobic sloganeering weakened the unity of NATO and focused aroused Muslim resentments on the United States and the West more generally.

Consult Key to NATO
Consultation strengthens relations with NATO and leads to more coordinated efforts
Jim Garamone, American Forces Press Service DOD, 4-3-2009 (“NATO Remains as Necessary as Ever, Secretary General Says”, US Department of Defense, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=53778)

President Barack Obama consulted extensively with allies as part of the U.S. Afghan strategy review, and the allies will consult extensively on the recommendations during the summit, the secretary general said. This would include more support for Pakistan, and more coordinated efforts to strengthen Afghanistan’s police and army.   NATO leaders also will discuss building a true partnership with Russia, de Hoop Scheffer said. NATO can work constructively with Russia on Afghanistan, missile defense and terrorism, he said.   “It is no secret that when it comes to Russia, there are a wide range of views within NATO, from the very cautious to the forward-leaning,” he acknowledged. “Until we narrow that range, it will be difficult to engage Russia effectively.”   For its part, Russia must decide whether it wants to recognize NATO’s desire for partnership, “or whether it will continue to look at NATO through the prism of a Cold War that is long behind us,” the secretary general said.   NATO leaders will adopt a declaration on alliance security that not only will reaffirm NATO’s core business, but also will map what it should do in future, de Hoop Scheffer said.   “I hope that the alliance also will launch a fundamental review of NATO’s strategic concept — one of the alliance’s most important guiding documents — to get agreement among allies on what NATO should be doing in the 21st century, including on cyber defense and energy security, areas where I believe NATO should do more to add its unique value,” he said.   The summit participants also will mark 60 years of the alliance. When the Soviet Union broke up, signaling the end of the Cold War, many forecast that the alliance would die.   “But NATO is alive and kicking, because it still has a unique job to do: to be the place where Europe and North America stand together, consult together and act together to ensure their common security,” de Hoop Scheffer said. “That role will be reaffirmed and strengthened at this weekend’s summit.”
Consult Key to NATO

Close consultation with NATO leads to a stronger alliance and is a testament to its effectiveness

John J. Kruzel, American Forces Press Service DOD, 3-25-2009 (“U.S. Consulting Closely With NATO Allies on Afghan Strategy Review”, US Department of Defense, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=53648)
The United States has been in close consultation with NATO allies as it completes an evaluation of the strategy in Afghanistan, President Barack Obama said today.   After a meeting at the White House with NATO Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, the president said the United States expects to share its analysis with alliance counterparts. A defense official this month said the review is likely to be distributed among allies ahead of the NATO summit in early April.   “We believe that we are going to be able to ensure that the NATO members who've made so many sacrifices and have been working so hard already are reinvigorated, and that the coordination that's going to be taking place will make it even more effective for us as we complete a successful NATO mission,” Obama said of the Afghan strategy review.   The summit, to take place April 3 and 4 in Strasbourg, France, and Kehl, Germany, also coincides with the alliance’s 60th anniversary, which Obama said is a testament to NATO’s quality.   “It is a testimony to the strength of the trans-Atlantic alliance, and a testimony to the effectiveness of NATO in creating stability and peace and prosperity, laying the groundwork for so much that has taken place over the last several years,” he said.   Obama said he and de Hoop Scheffer are confident that the NATO summit could produce new processes to make the alliance stronger and more effectively coordinate efforts in Afghanistan.   The summit’s agenda also could include issues beyond the scope of the NATO mission in Afghanistan.   “We have a set of challenges that require NATO to shift from the 20th century to the 21st century; issues of terrorism, failed states, nuclear proliferation, a whole host of new challenges as well as the traditional role that NATO has played in preserving the territorial integrity of NATO members,” Obama said.   In their meeting today, the president and the secretary general also discussed the role NATO plays regarding Russia, and how the Obama administration seeks to reset the relationship between Washington and Moscow.   “My administration is seeking a reset of the relationship with Russia, but in a way that's consistent with NATO membership and consistent with the need to send a clear signal throughout Europe that we are going to continue to abide by the central belief that countries who seek and aspire to join NATO are able to join NATO,” Obama said. 

NATO Relations Brink

US-NATO relations on edge due to General McChrystal’s dismissal.

International News, 6-24-’10,  “McChrystal dismissal causes unease at NATO,” The International News, Geo Television Network, http://www.geo.tv/6-24-2010/67230.htm
General Stanley McChrystal's replacement caused unease among some NATO allies Wednesday,  concerned that it sends a bad signal after he masterminded a strategy to tackle the Taliban in Afghanistan. NATO chief Anders Fogh Rasmussen had on Tuesday backed the alliance's commander in Afghanistan, amid a storm over an interview in which McChrystal criticised the White House. "We are in the middle of a very real conflict, and the Secretary General has full confidence in General McChrystal as the NATO commander, and in his strategy," Rasmussen's spokesman had said. But on Wednesday US President Barack Obama decided such insubordination could not be tolerated and McChrystal duly resigned. Rasmussen swiftly sought to assure that McChrystal's strategy would survive his departure. "While he will no longer be the commander, the approach he helped put in place is the right one. The strategy continues to have NATO's support, and our forces will continue to carry it out." Rasmussen stressed in a statement. "The Afghan people should have no doubt that we will continue to carry out our mission in partnership with them," he added. In private, several NATO delegations in Brussels had expected McChrystal's removal, deeming his position untenable after Rolling Stone magazine published an interview in which he and his aides derided top administration officials and spoke dismissively of Obama. However there was regret that he had been left with no choice but to go just because of some ill-judged remarks to a reporter. German Defense Minister Karl-Theodor zu Guttenberg told German television that McChrystal was "a guarantor of the new strategy in Afghanistan," before the announcement of the US general's resignation. Zu Guttenberg warned that NATO forces were facing a "very tough summer" and that the alliance needed steady leadership during a potentially very bloody period.
NATO Solves Stability/ Trade

The US needs European allies to secure US trade and political interests

Jessica Fugate, research associate for European studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, 1-9-2002 (“NATO in the Balance: United States Must Nurture European Allies” Washington Times, http://www.cfr.org/publication/4279/ nato_in_the_balance.html)

The war in Afghanistan has opened the door to a vigorous debate about NATO's purpose and U.S. strategic interest in Europe. America's response to the September 11 attacks marked a shift in U.S. attention and resources to other parts of the world. Are our European allies of diminished importance to U.S. interests? There is a strong case to make that the United States must remain fully engaged in Europe. Our most important political allies are in Europe. They are our principal trading partners, share common values and traditions, and provide the hard assets of military forces and military bases that can help to secure U.S. interests in the European region. The United States is now rightly driving NATO to embrace policies that protect U.S. and European global interests.

Collective security among US and its allies is essential for international security

R. Nicholas Burns, U.S. Ambassador to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 6-10-2004 (“NATO Remains Our Essential Alliance” America.gov, http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2004/June/20040610165424frlleh ctim0.6346399.html) 

After terrorist attacks in the United States on September 11, and later in Istanbul and in Madrid, there is no doubt among NATO Allies that our security is indivisible. The most dangerous security threats of our globalized 21st century are themselves global: sophisticated terrorist networks seeking access to weapons of mass destruction. President Harry Truman, who led the United States into NATO, could have been speaking of the present day when he said in 1951, "no nation can find safety behind its own frontiers ... the only security lies in collective security."  That is sound advice for the U.S. role in today's NATO. The United States will remain committed to NATO and to effective multilateralism in our effort to repair transatlantic divisions and rebuild NATO for the future. Allied cooperation on issues of international peace and security helped NATO win the Cold War and will be indispensable to winning the global war on terror. The new NATO remains our essential alliance for achieving the common European and American vision for a secure, peaceful, democratic, and prosperous future. 

NATO Solves Security

Negotiations with NATO shape transatlantic relations critical to confronting security challenges

Sally McNamara, Former Director of International Relations for the American Legislative Exchange Council, 3-25-2009 (“NATO 60th Anniversary Summit: An Agenda for American Leadership”, The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/03/NATO-60th-Anniversary-Summit-An-Agenda-for-American-Leadership)
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) is one of the world's most successful multilateral alliances and a vital component of the global security architecture. It is important that President Obama assert the need for strong American leadership within the transatlantic alliance when he attends NATO's 60th anniversary summit on April 3 and 4 in Strasbourg, France, and Kehl, Germany. President Obama's agenda will be crowded with high-profile and complex issues, such as the war in Afghanistan, NATO-EU relations, and negotiations to formulate a new Strategic Concept for the alliance. He will also be faced with ongoing challenges such as NATO enlargement and appointment of a new Secretary General. The summit will take place during President Obama's first European trip as President, and less than 100 days into his Administration; however, its imprint will likely shape the transatlantic relationship for the remainder of his term. This early test for the transatlantic security alliance will be a critical time for the U.S. and its European allies to work together to address common threats. As President Obama faces a resurgent Russia, a belligerent Iran, and an increasingly unstable Afghanistan, he must ensure that the NATO alliance maintains transatlantic momentum to confront such pressing global security challenges. 

NATO Solves the Economy

Reduction of US presence threatens European economic stability and security which are imperative to American economic well-being

Alan M. Stull, Lieutenant Colonel United States Army, 3-15-2005 (“A Strong NATO is Essential to the United States National Security Strategy” US Army War College)
In addition to this, a large reduction of U.S. presence in Germany means less money invested into local economies but more importantly it means the loss of jobs for thousands of local nationals employed by the U.S. military. A less integrated EU is not bad for the U.S. as long as NATO is still the primary security force of Europe. If the EU were to fracture absent NATO, Europe could “divide into rival power blocks” and threaten its economic stability and security. 33 Despite the overflowing optimism from many European leaders and the dark predictions of their skeptics, all would agree that Europe’s economy will grow and the United States will probably remain one of its largest, if not largest trade and investment partner. With this in mind, it is imperative that the United States does all it can to remain influential in Europe to help ensure continued favorable trade and investment relations. Whatever scenario emerges over the next 10-20 years it is clear that U.S. engagement in European security is vital. As the EU and NATO expand, the United States, through its NATO participation and leadership, helps bring security and stability to the European countries and maybe eventually the Mediterranean rim countries. This in turn provides the incentive for U.S. corporations to expand trade and FDI to these countries. It must be understood that because Europe and the United States are so heavily invested in each other’s economy, European security and stability are imperative to the economic well-being of the United States.  
Extinction
O'Donnell, Baltimore Republican Examiner writer and Marine Corps Reserve squad leader, 9 [Sean, 2-26-2009, The Baltimore Republican Examiner, "Will this recession lead to World War III?," http://www.examiner.com/x- 3108-Baltimore-Republican- Examiner~y2009m2d26-Will-this- recession-lead-to-World-War- III]

Could the current economic crisis affecting this country and the world lead to another world war? The answer may be found by looking back in history.  One of the causes of World War I was the economic rivalry that existed between the nations of Europe. In the 19th century France and Great Britain became wealthy through colonialism and the control of foreign resources. This forced other up-and-coming nations (such as Germany) to be more competitive in world trade which led to rivalries and ultimately, to war.  After the Great Depression ruined the economies of Europe in the 1930s, fascist movements arose to seek economic and social control. From there fanatics like Hitler and Mussolini took over Germany and Italy and led them both into World War II.  With most of North America and Western Europe currently experiencing a recession, will competition for resources and economic rivalries with the Middle East, Asia, or South American cause another world war? Add in nuclear weapons and Islamic fundamentalism and things look even worse.  Hopefully the economy gets better before it gets worse and the terrifying possibility of World War III is averted. However sometimes history repeats itself.

NATO Solves the Economy

US-NATO Alliance is essential to the economic well-being of the US

Alan M. Stull, Lieutenant Colonel United States Army, 3-15-2005 (“A Strong NATO is Essential to the United States National Security Strategy” US Army War College)
This divide can only deepen as the United States disengages from Europe. As their strategic visions diverge and the United States reduces its presence to just a few thousand forces spread among a handful of European countries, its influence may fade to the point where the United States is no longer a factor in European policymaking. Though not an immediate threat, it could easily become one over the next two decades as the United States concentrates on the GWOT and the European Union (EU) concentrates on strengthening its union politically, economically as well as militarily with the ratification of its first constitution. This scenario could easily undermine many of the U.S. NSS goals. Three of the eight goals are listed below. § Strengthen alliances to defeat global terrorism and work to prevent attacks against us and our friends2 § Work with others to defuse regional conflicts 3 § Ignite a new era of global economic growth through free markets and free trade4 In addition, Europe has also stood with the United States to diffuse regional conflicts. The 2 United States must continue to strengthen its resolve with leadership and partnership to diffuse regional conflicts across Europe, Eurasia and Northern Africa. Finally, the EU is potentially becoming one of the strongest economic powers in the world and America is more intertwined with its economy than any other country or region. This makes European security an imperative to the economic well-being of the United States.
Stability of European nations key to US investments

Alan M. Stull, Lieutenant Colonel United States Army, 3-15-2005 (“A Strong NATO is Essential to the United States National Security Strategy” US Army War College)
If American companies prefer direct investment over trade they will be reluctant to invest in countries that cannot match Europe’s secure and stable environment. Certainly trade will happen but investment will be small until U.S. corporations feel comfortable with the security 8 and stability of the nation and its government. This is easily shown with the investment deficit between Europe and the rest of the world. American firms invested in excess of $750 billion in capital overseas during the 1990s with roughly half going to Western Europe. American investment in the Netherlands alone was twice what it was in Mexico and ten times what it was in China. Europe, not Asia or Latin America, is the most important source of global earnings for American companies. Similarly, for many leading European , the United States remains the most important market in the world.28 This leads to the proverbial paradox where free trade leads to security and stability but security and stability are essential beforehand to attract trade and investment. U.S. firms clearly see the Western European nations as the best FDI option at this time. These nations have very stable governments, and they enjoy the collective security of NATO. It also helps that the most powerful military in the world is part of the NATO alliance. European security is fairly certain for the immediate future. But can this security be sustained as EU membership expands to nations which are new to the global market? There is not much doubt based on comments by many European leaders that the EU wants to compete against the United States as an economic superpower. 

NATO Solves Terrorism

US-NATO Alliance key to preventing global terrorism

Alan M. Stull, Lieutenant Colonel United States Army, 3-15-2005 (“A Strong NATO is Essential to the United States National Security Strategy” US Army War College)

Europe has been one of America’s strongest supporters in its efforts to defeat global terrorism. Without this close relationship, U.S. power to defeat this threat is greatly diminished. A major goal of the Bush NSS is to “strengthen alliances to defeat global terrorism and work to prevent attacks against us and our friends.”9 The United States has already seen a great divide between it and a few European Alliance partners on the strategy for fighting global terrorism. Though the NATO Secretary General implemented Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty immediately following the 11 September 2001 attacks on the United States and took significant measures to assist the United States, lack of consensus in NATO diminished its support to Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) and only 16 of 26 NATO countries are deployed with the U.S. action there. Though the United States prefers building coalitions rather than acting through NATO, NATO backing is still critical. Pulling back from Europe at this time, though not tied to current tensions with Germany and France, can only weaken one of the greatest alliances against global terrorism. NATO is the strongest U.S. long term alliance. It has one of the best established military command and control structures and an established intelligence sharing system which is vital to tracking terrorists that transit through Europe and neighboring countries. Europeans also have 30 years of experience in dealing with modern terrorism. The restationing of 40,000 soldiers from USAREUR back to the United States may be sending the wrong message about the U.S. commitment to Europe and the NATO Alliance. The Germans, who will see almost all of these reductions, understand the United States’ rationale for a restructuring and restationing in light of their commitments in Iraq and Afghanistan as well as the threat reduction to Europe, but they may not understand the significant levels of these reductions.

Nuclear terrorism risks extinction.
Sid-Ahmed 4 (Al-Ahram Mohamed, Weekly political analyst, "Extinction!" 8/26, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/ 2004/705/op5.htm)
We have reached a point in human history where the phenomenon of terrorism has to be completely uprooted, not through persecution and oppression, but by removing the reasons that make particular sections of the world population resort to terrorism. This means that fundamental changes must be brought to the world system itself. The phenomenon of terrorism is even more dangerous than is generally believed. We are in for surprises no less serious than 9/11 and with far more devastating consequences. A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody. So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded. What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive.
NATO Solves Regional Conflict

US-NATO Alliance key to diffusing regional conflicts

Alan M. Stull, Lieutenant Colonel United States Army, 3-15-2005 (“A Strong NATO is Essential to the United States National Security Strategy” US Army War College)
Another goal of the Bush NSS is to work with others to diffuse regional conflicts.12 Currently NATO and the EU are not capable of diffusing regional conflicts militarily without U.S. leadership and resources. The United States has been the leader within NATO since its inception in 1949. It appears that without the U.S. leadership and resources NATO could simply fade away or become irrelevant.13 The United States and the United Kingdom (UK) have traditionally been the only nations willing and/or capable of deploying and leading NATO missions. Though NATO and the EU are working toward sharing more of the security burden, both troop and monetary, they are a long way from a force viable of conducting expeditionary operations and quelling any regional conflicts within Europe, Eurasia or North Africa. The European Security Strategy states that the EU and the United States acting together are “a formidable force for good in the world” and this is reason for the EU to build up its capabilities further and increase its coherence.14 However, Article III-309 of the EU Constitution only gives the following missions to any EU defense and security forces: joint disarmament operations, humanitarian and rescue tasks, military advice and assistance tasks, conflict prevention and peace-keeping tasks, tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peace-making and post-conflict stabilization.
NATO Solves Afghanistan War

NATO support is necessary to win the war in Afghanistan

Sally McNamara, Former Director of International Relations for the American Legislative Exchange Council, 3-25-2009 (“NATO 60th Anniversary Summit: An Agenda for American Leadership”, The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/03/NATO-60th-Anniversary-Summit-An-Agenda-for-American-Leadership)
President Obama must use the NATO summit to send the message to his domestic and international audiences that he intends to win in Afghanistan. He must curb the tide of eroding congressional support for military action in Afghanistan, and ensure genuine bipartisan support for the war. It is equally vital that the Afghanistan mission remains a NATO endeavor and that more equitable burden-sharing among the allies is made a priority for the military campaign. General David Petraeus has stated that Afghanistan will be the longest campaign in the long war against Islamist terrorism and, therefore, America will need the support of its closest allies in order to sustain this war effort to success.[3] The mission in Afghanistan requires a commitment to root out Islamist terrorists and help the Afghans build a responsive government, create a sustainable economy, and prevent the re-emergence of a sanctuary state for the global Jihadist movement.[4] This commitment will likely mean a highly decentralized form of government in the long term, but in the short term, no progress will be made without security and stability. That will mean more combat troops with fewer national caveats and more effective deployment of current resources. Washington has already announced the deployment of an additional 17,000 troops.[5] It is important that NATO's Continental European members show a similar level of commitment. 
Consult Key – Turkey TNWs Aff
Genuine NATO consultation is necessary for discontinuation of nuclear sharing, particularly in Europe.

Kulesa, analyst at the Polish Institute of International Affairs, March 2009 (Lukasz, PISM, “Reduce US Nukes in Europe to Zero, and Keep NATO Strong (and Nuclear). A View from Poland.” http://www.pism.pl/zalaczniki/ Strategic_File_7.pdf)
Assuring the cohesion of the Alliance when such a change is agreed upon would remain the top priority. In practice, this calls for close consultations between the two sides of the Atlantic during all stages of the process. There should be a common assessment that the positive consequences of the discontinuation of the nuclear sharing arrangement will outweigh the negative ones, and that the other elements of NATO’s nuclear policy will remain valid. It would be damaging for the Alliance to create the impression that the US weapons are being “pushed out” of Europe by pacifist Europeans, or that the US is weakening its commitment to NATO by initiating changes in the nuclear strategy without properly consulting its allies.
Consult Key – Afghanistan

NATO Supports Afghanistan
National Afghanistan, 7-22-09 (Text of report by state-owned National Afghanistan TV on 22 July)

Hamed Karzai has received Admiral Stephen Rice, NATO Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR) [NATO website says James Stavridis occupies this post].

President of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan Hamed Karzai  this afternoon [22 July] received the NATO Supreme Allied Commander - Europe (SACEUR). According to information provided by the presidential press office to the Bakhtar News Agency (BNA), at the meeting, the sides discussed the situation in Afghanistan and the region and the war on terror. Admiral Stephen Rice gave assurances that NATO would accelerate its efforts to maintain peace and stability with the [Afghan] people and government's cooperation and would continue its cooperation as long as the Afghan people needed. Hamed praised NATO for its cooperation with the Afghan government in ensuring peace and stability in Afghanistan. He reiterated that NATO would equip the Afghan national security forces.
Consult Key – US Committed

America is committed to the security and progress of NATO and other nations

Joe Biden, Vice President of the US, 2-8-09 (Biden Speech to the Munich Security Conference, Enduring America, http://enduringamerica.com/2009/02/08/transcript-biden-speech-to-the-munich-security-conference/)
For 45 years, this conference has brought together Americans and Europeans — and, in recent years, leaders from beyond the Transatlantic community — to think through matters of our physical security. But this year, more than ever before, we know that our physical security and our economic security are indivisible. We are all confronting a serious threat to our economic security that could further spread instability and erode the progress we’ve made in improving the lives of all our citizens.  In the United States — like many of you — we’re taking aggressive action to stabilize our financial systems, to jumpstart our economy, and, hopefully, lay a new foundation for growth in the 21st century. Working with the Congress, we’ll make strategic investments that create and save we believe 3 to 4 million jobs, and in the process, boost our competitiveness in the long run.  Our plan includes doubling the production of alternative energy over the next three years; computerizing our citizens’ medical records to drive down cost; equipping tens of thousands of our schools and colleges with 21st century classrooms, laboratories and libraries; expanding the broadband across America; and investing once again in science, research, technology — all the things that spur innovation. We’re looking — we’re also working to stabilize our financial institutions by injecting considerable amounts of capital, purchasing some assets and guaranteeing others. These remedies are going to have an impact, as you all know, far beyond our shores, just as the measures all of you are taking will be felt beyond your borders, as well.  And because of that, to the greatest extent possible, we’re going to have to cooperate to make sure that our actions are complementary, and to do our utmost to combat this global crisis. The United States is trying to do its part. And President Obama looks forward to taking our message to the G20 meeting in London in April.  And even as we grapple with an economic crisis, we’re also — have to contend with a war in Afghanistan now in its eighth year, and a war in Iraq well into its sixth year. And we have to recognize, as mentioned by both the Chancellor and President Sarkozy earlier today, that there are other forces that are shaping this new century: The spread of weapons of mass destruction and dangerous diseases, endemic disease; a growing gap between the rich and poor; ethnic animosity in failed states; and a rapidly warming planet and uncertain supplies of energy, food, water. The challenges to freedom and security from radical fundamentalism must be added to that list, as well.  In meeting these challenges, the United States will be guided by this principle –- and the principle is: There is no conflict between our security and our ideals. We believe they are mutually reinforcing.  The force of arms won our independence, and throughout our history the force of arms has protected our freedom. That will not change. But the very moment we declared our war of independence, at that moment we laid out to the world the values behind our revolution and the conviction that our policies must be informed, as we said at the time, by a “decent respect for the opinions of mankind.” Our Founders understood then, and the United States believes now, that the example of our power must be matched by the power of our example. And that is why our administration rejects a false choice between our safety and our ideals. America will vigorously defend our security and our values, and in doing so we believe we’ll all be more secure. As hard as we try, I know — I know — that we’re likely to fall short of our ideals in the future, just as we have in the past. But I commit to you, this administration will strive every day — every day — to honor the values that animate American democracy and, I might add, that bind us to all of you in this room. America will not torture. We will uphold the rights of those who we bring to justice. And we will close the detention facility at Guantanamo Bay.  But tough choices lie ahead. As we seek a lasting framework for our common struggle against extremism, we’ll have to work cooperatively with nations around the world — and we’ll need your help. We’ll need your help. For example, we will ask others to take responsibility for some of those now in Guantanamo, as we determine to close it. Our security is shared. And so, too, I respectfully suggest, is our responsibility to defend it.  That’s the basis upon which we want to build a new approach to the challenges of this century. America will do more, but America will — that’s the good news. The bad news is America will ask for more from our partners, as well.  Here’s what we’ll do, and what we hope our partners will consider. First, we’ll work in a partnership whenever we can, and alone only when we must. The threats we face have no respect for borders. No single country, no matter how powerful, can best meet these threats alone. We believe international alliances and organizations do not diminish America’s power — we believe they help advance our collective security, economic interests and our values.  So we’ll engage. We’ll listen. We’ll consult. America needs the world, just as I believe the world needs America. But we say to our friends that the alliances, treaties and international organizations we build must be credible and they must be effective. That requires a common commitment not only to listen and live by the rules, but to enforce the rules when they are, in fact, clearly violated.  Such a bargain is the bargain we seek. Such a bargain can be at the heart of our collective efforts to convince Iran, for example, to forego the development of nuclear weapons. The Iranian people are a great people; the Persian civilization is a great civilization. But Iran has acted in ways that are not conducive to peace in the region or to the prosperity of its own people. Its illicit nuclear program is but one of those manifestations.  Our administration is reviewing our policy toward Iran, but this much is clear: We will be willing to talk. We’ll be willing to talk to Iran and to offer a very clear choice: Continue down the current course and there will be continued pressure and isolation; abandon the illicit nuclear program and your support for terrorism, and there will be meaningful incentives.  Second, we’ll strive to act preventively, not preemptively, to avoid whenever possible, or wherever possible the choice of last resort between the risks of war and the dangers of inaction. We’ll draw upon all the elements of our power — military and diplomatic, intelligence and law enforcement, economic and cultural — to stop crises from occurring before they are in front of us. In short, we’re going to attempt to recapture the totality of America’s strength, starting with diplomacy.  On his second full day in office, President Obama, went to our State Department, where he stressed the centrality of diplomacy in our national security. The commitment can be seen in his appointments, starting with the Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton. It can be seen in the President’s decision to name two of America’s most tenacious diplomats — Senator George Mitchell and Ambassador Richard Holbrooke — to contend with two of the world’s most urgent and vexing and complex challenges: the need for a secure, just, and lasting peace between Israel and the Palestinians, and the imperative of stopping the mountains between Afghanistan and Pakistan from providing a haven for terrorists.  In both these efforts, America seeks your partnership.  Senator Mitchell just completed his first trip to the Middle East. Above all, he went to listen. In the near <CONTINUED, NO EMISSIONS>
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term, we must consolidate the cease-fire in Gaza by working with Egypt and others to stop smuggling, and developing an international relief and reconstruction effort that strengthens the Palestinian Authority, and not Hamas. Neither of these goals can be accomplished without close collaboration among the United States, Europe, and our Arab partners.  Then, we must lay the foundation for a broader peacemaking effort. In the past — well, look at it this way — it’s long time passed for us to secure a just, two-state solution. We will work to achieve it. And we’ll work to defeat extremists who perpetuate the conflict. And in building on positive elements of the Arab Peace Initiative put forward by Saudi Arabia, we’ll work toward a broader regional peace between Israel and its Arab neighbors, and we’ll responsibly draw down our forces that are in Iraq in the process.  The United States will continue to work for a stable Afghanistan that’s not a haven for terrorists. We look forward — we look forward to sharing that commitment with the government and the people of Afghanistan and Pakistan, and with all of our allies and partners, because a deteriorating situation in the region poses a security threat not just to the United States, but I would suggest somewhat presumptuously, to every one of you assembled in this room.  President Obama has ordered a strategic review of our policy in Afghanistan and Pakistan to make sure that our goals are clear, and that they are achievable. As we undertake that review, we seek ideas and input from you and all of our partners. And we genuinely seek those ideas. I’ve already had bilateral meetings. I’ll have the opportunity to meet with the President of France and others this afternoon. I had an opportunity to meet with the Chancellor this morning. We are sincere in seeking your counsel.  As we undertake this review, there’s a lot at stake. The result must be a comprehensive strategy for which we all take responsibility — that brings together our civilian and military resources, that prevents terrorists a safe haven, that helps the Afghan people develop the capacity to secure their own future. But no strategy for Afghanistan, in my humble opinion, can succeed without Pakistan. We must all strengthen our cooperation with the people and government of Pakistan, help them stabilize their Tribal Areas, promote economic development and opportunity throughout their country. In the case of my government, we feel it’s urgent to move from a relationship that was transactional to one that is based upon a long-term relationship.  Thirdly, America will extend a hand to those who, as the President said, will unclench their fist. The United States of America does not believe, our administration does not believe, in a clash of civilizations; there is nothing inevitable about that. We do see a shared struggle against extremism — and we’ll do everything in our collective power to help the forces of tolerance prevail.  In the Muslim world, a small — and I believe a very small — number of violent extremists are beyond the call of reason. We will, and we must, defeat them. But hundreds of millions of hearts and minds in the Muslim world share the values we hold dearly. We must reach them. President Obama has made clear that he will seek a new way forward based on mutual interest and mutual respect. It was not an accident that he gave his very first interview as President of the United States to Al Arabiya. That was not an accident.  To meet the challenges of this new century, defense and diplomacy are necessary. But quite frankly, ladies and gentlemen, they are not sufficient. We also need to wield development and democracy, two of the most powerful weapons in our collective arsenals. Poor societies and dysfunctional states, as you know as well as I do, can become breeding grounds for extremism, conflict and disease. Non-democratic nations frustrate the rightful aspirations of their citizens and fuel resentment.  Our administration has set an ambitious goal to increase foreign assistance, to cut extreme poverty in half by 2015, to help eliminate the global educational deficit, and to cancel the debt of the world’s poorest countries; to launch a new Green Revolution that produces sustainable supplies of food, and to advance democracy not through the imposition of force from the outside, but by working with moderates in government and civil society to build those institutions that will protect that freedom -– quite frankly, the only thing that will guarantee that freedom.  We also are determined to build a sustainable future for our planet. We are prepared to once again begin to lead by example. America will act aggressively against climate change and in pursuit of energy security with like-minded nations.  Our administration’s economic stimulus package, for example, includes long-term investments in renewable energy. And we believe that’s merely a down payment. The President has directed our Environmental Protection Agency to review how we regulate emissions, start a process to raise fuel efficiency, appoint a climate envoy — and all in his first week in office, to demonstrate his commitment.  As America renews our emphasis on diplomacy, development and democracy, and preserving our planet, we will ask our allies to rethink some of their own approaches — including their willingness to use force when all else fails.  When it comes to radical groups that use terror as a tool, radical states who harbor extremists, undermine peace and seek or spread weapons of mass destruction, and regimes that systematically kill or ethnically cleanse their own people, we must stand united and use every means at our disposal to end the threat that they pose.  None of us can deny or escape the new threats of the 21st century. Nor can we escape the responsibility to meet them.  And we are not unmindful in the United States how difficult it is to communicate these notions to our public who don’t want to hear much of what needs to be said.  Two months from now, the members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization will gather to celebrate the 60th year of this Alliance. This Alliance has been the cornerstone of our common security since the end of World War II. It has anchored the United States in Europe and helped forge a Europe whole and free. Together we made a pact, a pact to safeguard the freedom of our people founded on the principles and the documents referring to democracy, individual liberty, and the rule of law. We made a commitment to cooperate, to consult, to act with resolve when the principles we defended are challenged.  There is much to celebrate. But we there’s much more to be done. We must recommit our shared security and renew NATO, so that its success in the 20th century is matched in the 21st century.  NATO’s core purpose remains the collective defense of its members. But faced with new threats, new realities, we need a new resolve to meet them and new capabilities to succeed. Our Alliance must be better equipped to help stop the spread of the world’s most dangerous weapons, to tackle terrorism and cyber-security, to expand the writ of energy security, and to act in and out of area more effectively. We continue to develop — we will continue to develop missile defense to counter the growing Iranian capability, provided the technology is proven and it is cost-effective. We’ll do so in consultation with you, our NATO allies, and with Russia.  As we embark on this renewal project — as we like to think of it — the United States, like other allies, would warmly welcome, and we do warmly welcome, the decision by France to fully cooperate in NATO structures. That’s the main reason the President got our speech. (Laughter.) You were supposed to say nicer things about me when you got the speech, Mr. President. (Laugher.) That’s a joke. (Laughter.)  In a recent discussion with President Sarkozy, President Obama underscored his strong support for France’s full participation in NATO, should France wish it. France is a founding member of NATO and <CONTINUED, NO EMISSIONS>
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a major contributor to its operation. We would expect France’s new responsibilities to reflect the significance of its contributions throughout NATO’s history, and to strengthen the European role within the Alliance.  We also support the further strengthening of European defense, an increased role for the European Union in preserving peace and security, a fundamentally stronger NATO-EU partnership, and a deeper cooperation with countries outside the Alliance who share our common goals and principles.  The United States rejects the notion that NATO’s gain is Russia’s loss, or that Russia’s strength is NATO’s weakness. The last few years have seen a dangerous drift in relations between Russia and the members of our Alliance. It is time — to paraphrase President Obama — it’s time to press the reset button and to revisit the many areas where we can and should be working together with Russia.  Our Russian colleagues long ago warned about the rising threat of the Taliban and Al Qaeda in Afghanistan. Today, NATO and Russia can, and should, cooperate to defeat this common enemy. We can and should cooperate to secure loose nuclear weapons and materials to prevent their spread, to renew the verification procedures in the START Treaty, and then go beyond existing treaties to negotiate deeper cuts in both our arsenals. The United States and Russia have a special obligation to lead the international effort to reduce the number of nuclear weapons in the world.  We will not agree with Russia on everything. For example, the United States will not — will not recognize Abkhazia and South Ossetia as independent states. We will not recognize any nation having a sphere of influence. It will remain our view that sovereign states have the right to make their own decisions and choose their own alliances. But the United States and Russia can disagree and still work together where our interests coincide. And they coincide in many places.  This conference started in the shadow of the Cold War. Now it takes place in a new century with new threats. As one great poet, an Irish poet, once wrote about another circumstance, he said: “All is changed, changed utterly: a terrible beauty has been born.” Well, all changed, changed utterly. And we must change, too, while remaining true to the principles upon which this Alliance was founded. And we must have the common courage and commitment of those who came before us to work together, to build together, to stand together. In sharing ideals and searching for partners in a more complex world, America and Europeans still look to one another before they look to anyone else. Our partnership has benefitted us all. It’s time — it’s time to renew it. And President Obama and I look forward to doing just that. 

Consult Key – Military Issues

US force restructuring is NATO issue – genuine prior consultation is necessary.
Larrabee 2003 (F. Stephen, Senior Political Scientist. "NATO's Eastern Agenda in a New Strategic Era." RAND Corporation) 

Any restructuring of the U.S. force posture, however, should be undertaken only after careful study of the broader political, economic, and military costs of such a move and only after close consultation with our European allies in NATO. While there is a strong strategic case for some restructuring of the U.S. force posture in Europe in light of the changed security environment since the end of the Cold War, the strategic rationale has to be carefully explained to our European NATO allies before undertaking any redeployment. Otherwise, the move could be perceived as an effort to "punish" certain allies (especially Germany) or as an indication of a declining U.S. interest in Europe. 

Consult Key – Military Issues
Genuine consultation on military issues is necessary for their efficacy – NATO would say yes.
Hulsman 03 (John, Reseach Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, “Prepared Statement of John Hulsman,” Renewing the Transatlantic Partnership, June 11, http://wwwa.house.gov/international_relations/108/87670.PDF) 

Militarily, such an approach explains present efforts at NATO reform. Beyond the sacrosanct Article V commitment, the future of NATO consists of coalitions-of-the willing acting out-of-area. Here, a realist cherry-picking strategy confounds the impulses of both unilateralists and strict multilateralists. Disregarding unilateralist attitudes towards coalitions as often not worth the bother, this strategy calls for full NATO consultation on almost every significant military issue of the day. As was the case with Iraq, if full NATO support is not forthcoming, realists would doggedly continue the diplomatic dance, rather than seeing such a rebuff as the end of the process, as many strict multilateralists would counsel. A Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF) where a subset of the Alliance forms a coalition of the willing to carry out a specific mission using common NATO resources would be this strategy’s second preference. If this too proved impossible, due to a general veto of such an initiative, a coalition of the willing outside of NATO—composed of states around the globe committed to a specific initiative based on shared immediate interests—would be the third best option. Only then, if fundamental national interests were at stake, should America act alone. Cherry-picking is a way around what has become a cartoonish debate, as very few decision-makers are either entirely unilateral or multilateral in orientation; the world is simply more complicated than this. While agreeing with unilateralists that full, unqualified approval of specific missions may prove difficult to diplomatically achieve with NATO in the new era, cherry-pickers disagree with them about continuing to engage others at the broadest level. For, as the missile defense example illustrates, there are almost always some allies who will go along with any specific American policy initiative. That is, if they are genuinely asked. By championing initiatives such as the CJTF and the new NATO rapid deployment force, the Bush administration is fashioning NATO as a toolbox that can further American interests around the globe by constructing ad hoc coalitions of the willing that can bolster U.S. efforts in specific cases.
Consult Key – Nuclear Deterrent

NATO feels consultation is  key. 

Kim Sengupta, April 23, 2010 (The Independent- London Newspaper, Lexis Nexis) 

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

Says Yes – Weapons in Turkey

NATO wants US weapons to be withdrawn from Turkey

Evans, Defense Editor ’10 (Michael, April 2, “Obama Set to Draw up Tighter Rules for US Nuclear Weapons; United States” The Times (London) LexisNexis)

In reviewing its nuclear arsenal, the US is considering withdrawing from Europe its last tactical nuclear weapons - 200 B61 gravity bombs - which are based in Belgium, Turkey, Italy, Germany and the Netherlands; all members of Nato. Under a longstanding agreement, the air forces of these countries would be expected to fly their own bombers carrying the American B61 bombs in the event of a conflict in which the US had approved the use of nuclear weapons. A decision on this is not expected to be included in the revised nuclear posture, as it is a matter for discussion within Nato, which is developing an updated strategic concept. However, several countries say they want the nuclear gravity bombs to be withdrawn because there is no longer any justification for keeping them in Europe. Mr Kimball said: "It's not like the Red Army is going to be coming across Poland and Germany. Conflict between Russia and the US is unfathomable, but the nuclear weapons in Europe give the Russians the cynical excuse not to talk about their own strategy on tactical weapons."

NATO States Call for Withdrawal of US TNWs 

Borger ’10 (Julian Borger, Diplomatic Editor, “Five NATO States to Urge Removeal of US nuclear arms in Europe”, The Guardian (London), p 19, February 23, 2010, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9674193415&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9674193418&cisb=22_T9674193417&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=138620&docNo=3, Lexis)

Five Nato states plan to call for the removal of all remaining US nuclear weapons on European soil in a move intended to spur global disarmament, officials said yesterday.

Belgium, the Netherlands, Germany, Norway and Luxembourg will make a joint declaration "in the next few weeks", a Belgian official said, with the intention of influencing a growing debate within Nato over the usefulness of nuclear weapons in alliance strategy.

The office of the Belgian prime minister, Yves Leterme, issued a statement saying: "The Belgian government wants to seize the chance provided by the US president's call for a world without nuclear weapons."

Says Yes – Weapons in Turkey

Germany, and Others, Call for TNW Withdrawal - Weapons “Serve no military purpose”

Penketh ’10 (Anne Penketh, British American Security Information Council Program Director, “Edging Towards A Nuclear-Free World”, The Independent (London), p 30, April 5, 2010, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9674193415&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9674193418&cisb=22_T9674193417&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=8200&docNo=2, Lexis Nexis)

It is a far cry from 1987, when the Soviet Union and United States agreed to eliminate an entire category of weapons by signing the Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces agreement.

As Obama looks ahead to the next steps in his security agenda, there is an opportunity for real disarmament, in the heart of Europe, which would lead to the removal of the 200 or so US nuclear weapons from five European countries under the Nato umbrella.

We don't know how many there are exactly because we have never been told. They are holdovers from the Cold War, when they were deployed secretly in Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Turkey under bilateral agreements with Washington.

Why do we need them? We don't. They have been quietly removed from Britain and Greece. It is widely held, even by the military, that the remaining B61 gravity bombs serve no military purpose and will never be used. At a time of war, it would take weeks for them to be operational on US aircraft capable of carrying nuclear weapons - which are no longer stationed in Turkey anyway.

Germany, the first Nato country to raise its head above the parapet to seek the weapons' withdrawal, will soon have to bite the bullet and decide whether to invest at huge cost in dual capable aircraft to carry bombs which it officially wishes to see removed.

Says Yes – Weapons in Turkey

NATO Wants Nukes out of Turkey 
 John R. Bolton, April 27, 2010, Folding our nuclear umbrella; As the U.S. withdraws, our adversaries prepare to advance, The Washington Times, Lexis Nexis 

Although media coverage of President Obama's unfold- ing nuclear policy has focused on its implications for the United States, it is no less important to understand its effects on America's friends and allies. The New START arms control treaty with Russia, the administration's nuclear posture review, the recent Washington nuclear security summit, and the uncertainty surrounding May's Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty review conference are all reverberating in capitals worldwide. Bad as Obama policies are for America, they are equally dangerous for friends who have relied for decades on the U.S. nuclear umbrella as a foundation of their own national security strategies. As Washington's capabilities decline and as it narrows the circumstances when it will use nuclear weapons, allies are asking hard questions about whether the U.S. nuclear umbrella will continue to provide the protection it has previously.   Many allies see clearly that our mutual global adversaries have no intention of reducing their own nuclear programs in imitation of Mr. Obama. Our friends accordingly feel increasingly insecure. If Washington will not continue to hold the nuclear umbrella that has provided strategic stability for so long, other countries will begin making divergent decisions about how to protect themselves, including, for some, the possibility of seeking their own nuclear weapons. Within the administration, there are strong advocates for America pledging "no first use" of nuclear weapons. Although the nuclear posture review "only" expanded "negative security assurances" somewhat, there is little doubt that "no first use" is alive and well in internal administration councils. These self-imposed constraints on the use of nuclear weapons reinforce the allies' concern that Mr. Obama has forgotten the central Cold War lesson about the U.S. nuclear deterrent. There was never any doubt that a Soviet attack through the Fulda Gap into Western Europe would have swept through NATO forces, possibly all the way to the English Channel. Thus, the threat of U.S. nuclear retaliation against such an attack - an unambiguous case of a U.S. first use of nuclear weapons - was precisely what was needed to keep Soviet forces on their side of the Iron Curtain. The risks come not only from the Obama administration's nuclear policies. By canceling the Polish and Czech missile defense sites, the president signaled that he has less than full faith in the concept of a U.S. national missile defense capability. Moreover, and equally important, Russia and others quickly interpreted the decision not to construct the Eastern European facilities as Washington backing down in response to Russian threats. At a minimum, Mr. Obama showed that he was prepared to use U.S. missile defense as a bargaining chip, exactly the misguided policy option President Reagan consistently and emphatically rejected. If America's homeland remains vulnerable, its willingness to risk confrontation with an opponent will be substantially reduced. In such circumstances, U.S. allies could not count on the threat of nuclear retaliation by Washington in the event of aggression, as they could in the Cold War. Accordingly, Europeans should be very worried that they are increasingly on their own to face the re-emerging threat of Russian belligerence. Because the New START treaty does not limit tactical nuclear weapons, Europe, simply because of geographic proximity, is most vulnerable to Russia's advantage in that category. It is thus highly ironic that some NATO countries have recently called for removing the last U.S. tactical nuclear weapons from Europe, which will simply enhance Russia's existing lead. Moreover, because the conflict in Afghanistan has opened new fissures in NATO, Europe must ponder whether the aging alliance can renew its original focus on defending against Moscow. In the Pacific, concerns are equally acute, especially in Japan. Faced with the unambiguous reality of China expanding and modernizing its nuclear and conventional military capabilities, and with North Korea as a nuclear weapons state, Japan inevitably faces the question of whether it needs its own nuclear deterrent. U.S. ambivalence on missile defense only heightens Tokyo's concerns, given its proximity to ballistic missile threats from the East Asian mainland. South Korea, Taiwan and Australia, among others, also share Japan's concern, each according to its own circumstances. Thus, while there unquestionably are variations among America's allies about the precise implications of Mr. Obama's global withdrawal from U.S. strategic nuclear dominance, the overall direction is not in doubt. U.S. decline leaves the allies feeling increasingly on their own, uncertain about Washington's commitment and steadfastness and facing difficult decisions about how to guarantee their own security. Ironically, therefore, it is America's friends that might increase nuclear proliferation, not just their mortal foes. This is the reality created by the retreat of nuclear America, the exact opposite of the Obama administration's benign optimism, namely that reducing U.S. capability would encourage others to do the same. John R. Bolton, a former ambassador to the U.N., is a senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute and author of "Surrender Is Not an Option: Defending America at the United Nations and Abroad" (Simon & Schuster, 2007).

Says Yes – Afghanistan 

NATO will say yes, plan helps their nation-building efforts. 

Mull, Middle East correspondent for Enduring America, 6/16/10, [Josh, The Huffington Post, “Does An Afghanistan Exit Strategy Hurt our Allies?” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/josh-mull/does-an-afghanistan-exit_b_615036.html] 

Normally when you see this myth, it's about our enemies rather than our allies. It's usually something along the lines of "if we tell the insurgents when we're leaving, they'll just wait until we're gone and start back up." That's wrong though. See, much like US senators, insurgents have to have legitimacy -that is, some right or justification for making decisions and taking actions on behalf of so many people. That doesn't necessarily mean that citizens vote for the insurgency, rather their legitimacy comes from the presence of the occupation. Take Iraq, for example. The Sunni Arab insurgency is able to support itself in its civil war against Kurds, Persians, Shi'a, etc partly because its "constituency" (not always the locals) supports their fight against the American occupation, in the name of Iraq and/or Islam. The US supports some of them, further tying their legitimacy to our presence, but also retarding the civil war which would inevitably destroy the insurgency. When the Americans withdraw, the Shi'a like Prime Minister Maliki, purportedly our allies, will be free to overtly reject reconciliation and prosecute the civil war against the Sunni (and any other dissenting Iraqi) as brutally as they like. That's why Sunni insurgents are increasing their violence just as US troops are re-deploying to Afghanistan, because US leaders gave vague promises about withdrawing "based on conditions on the ground." The insurgents want to change the conditions on the ground, increase the violence so we stay longer, thus keeping them in business another day. Otherwise they lose their legitimacy, they become not heroic freedom fighters or well-paid concerned local citizens but anti-Sadd- excuse me, anti-Maliki government criminals. And they will be annihilated. Our enemies are not waiting for us to leave, they desperately need us to stay. But what about the twist we have on Afghanistan? Is an exit strategy not only good for our enemies, but bad for our allies? Unfortunately no, it's just as stupid. Who are our allies? That would be NATO and Pakistan, both of which would benefit greatly from our exit strategy. NATO-member Canada is already in the process of replacing its military with an all-civilian program, and the UK has completely ruled out any more troops for Afghanistan. If the US military leaves, the development and "nation building" projects by our NATO allies will get better, not worse.

Says Yes – South Korea

North Korea bolsters nuclear arsenal due to U.S. pressure in South Korea

Herman, Steve. 6/28. “North Korea Vows to Boost Nuclear Deterrent”

http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/asia/North-Korea-Vows-to-Boost-Nuclear-Deterrent-97292049.html

North Korea on Monday announced it would have to increase its nuclear weapons capability, blaming unspecified threats by the United States' military. This comes following criticism of North Korea at two summits in Canada, where it was also announced that the transfer of full operational control of South Korean forces to Seoul's command is to be delayed. North Korea's foreign ministry says a hostile American policy compels it to boost its nuclear capability. A statement from the ministry, carried by the North's central news agency, says the nuclear deterrent will be raised in a new, improved manner. It says this is necessary to counter the military threat from the United States after "the recent disturbing development" on the Korean peninsula. It did not elaborate. Park Young-ho is a research analyst at the South Korean-government funded Korea Institute for National Unification. He says Pyongyang is responding to what it believes is a hardening stance by the United States and other countries during a summit of world leaders in Canada during the past several days. Park interprets North Korea's announcement as meaning it will weaponize more plutonium and make nuclear warheads small enough to fit atop its missiles.

NATO condemns North Korean nuclear program

Published on the NATO website.  ‘6. “North Atlantic Council Statement on North Korea nuclear test” http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/news_22120.htm?selectedLocale=en
The Alliance condemns in the strongest terms possible the North Korean nuclear weapon test. This test poses an extremely serious threat to peace and security in the Pacific region and the world. The Alliance calls upon North Korea to cease immediately the development of any nuclear weapon technologies, to return immediately to the Six Party Talks without precondition, and to completely and verifiably eliminate its nuclear weapons and related programmes. The Alliance joins all of the international community in calling on the DPRK to abide by its non-proliferation obligations, and will continue to monitor developments with attention and deep concern.

Says Yes – Women’s Rights

NATO backs women’s rights

BYLINE: Paul Ames Europolitics January 29, 2010 Friday (daily in English) EU/NATO : SHARED WILL TO PROMOTE WOMEN'S RIGHTS SECTION: No. 3907 LENGTH: 363 words LexisNexis
The European Union and NATO may have difficulties cooperating in Afghanistan or Kosovo, but they have agreed to work together to protect the rights of women in conflict zones and ensure women are given adequate security roles in both organisations.   Anders Fogh Rasmussen made a rare visit by a NATO secretary-general to the European Commission for a conference on women, peace and security chaired by Commission Vice-President Margot Wallström. His presence marks the latest step in efforts to build closer informal ties between the EU and the Atlantic alliance at a time when formal cooperation remains hampered by the Turkey-Cyprus dispute.   "I have long been an advocate of closer cooperation between NATO and the European Union," Fogh Rasmussen told the meeting. "I am encouraged by the common approach that we have seen today".   EU High Representative Catherine Ashton was unable to attend the meeting due to commitments at the London conference on Yemen, but she issued a statement supporting the idea of working more closely with NATO on the gender issue. "I wholeheartedly welcome the enhanced cooperation with NATO in the field of women, peace and security, and our joint commitment to push for the implementation of existing international legislation," Ashton said.   Wallström and Fogh Rasmussen stressed the need to bring more women into senior security posts and the importance of posting dedicated officers in positions of responsibility to deal with gender issues during security missions. Fogh Rasmussen was, however, cool to the idea of setting quotas for female staff at the alliance.   "Speaking as secretary-general of a military alliance, I don't think it's realistic to have quotas, taking into consideration the different traditions in different countries," he said to some jeers from the audience. "Having said that, we set targets for weapons capabilities, so why shouldn't we set targets for women in our military? I would be in favour of setting targets for that as well as we have for other capabilities."   Former US Secretary of State Madeleine Albright and Spain's Deputy Prime Minister Maria Teresa Fernández de la Vega also spoke at the conference. 

Says Yes – Withdrawal

NATO will not object to US withdrawal

Dempsey ’09 (Judy, October 29, “Ridding Germany of Nuclear Arms; Letter from Europe” International Herald Tribune, LexisNexis)

The United States placed the short-range tactical weapons in NATO West European countries during the early years of the Cold War to deter the former Soviet and Warsaw Pact forces. At its peak, during the early 1970s, there were more than 7,300 of the weapons in Europe. By 1990, the number had dropped to 4,000 and by 1992, to 700. Since 1994, according to the Federation of American Scientists, the number of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe has leveled off to around 480. They are based in Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Turkey.

The weapons now serve little purpose, said Professor Krause. Their range is too limited to deal with threats from the Middle East or farther. There is also the physical problem of carrying them by air. Germany's Tornado fighter aircraft will be phased out in a few years. The Eurofighter, its replacement, has no capability for carrying such weapons. The United States has been much quicker to acknowledge these deficits than the Europeans. Even before the election of Mr. Obama, previous administrations have unilaterally decided to withdraw such weapons from certain bases or ceded to requests to do so. Secretly, according to security experts, the United States recently emptied its base in Ramstein, Germany, of nuclear weapons and earlier pulled nuclear arms out of Lakenheath in England. And when Greece asked the United States to withdraw its weapons from Araxos Air Base in 2001, it was done quietly as well. There was no fuss in NATO. 
Hegemony 2NC Shell

The US needs NATO to prevent decline from global eminence, European Nations are indispensible allies

Julian Lindley-French, Eisenhower Professor of Defense Strategy and Professor of Strategic Studies at the University of Leiden, 6-21-2010 (“Why America Needs NATO”, http://lindleyfrench.blogspot.com/2010/06/why-america-needs-nato.html)
However, the US would pay a price. For all its power the US is today less able to influence and shape events critical to its security than ten years ago. This trend will doubtless continue. And here’s the rub; for all its many failings NATO and the wider transatlantic relationship still matters to Americans because it is the legitimate bonding of democracy and power, a commodity that remains priceless and vital in a world awash with instable and narrow power. If America is again to make the world safe for democracy as the indispensable power, Europeans for all their many failings are the indispensable partners.  However, partnership without power is pretence and as Secretary-General Rasmussen begins to draft the new Strategic Concept the US must insist upon three things: the re-connection of NATO strategy to world security; investment by the European allies in effective but not necessarily the most expensive military capabilities, but above all a new transatlantic contract in which strategic reassurance is offered to the smallest NATO powers in return for the sharing of equitable responsibilities.  US strategy has been frankly poor since 911 with Washington too often intent on generating heat rather than light leaving the Allies confused about just who the US intends to fight, why, with what and for how long. Of course, the US is an exceptional power and must remain the pre-eminent fighting democracy but the Strategic Concept will first need to demonstrate to Europeans the soundness and justness of American strategic priorities and the role of allies therein. Equally, after twenty years of by and large vacuous European talk of Europe’s role in the world inside both NATO and the European Union the next ten years will truly demonstrate Europe’s strategic renewal or final eclipse after a four hundred year global adventure that has done much to shape the world in which Americans live – for better and worse. The US needs to be frank and honest about Europe’s situation and stress the vital role of the Alliance in strategic renewal.  In the 1990s the US got defence transformation wrong. Consequently, when the 1999 Strategic Concept called upon the European allies to develop armed forces that were lighter and more agile but above all networked with the US super-warrior the result was ever smaller, ever more broke Europeans. However, both Iraq and Afghanistan have demonstrated that this is the age of the latter day Imperial Policeman, not Rambo. Therefore, the US should admit it was wrong (not least to the British) and seek a new set of force goals in the Strategic Concept that strike a better balance between boots on the ground which are vital and technology.  The political role of the Alliance is vital as a transatlantic security forum. Indeed, legitimacy and effectiveness are the Romulus and Remus of contemporary strategy. The Strategic Concept must thus re-establish the transatlantic contract through modernizing the defence of Europe through missile defence, cyber-protection and arms control. In return Europeans must commit to deploy with Americans in pursuit of strategic stability. In reality the most Americans can realistically expect is a Europe able to ensure stability in and around Europe’s neighbourhood (some neighbourhood, some challenge) in return for keeping America strong elsewhere.  So, why does America still need NATO? To slow America’s decline from global pre-eminence which is the abiding interest of Americans, Europeans and much of the world beyond.  The world is a safer place when the West is strong and Americans and Europeans must together ensure it stays that way.  
The impact is global nuclear war

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

Hegemony – NATO Solves
NATO is key to US hegemony because it is a force multiplier among the US and its allies
Rt. Hon. Lord Robertson, NATO Secretary General, 4-5-2000, (“Why We Still Need NATO: Safety for the Next Generation”, Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.nato.int/docu/speech/2000/s000405a.htm)
NATO still is vital to the United States because it is still the best means available to support the core values of American and European civilization - freedom, democracy, human rights, the rule of law. And Europe needs the United States to stay committed to NATO - for exactly the same reason. What does NATO do in practice to support these values? It makes our countries and our people safe - safe from attack, safe from fear, from instability, from violent nationalism, from refugee flows, from economic dislocation.  And the fact that they are safe means that our people can get on with their lives without want or worry. It means they can create the democratic and prosperous societies we want for ourselves, our children and our grandchildren. I have a 5-year old grandson. And it is when I think of him growing up that I see most clearly NATO's role in providing for the safety and security of future generations. I know what you're thinking. This is all motherhood and apple pie. But what about the real issues that NATO is dealing with every day - Kosovo and Bosnia-Herzegovina, relations with Russia, big gaps in defense capabilities, and dealing with the EU's ambition to stake out a new role for itself in defense issues? What do these have to do with providing a safe future for our children? And for that matter, is NATO even the right tool for today's world? The old quip about NATO is that I keeps "the Americans in, the Russians out, and the Germans down." But if we don't need to keep the Russians out or the Germans down anymore, why should America still be in?  In answer, let me make three points. Risks to the safety of our populations and future generations are still there. NATO is effective in addressing these risks. And it is better for both North America and Europe to work together in dealing with these challenges, than for each to go it alone. Let me take these points in turn. Point one. Even with the collapse of the Soviet Union, there are still serious risks and threats to our societies that NATO must address every day. Safety and security for our people still matter. During the Cold War, we all lived under the daily threat of nuclear annihilation. NATO - including the nuclear umbrella - was the best means we had available to ensure our safety. Today, the risk of such a nuclear confrontation is nearly gone. But with the Cold War over, our security agenda has broadened, in terms of both the nature and the complexity of the issues we need to address.  We need to deal with the resurgence of ethnic rivalries and historical grievances that were suppressed for the 40 years of the Cold War. The conflicts in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo showed that - through instability, refugee flows, stagnating economies and ethnic cleansing - these conflicts have an enormous impact on the safety and well-being of Europe as a whole, and in turn, North America.  We need to help strengthen democracy and prosperity in Central and Eastern Europe. These nations, which threw off communism just over ten years ago, are counting on our help in ensuring a secure environment for their future development. A Europe that remains divided between a stable and prosperous west and a poor and unstable east is both dangerous and wrong. We need to support Russia's political and economic transformation. If Russia engages with us as a trusting and trustworthy European power, we will all be more secure. If we fail to engage Russia, the consequences will be felt across the entire Continent.  We need to prevent the spread of weapons of mass destruction, a challenge that respects no geographical boundaries. The safety of future generations depends on getting this right - before it gets worse. Point two. OK - these are the challenges. But is NATO doing something about them? Absolutely. NATO has drawn the line against ethnic warfare in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo. That is morally right, and it's in our strategic interest. Erase that line, and ethnic conflict could tumble into a far wider and more dangerous zone. Now NATO is leading the peacemaking. We are not done yet, but we will succeed. NATO is playing a leading role in Central and Eastern Europe. Through its own enlargement, NATO is erasing dividing lines in Europe, and providing a continuing incentive for aspiring members to put their house in order. And through the Partnership for Peace program, NATO is developing security relationships with 25 non-NATO countries, including former Warsaw Pact members and neutrals.  Since, the Paris NATO Summit in Spring of 1997, NATO and Russia have been sitting down at the same table in the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council. Russia suspended ties with NATO during the Kosovo air campaign, but relations are now getting back on track. I recently met Russian President Putin in Moscow, who told me he wants Russia to be part of the new Europe. We share this goal, and will work on it together. NATO is tackling the menace of weapons of mass destruction - nuclear, chemical and biological weapons - by sharing information and intelligence, and improving our capability to protect NATO forces from these threats.Point three. These challenges exist and NATO is addressing them. Why does the United States need to stay engaged in NATO? Why not go it alone?  Because, to use a military phrase, NATO is a force-multiplier. Increasingly, Canada and the European Allies bring real resources, real troops, and real commitment to the common security table.  Let me just ask you to guess: Who is the largest troop contributor in Kosovo? It is Italy. And would you believe that European nations are providing 80 percent of all the forces for the KFOR peacekeeping force? It is true. Out of a force of some 45,000 troops, the U.S. now provides roughly 6,000 -under 15 percent. European nations are, as they promised, picking up the lion's share of reconstruction efforts in the Balkans. The EU has provided some $16.5 billion to this region since 1991, and has budgeted nearly US $12 billion for the next 6 years. Although the U.S. is the single largest provider of international police force for Kosovo, at roughly 15 percent the EU countries provide 40 percent.  But this increased "burden-sharing," must go further. Europe is rich enough to do more. It is no longer tenable that 19 Allies agree on an air operation like Kosovo, but the United States flies 70 percent of the air missions. Europe must have the capability to take the lead in handling crises when the United States chooses not to be engaged. In the 21st century, we cannot be faced with a choice between massive U.S. involvement or no action at all.  So Europe adds extra muscle and extra money. But let me add one further thought: Underlying it all, the reason why NATO, at fifty-one years old, should still matter to the United States is that even in the different world of today, Europe and North America share the same values. 

Hegemony – NATO Solves

NATO expansion has empirically increased US hegemony

Krahmann 05 (Elke, Professor of Politics at the University of Bristol, “American Hegemony or Global Governance? Competing Visions of International Security” International Studies Review 7 (4), 531–545. December http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/doi/full/10.1111/j.1468-2486.2005.00531.x)

The concept of hegemony is also typically defined in terms of the distribution of capabilities within the international system. However, unipolarity does not necessarily entail hegemony; nor can hegemony only be found in unipolar structures. What distinguishes hegemony from unipolarity appears to be a relational element. Hegemony can be defined as capabilities that are matched by influence over other states in the international system (Wilkinson 1999:142).2 During the Cold War, that is, under bipolarity, hegemony was thus ascribed to the United States in relation to its allies within the North Atlantic Alliance and in Asia. However, in spite of its capabilities, during this time period the United States was not in a hegemonic position vis-à-vis the members of the Warsaw Pact. Under the conditions of unipolarity, the United States appears to have further expanded its hegemony, for instance with the enlargement of NATO. Yet, American hegemony is far from global, with major powers such as Russia and China resisting US leadership.

Hegemony – Multipolarity Solves

US unipolarity alienates major countries and is doomed to fail, multipolarity is key for US heg

Efstathios and Tassos Fakiolas,  PhD from the Department of War Studies, King's College, PhD from IMEMO and special adviser on Russian and east European affairs, Fall 2007 (Mediterranean Quarterly, Volume 18, Number 4, Fall 2007, pp.53-86, Duke University Press)
Since the disintegration of the Soviet Union, the United States has been presented with a unique structural opportunity to establish world‐scale hegemony. But it was not until after the 11 September terrorist attacks, the president explicitly set out, under the pretext of the "war on terror," to pursue hegemony in the form of a Pax Americana, that is, to build a unipolar American security order. Since then, the opposition of the other great powers, mainly of the European Union and in particular of the French‐German axis, has proved a powerful stumbling block. Today, in the light of upheavals in Iraq and the US leadership's inability to deal efficiently with its overcommitment, Pax Americana can be said to come into effect only if Europe falls prey to decay and division or Washington materializes its designs for the construction of an antiballistic missile defense shield. Rather, the key to US hegemony is the establishment of a multipolar American‐led international system.  But as the complexities of the war in Iraq demonstrate, establishing and leading a unipolar American security order by pursuing the grand strategy [End Page 82] of preventive war and assertive engagement is undetermined by Washington's failure to frame and legitimize its hegemonic ambitions and on the opposition of the EU, Russia, and China, whose complaints no longer remain only in the realm of rhetoric.  Some scholars point out that the easy victory over Iraq confirmed the de facto authority of the US as world policeman and set the stage for "resurgent US imperialism, which has chosen the Middle East as its experimental arena"; but they conclude that "the birthplace of this imperial venture may yet become its burial ground."110 Unquestionably, the journey to Pax Americana began with the rise of George W. Bush to power and the 11 September attacks. Scarcely surprising, too, this journey entered into a decisive stage with the war in Iraq, which geopolitically sits at the center of the Middle East, is part of the Arab world, and is one of the two countries with the greatest deposits of oil in the world. The military victory was easy, but what came after was not. Bush soon realized that the military ability to put down an enemy in three weeks was not the highest value to hold and the only lesson to teach in the twenty-first century. On the other hand, this imperial perception of the United States' global leading role is an erroneous understanding both of its primacy and its power limits.  First, the United States does not seek to rule other polities and territories within a framework of relations of hierarchical domination. Secondly, to see turmoil in Iraq as its Waterloo signaling its inescapable power decline is to overlook the fact that none of its closest allies and potential enemies is capable of competing with its military and economic capabilities. For the moment, the United States outstrips all the great powers in overall economic competency, technological skill, and cutting-edge areas of warfare. The world's most powerful state is destined to stay on top as the sole superpower in world politics for the foreseeable future.The problem, we argue, is Bush's unilateralist hegemonism, his aspiration to pursue Pax Americana. Evidence shows that he is trying to transform US unipolarity into an American-inspired and American-led international system, a hegemonic American world order based on a noninstitutionalized coalition of the willing consisting of a few great powers and regionally major [End Page 83] small states. At a moment when, despite their refusal to legitimize his moves, the EU, Russia, and China are unable and unwilling to form an anti-American, countervailing coalition, Bush appears intent on marginalizing them; he is aptly accused of ignoring their strategic concerns and seeking to employ them only if they are relevant and useful to his designs in the Middle East and beyond.  In a sense, the roots of the problem lie in the fact that Bush identifies hegemony only with Pax Americana. There is no denying that the current balance of power in the international system, coupled with the other great powers' second-tier greatness status and, above all, the inability of the EU to devise an effective foreign and security policy, allows the United States to exercise divide-and-rule policies and assume assertive leadership roles in world politics. But although the United States has been endowed, by the disintegration of the Soviet Union, with a unique opportunity to augment substantially its structural power and through it to obtain and wield hegemonic power, it in no way follows that it can establish world-scale hegemony purely on its own. One basic reason is because today's global distribution of capabilities hardly lays the ground for even the best structurally positioned America to act unrestrainedly and unilaterally. The United States, though the world's unrivalled superpower, is not so overwhelmingly powerful and autonomous so as to shape the world order to its liking in its own right.  The other reason is because abusing preponderance might provoke counterbalancing. Instead, manipulating primacy and hegemonic pretensions with prudence and sense of restraint is most effective in mustering loyalty and sustaining international support. In essence, this is meant to imply that "balancing behavior will be less likely if foreign elites hold positive images of the United States, share similar outlooks on most global problems, and in general regard US preponderance as benevolent, beneficial, and legitimate."111 Besides the broader question of the power ability, it is herein that stands the Achilles heel of Bush's grandiose pursuit of Pax Americana. His vision of hegemony in the form of a Pax Americana triggers widespread opposition due to the fact that it is portrayed as aggressive and colonial by other states' policy [End Page 84] makers and public opinion. Obviously, he has devalued the fact that the effectiveness of grand strategy "increasingly becomes a function of how well one is able to manipulate symbols to create or reinforce images."112 In other words, George W. Bush has drawn little attention to the need to articulate, deploy, and socialize great powers other than Britain and Japan in a frame of reference compatible with their interests—that is, to inculcate in them US beliefs, values orientation, and vision in such a way as to correspond with their national preferences.  Two conclusions, therefore, emerge from the discussion and the argument we advance in this essay. First, the United States is no longer in a position to establish and lead a hegemonic world order of its own. Unless the balance of power changes in its favor considerably, the likelihood that it will be able to fit together the pieces of a unipolar American security order on its own will be quite marginal. Only if Europe falls prey to division, or is brought tumbling down in <CONTINUED, NO EMISSIONS>

Hegemony – Multipolarity Solves

<CONTINUED, NO EMISSIONS>

ruin, or the United States invents and sets in motion an effective antiballistic missile defense shield based in space, could Pax Americana come into being. Should this hold true, time then is rather working at the expense of Bush's strategic designs.  Second, the circumstances of the times dictate that Washington should build a world order around strong security ties among the great powers. Neither the EU nor China and Russia should be left isolated. Instead, they should be brought together into a hegemonic coalition tied to a multipolar, American-led international system. In fact, US leadership is bound to retain its superpower status and become an unrivalled hegemon only if it proves able to render to all the other great powers a role conceived of as a sort of equal alliance partnership within global hegemonic American leadership. This US-centered great powers coalition and security order may serve both to convert US global primacy into US hegemony and reassure all the great powers of their ability to play their part as strategic partners in managing world politics.

Hegemony – Solves Extinction
Soft Power Declining – it’s Critical to Solve Multiple Scenarios for extinction

Nye 2004 

(Joseph, former Assistant Secretary of Defense and Dean of Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government, “The Decline of America’s Soft Power: Why Washington Should Worry”, May/June 2004, Foreign Affairs 83: 3, 16-20) 

Anti-Americanism has increased in recent years, and the United States’ soft  power—its ability to attract others by the legitimacy of U.S. policies and the values that  underlie them—is in decline as a result. According to Gallup International polls,  pluralities in 29 countries say that Washington’s policies have had a negative effect on  their view of the United States. A Eurobarometer poll found that a majority of  Europeans believes that Washington has hindered efforts to fight global poverty, protect  the environment, and maintain peace. Such attitudes undercut soft power, reducing the  ability of the United States to achieve its goals without resorting to coercion or  payment.  Skeptics of soft power (Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld professes not even  to understand the term) claim that popularity is ephemeral and should not guide foreign  policy. The United States, they assert, is strong enough to do as it wishes with or  without the world’s approval and should simply accept that others will envy and resent  it. The world’s only superpower does not need permanent allies; the issues should  determine the coalitions, not vice-versa, according to Rumsfeld.  But the recent decline in U.S. attractiveness should not be so lightly dismissed. It  is true that the United States has recovered from unpopular policies in the past (such  as those regarding the Vietnam War), but that was often during the Cold War, when  other countries still feared the Soviet Union as the greater evil. It is also true that the  United States’ sheer size and association with disruptive modernity make some  resentment unavoidable today. But wise policies can reduce the antagonisms that  these realities engender. Indeed, that is what Washington achieved after World War II:  it used soft-power resources to draw others into a system of alliances and institutions  that has lasted for 60 years. The Cold War was won with a strategy of containment  that used soft power along with hard power.  The United States cannot confront the new threat of terrorism without the  cooperation of other countries. Of course, other governments will often cooperate out  of self-interest. But the extent of their cooperation often depends on the attractiveness  of the United States.  Soft power, therefore, is not just a matter of ephemeral popularity; it is a means of  obtaining outcomes the United States wants. When Washington discounts the  importance of its attractiveness abroad, it pays a steep price. When the United States  becomes so unpopular that being pro-American is a kiss of death in other countries’  domestic politics, foreign political leaders are unlikely to make helpful concessions  (witness the defiance of Chile, Mexico, and Turkey in March 2003). And when U.S.  policies lose their legitimacy in the eyes of others, distrust grows, reducing U.S.leverage in international affairs.  Some hard-line skeptics might counter that, whatever its merits, soft power has little  importance in the current war against terrorism; after all, Osama bin Laden and his  followers are repelled, not attracted, by American culture and values. But this claim  ignores the real metric of success in the current war, articulated in Rumsfeld’s  now-famous memo that was leaked in February 2003: “Are we capturing, killing or   deterring and dissuading more terrorists every day than the madrassas and the radical  clerics are recruiting, training and deploying against us?”  The current struggle against Islamist terrorism is not a clash of civilizations; it is a  contest closely tied to the civil war raging within Islamic civilization between moderates  and extremists. The United States and its allies will win only if they adopt policies that  appeal to those moderates and use public diplomacy effectively to communicate that  appeal. Yet the world’s only superpower, and the leader in the information revolution,  spends as little on public diplomacy as does France or the United Kingdom—and is all  too often outgunned in the propaganda war by fundamentalists hiding in caves.  

Hegemony – Solves Econ, NW, Terrorism

Soft power is key to solving pandemics, economic collapse, nuclear war, and nuclear terrorism. 

Nye, Professor and Former Dean Of Kennedy School of Government at Harvard, and Armitage, deputy secretary of state from 2001 to 2005, both are co-chairs of the CSIS Commission on Smart Power, 2007 [Joseph and Richard, “CSIS Reports – A Smarter, More Secure America”, 

http://www.csis.org/component/option,com_csis_pubs/task,view/id,4156/type,1/, 11/6]

 The information age has heightened political consciousness, but also made political groupings less cohesive. Small, adaptable, transnational networks have access to tools of destruction that are increasingly cheap, easy to conceal, and more readily available. Although the integration of the global economy has brought tremendous benefits, threats such as pandemic disease and the collapse of financial markets are more distributed and more likely to arise without warning. The threat of widespread physical harm to the planet posed by nuclear catastrophe has existed for half a century, though the realization of the threat will become more likely as the number of nuclear weapons states increases. The potential security challenges posed by climate change raise the possibility of an entirely new set of threats for the United States to consider. The next administration will need a strategy that speaks to each of these challenges. Whatever specific approach it decides to take, two principles will be certain: First, an extra dollar spent on hard power will not necessarily bring an extra dollar’s worth of security. It is difficult to know how to invest wisely when there is not a budget based on a strategy that specifies trade-offs among instruments. Moreover, hard power capabilities are a necessary but insufficient guarantee of security in today’s context. Second, success and failure will turn on the ability to win new allies and strengthen old ones both in government and civil society. The key is not how many enemies the United States kills, but how many allies it grows. States and non-state actors who improve their ability to draw in allies will gain competitive advantages in today’s environment. Those who alienate potential friends will stand at greater risk. China has invested in its soft power to ensure access to resources and to ensure against efforts to undermine its military modernization. Terrorists depend on their ability to attract support from the crowd at least as much as their ability to destroy the enemy’s will to fight.

Hegemony – Solves Authoritarian Regimes

The downfall of US hegemony results in increase of authoritarian regimes.

Starobin staff correspondent of the National Journal and editor to The Atlantic Monthly. 12-1-2007. Beyond Hegemony. National Journal Cover Stories. http://www.nationaljournal.com/about/njweekly/stories/2006/1201nj1.htm)
The world needs a dominant power to act as the world's government. If America can no longer fill that role, if the American Century ends, then the leading contender to succeed the United States is China. Paul Kennedy, for one, sees a new Chinese Century as a possible outcome of the decline of the American superpower.  This would be an unprecedented role for the Chinese: In the past they have acted as, at most, a great regional power. But America, it might be recalled, didn't become the world's hegemon by design -- it happened in a somewhat accidental, zigzag kind of way, assisted by the instinct of the great European powers for their own jugulars. So it could be with China.  Bogota is a bit far from Beijing, you might observe from a spin of the globe. And yet at universities in the capital of Colombia, The Washington Post reported on its front page recently, the locals are taking lessons in Mandarin Chinese from instructors sent there by China's government. "If you don't know their language, you're lost," one student told the newspaper. Similar courses are offered throughout Latin America, from Mexico to Argentina.  China is a growing player in Latin America for the same reason that it is becoming heftier in Africa and the Middle East -- a planetary search for oil, copper, cobalt, iron ore, timber, and other raw materials needed to sustain its amazing economic growth. Venezuela, Sudan, and Iran are among the oil producers cutting deals with China. With a population of 1.3 billion and counting, China is currently importing some 40 percent of its oil -- by 2025, that dependency will reach 75 percent, according to a projection by the U.S. Energy Department. Already the world's fourth-biggest economy, behind America, Japan, and Germany, China could be No. 1 by that time, say some economists. It will almost certainly be the biggest energy importer.  A basic principle of a hegemonic system is that weaker powers, even those with a cultural aversion to the strongest one, tend to pick a winner and go with it. Consider the case of China and Russia. Eric Kraus is based in Moscow as the managing director of the Nikitsky Fund, which invests in Russian securities. For years he has taken note of Russia's relations with China -- a country toward which Russians historically have had a kind of primitive fear. His assessment is that Russia will be no obstacle to China's rise: "Given her very limited means of controlling Chinese ascendancy even in the unlikely event that she chose to do so," Kraus said in an e-mail to me, "Russia will be increasingly likely to throw in her lot" with China.  Bradley Thayer, a strategic-studies professor at Missouri State University (Springfield) who recently wrote an essay for The National Interest titled "In Defense of Primacy" (of the U.S.), is among those who take seriously the possibility of China as a successor hegemon to America. I asked Thayer to reflect on what the world might look like if China were the dominant power. In a note, he started out by observing, "For the first time in the history of the West, a non-Western power would dominate it far more thoroughly than the Ottoman threat, the closest historical example.... We can imagine that would be a severe blow to the confidence of the West." (Subscription Required)  And in a China-dominated world, Thayer continued, "there would be little progress on global human rights, so the spread of liberal political freedoms would be stultified.... Authoritarian governments worldwide would get a boost because they would know that the [People's Republic of China] is not going to object to their form of government. Almost all that liberalism values... would be weakened. The big exception would be capitalism. The trade and monetary regimes would continue to flourish with Beijing calling the shots."  the burden of being the target of envy and animosity merely for being No. 1 -- would slip from America's shoulders onto China's. "The first rule of international politics," Thayer noted, is "nobody loves a hegemon." 

Hegemony – Solves Econ

U.S. hegemony key to maintaining an economically and militarily globalized world. 
Layne, Texas A&M University. Summer 2009. “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality?” Project Muse. http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v034/34.1.layne.html)
Globalization has been made possible by America’s military and economic dominance of the post-1991 system. Indeed, it has been suggested that, in many respects, globalization is really Americanization. As Jonathan Kirshner has written, however, “globalization is neither irresistible nor irreversible.”90 To the extent that globalization rests on the foundations of American power (and preferences), therefore, the coming years could put hegemonic stability theory to the test. 

Hegemonic stability theory holds that an open international economic system requires a single hegemonic power that performs critical military and economic tasks.91 Militarily, the hegemon is responsible for stabilizing key regions and for guarding the global commons. Economically, the hegemon provides public goods by opening its domestic market to other states, supplying liquidity for the global economy, and providing a reserve currency. 

Whether the United States will be able to continue to act as a hegemonic stabilizer is an open question, because the looming fiscal crisis could compel it to retrench strategically. Economically, it already is doubtful that the United States is still a hegemon. At the April 2009 Group of 20 meeting in London, President Barack Obama acknowledged that the United States no longer is able to play this role, and the world increasingly is looking to China (and India and other emerging market states) to be the locomotives of global recovery.92 Additionally, the United States’ liberal preferences have suffered a setback. Institutions have failed to produce a coordinated response to the financial and economic crisis: through the actions of national governments, the state has been brought back in to regulate economic policy; and states have responded to the crisis by adopting nationalistic policies rather than through increasing international cooperation.93 What these trends mean for the future remains to [End Page 170] be seen. Suffice it to say, Robert Keohane’s “after hegemony” thesis and the institutional “lock in” theory will undergo real-world tests.94 It is unclear if international trade will contract in a deglobalized world, and whether states will revert to mercantilist policies, and, if so, whether less economic openness would lead to an increase in geopolitical turbulence. One way or another, however, we are certain to find out. 

Hegemony – Solves Action

U.S. hegemony desirable and expected because it is the only capable country of stimulating international action.

Patten. ‘08 Project Syndicate. “American Leader We Need.” http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/patten9/

English)

Much as some may hate to admit it, anti-Americanism is a sentiment that has been fed and nurtured during the Bush years.Yet the world still needs American leadership.Yes, we are witnessing the emergence of China, Brazil, and India as important global economic players. Yes, we have watched the humiliating fall of Wall Street's masters of the universe. Yes, American military prowess has drained away into what Winston Churchill called "the thankless deserts of Mesopotamia," and its moral authority has been weakened by events in places from Guantanamo Bay to Abu Ghraib. All that is true. Yet the United States remains the world's only superpower, the only nation that matters in every part of the globe, the only country capable of mobilizing international action to tackle global problems.

Democracy 2NC Shell 1/2
NATO enlargement good, promotes democracy and stability; no threat.

Gallis, Specialist in European Affairs, 2003, “ NATO Enlargement: Pro and Con Arguments,” CRS Report for Congress, USIA Atlantic Community, http://www.fas.org/man/crs/popro.htm
Arguments supporting enlargement [of NATO] Europe is the home of many of the world's most important democracies and market economies; enlargement [of NATO] will promote stability in Europe by providing a secure environment for new members for further consolidation of democracy and open markets. Enlargement will gradually end Cold-War divisions in Europe and bring new members into an integrated Euro-Atlantic community.  Collective defense remains the core of the alliance. Extending it to qualified new members will deter aggression in a traditionally unstable region.  Enlargement will sustain U.S. leadership in Europe. While expansion of the European Union (EU) is important for encouraging stability, NATO enlargement will further secure the transatlantic link that many European states wish to preserve and extend.  NATO is a defensive alliance. Enlargement should not threaten Russia. NATO has no current plan or need to station either large conventional forces or nuclear weapons on the soil of new members.  The NATO-Russia Founding Act of May 1997 provides Moscow with "a voice but not a veto," and ensures that Russia will enjoy consultation on the key security issues outside NATO territory.  Enlargement will prevent the "renationalization" of defense in central Europe. Each new member need develop only that part of its military that serves overall alliance purposes, and will benefit from a NATO military infrastructure linking it to countries committed to collective defense.  The costs of enlargement will be modest, in part because there is little threat. In comparison, failure to expand the alliance would leave central European states anxious over potential border and minority issues with neighboring states, and sustain their need for multi-faceted militaries able to fight a broad array of potential adversaries.  U.S. and western defense industries will benefit by securing markets for their armaments in the newly allied states. 

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

On any list of the most important potential threats to world order and national security in the coming decade, these six should figure prominently: a hostile, expansionist Russia; a hostile, expansionist China; the spread of fundamentalist Islamic, anti-Western regimes; the spread of political terrorism from all sources; sharply increased immigration pressures; and ethnic conflict that escalates into large-scale violence, civil war, refugee flows, state collapse, and general anarchy. Some of these potential threats interact in significant ways with one another, but they all share a common underlying connection. In each instance, the development of democracy is an important prophylactic, and in some cases the only long- term protection, against disaster. A HOSTILE, EXPANSIONIST RUSSIA Chief among the threats to the security of Europe, the United States, and Japan would be the reversion of Russia--with its still very substantial nuclear, scientific, and military prowess--to a hostile posture toward the West. Today, the Russian state (insofar as it continues to exist) appears perched on the precipice of capture by ultranationalist, anti-Semitic, neo-imperialist forces seeking a new era of pogroms, conquest, and "greatness." These forces feed on the weakness of democratic institutions, the divisions among democratic forces, and the generally dismal economic and political state of the country under civilian, constitutional rule. Numerous observers speak of "Weimar Russia." As in Germany in the 1920s, the only alternative to a triumph of fascism (or some related "ism" deeply hostile to freedom and to the West) is the development of an effective democratic order. Now, as then, this project must struggle against great historical and political odds, and it seems feasible only with international economic aid and support for democratic forces and institutions. A HOSTILE, EXPANSIONIST CHINA In China, the threat to the West emanates from success rather than failure and is less amenable to explicit international assistance and inducement. Still, a China moving toward democracy--gradually constructing a real constitutional order, with established ground rules for political competition and succession and civilian control over the military--seems a much better prospect to be a responsible player on the regional and international stage. Unfair trade practices, naval power projection, territorial expansion, subversion of neighboring regimes, and bullying of democratic forces in Hong Kong and Taiwan are all more likely the more China resists political liberalization. So is a political succession crisis that could disrupt incremental patterns of reform and induce competing power players to take risks internationally to advance their power positions at home. A China that is building an effective rule of law seems a much better prospect to respect international trading rules that mandate protection for intellectual property and forbid the use of prison labor. And on these matters of legal, electoral, and institutional development, international actors can help. THE SPREAD OF ISLAMIC FUNDAMENTALISM Increasingly, Europeans and Americans worry about the threat from fundamentalist Islam. But fundamentalist movements do not mobilize righteous anger and absolute commitment in a vacuum. They feed on the utter failure of decadent political systems to meet the most elementary expectations for material progress and social justice. Some say the West must choose between corrupt, repressive regimes that are at least secular and pro-Western and Islamic fundamentalist regimes that will be no less repressive, but anti-Western. That is a false choice in Egypt today, as it was in Iran or Algeria--at least until their societies <CONTINUED, NO EMISSIONS>
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became so polarized as to virtually obliterate the liberal center. It is precisely the corruption, arrogance, oppression, and gross inefficacy of ruling regimes like the current one in Egypt that stimulate the Islamic fundamentalist alternative. Though force may be needed--and legitimate--to meet an armed challenge, history teaches that decadent regimes cannot hang on forever through force alone. In the long run, the only reliable bulwark against revolution or anarchy is good governance--and that requires far-reaching political reform. In Egypt and some other Arab countries, such reform would entail a gradual program of political liberalization that counters corruption, reduces state interference in the economy, responds to social needs, and gives space for moderate forces in civil society to build public support and understanding for further liberalizing reforms. In Pakistan and Turkey, it would mean making democracy work: stamping out corruption, reforming the economy, mobilizing state resources efficiently to address social needs, devolving power, guaranteeing the rights of ethnic and religious minorities, and--not least-- reasserting civilian control over the military. In either case, the fundamentalist challenge can be met only by moving (at varying speeds) toward, not away from, democracy. POLITICAL TERRORISM Terrorism and immigration pressures also commonly have their origins in political exclusion, social injustice, and bad, abusive, or tyrannical governance. Overwhelmingly, the sponsors of international terrorism are among the world's most authoritarian regimes: Iran, Iraq, Syria, Libya, Sudan. And locally within countries, the agents of terrorism tend to be either the fanatics of antidemocratic, ideological movements or aggrieved ethnic and regional minorities who have felt themselves socially marginalized and politically excluded and insecure: Sri Lanka's Tamils, Turkey's Kurds, India's Sikhs and Kashmiris. To be sure, democracies must vigorously mobilize their legitimate instruments of law enforcement to counter this growing threat to their security But a more fundamental and enduring assault on international terrorism requires political change to bring down zealous, paranoiac dictatorships and to allow aggrieved groups in all countries to pursue their interests through open, peaceful, and constitutional means. As for immigration, it is true that people everywhere are drawn to prosperous, open, dynamic societies like those of the United States, Canada, and Western Europe. But the sources of large (and rapid) immigration flows to the West increasingly tend to be countries in the grip of civil war, political turmoil, economic disarray, and poor governance: Vietnam, Cuba, Haiti, Central America, Algeria. And in Mexico, authoritarianism, corruption, and social injustice have held back human development in ways that have spawned the largest sustained flow of immigrants to any Western country--a flow that threatens to become a floodtide if the Zedillo government cannot rebuild Mexico's economy and societal consensus around authentic democatic reform. In other cases--Ethiopia, Sudan, Nigeria, Afghanistan--immigration to the West has been modest only because of the greater logistical and political difficulties. However, in impoverished areas of Africa and Asia more remote from the West, disarray is felt in the flows of refugees across borders, hardly a benign development for world order. Of course, population growth also heavily drives these pressures. But a common factor underlying all of these crisis-ridden emigration points is the absence of democracy. And, strikingly, populations grow faster in authoritarian than democratic regimes.4ETHNIC CONFLICT Apologists for authoritarian rule--as in Kenya and Indonesia--are wont to argue that multiparty electoral competition breeds ethnic rivalry and polarization, while strong central control keeps the lid on conflict. But when multiple ethnic and national identities are forcibly suppressed, the lid may violently pop when the regime falls apart. The fate of Yugoslavia, or of Rwanda, dramatically refutes the canard that authoritarian rule is a better means for containing ethnic conflict. Indeed, so does the recent experience of Kenya, where ethnic hatred, land grabs, and violence have been deliberately fostered by the regime of President Daniel arap Moi in a desperate bid to divide the people and thereby cling to power. Overwhelmingly, theory and evidence show that the path to peaceful management of ethnic pluralism lies not through suppressing ethnic identities and superimposing the hegemony of one group over others. Eventually, such a formula is bound to crumble or be challenged violently. Rather, sustained interethnic moderation and peace follow from the frank recognition of plural identities, legal protection for group and individual rights, devolution of power to various localities and regions, and political institutions that encourage bargaining and accommodation at the center. Such institutional provisions and protections are not only significantly more likely under democracy, they are only possible with some considerable degree of democracy.5 OTHER THREATS This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built. 
Democracy – NATO Solves
Regional organizations, NATO particularly, prove to solve for democracy.

Pevehouse, Ph. D Associate Professor at Harris School, 2005, “Democracy from Above: Regional Organizations and Democratizations,” Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60647/g-john-ikenberry/democracy-from-above-regional-organizations-and-democratization
Given that U.S. presidents from Woodrow Wilson to George W. Bush have made the promotion of democracy a central tenet of foreign policy, the lack of systematic knowledge about international influences on democratization is surprising. In this useful study, a political scientist explores the role of regional organizations in transitions to and the consolidation of democracy. Regional organizations, he shows, can pressure post-authoritarian governments to implement democratic reforms by providing reassurances to elites that property rights and commitments to free trade will be honored, socializing the military not to intervene in democratic processes, and providing international legitimacy for reformers. In fact, Pevehouse's statistical tests establish connections between membership in a highly democratic regional organization and the probability of a democratic transition -- a conclusion confirmed by his case studies. Hungary's experience shows how NATO and the Council of Europe helped reassure and circumscribe military elites and facilitate economic assistance, and Turkey's turn toward liberalization after the 1980 military coup was encouraged by the European Community. Pevehouse thus lends support to the view that active and enlightened regional organizations are critical partners in democracy promotion.

NATO alliances encourage growth of democracy without fear of each other

Wallace J. Thies, Professor of Politics. Catholic University of America, 6-2009 (Why NATO Endures) 
Why NATO Endures examines military alliances and their role in international relations, developing two themes. The first is that the Atlantic Alliance, also known as NATO, has become something very different from virtually all pre-1939 alliances and many contemporary alliances. The members of early alliances frequently feared their allies as much if not more than their enemies, viewing them as temporary accomplices and future rivals. In contrast, NATO members were almost all democracies that encouraged each other to grow stronger. The book’s second theme is that NATO, as an alliance of democracies, has developed hidden strengths that have allowed it to endure for roughly 60 years, unlike most other alliances, which often broke apart within a few years. Democracies can and do disagree with one another, but they do not fear each other. They also need the approval of other democracies as they conduct their foreign policies. These traits constitute built-in, self-healing tendencies, which is why NATO endures.
Democracy – NATO Solves

NATO proves to empirically establish democracy in Afghanistan.

Radio Afghanistan, Kabul, 24 April 2010, “Afghan Foreign Minister Thank NATO for Help, Urges further Cooperation,” BBC Monitoring, LexisNexis Academic.

The foreign minister, Dr Zalmay Rasul, has addressed a session of the foreign ministers of the NATO member nations in Tallinn, Estonia. According to the press office of the Foreign Ministry, Rasul appreciated NATO's key role in the fight against international terrorism, the reconstruction of Afghanistan and strengthening democracy in the country. He said that today the session was held at a time when Afghanistan and NATO had taken a long and joint path in the fight against terrorism and extremism and these efforts still required effective cooperation. He added that today's achievements in Afghanistan were the result of NATO and the international community's efforts and the people of Afghanistan respected the support, cooperation and sacrifices of the international community in the fight against terrorism, reconstruction of Afghanistan and preparing the ground for ensuring democracy in the country. Zalmay noted that they would have important sessions in Afghanistan in the near future and the coming Kabul conference, which is the completion of the London Conference on Afghanistan, is another important step to create a favourable atmosphere for the international community to rebuild Afghanistan and fight international terrorism. He also appreciated NATO for its efforts to prevent civilian casualties and said that the Afghan government was still concerned about civilian casualties and that the problem needed to be uprooted.

NATO is a democratic milestone in European countries.

Barany, Associate Professor of Government at the University of Texas, 2004, “NATO’s Peaceful Advance,” Journal of Democracy, MUSE.

 Over the last decade and a half, international organizations have played a vital role in fostering economic and democratic development in Eastern Europe. Notable among these have been the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe. By far the most influential, however, have been the European Union (EU) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). For since the end of the Cold War, it has been a consistent and principal foreign-policy objective of the region's states to join the two organizations, a prospect that has given the EU and NATO tremendous leverage over these states' domestic and foreign policies. While NATO membership may not promise the kinds of tangible, long-term economic benefits that EU membership does, NATO accession is nevertheless a democratic milestone for the countries of Eastern Europe. Indeed, insofar as democratic consolidation depends on the stability afforded by robust security arrangements, full membership in the Atlantic Alliance is actually, from the perspective of democracy, a more important objective than EU integration. 1 And because a number of East European states perceived (accurately) that an invitation from NATO would be more readily forthcoming than one from the EU, they focused their early postcommunist efforts on satisfying NATO's less rigorous membership criteria. NATO enlargement has been one of the most important events in post-Cold War international affairs. In less than a decade, countries that were ardent and strategically crucial enemies of the Alliance became its newest members. How and why did this happen?

Democracy – NATO Solves

NATO key to further democratization.

Reiter, author of International Security, 2001, International Security, Volume 25, Number 4, Spring 2001, pp. 41-67 (Article), MUSE
The debate over the costs and benefits of enlarging the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) that preceded the March 1999 inclusion of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic retains policy relevance in the twenty-first century. Nine more countries have formally applied for membership, requesting entry in 2002.1 Supporters of enlargement have argued that it would help to stabilize Eastern Europe in at least three ways. First, a strong Western commitment to former communist states in this region would deter any future Russian aggression. Second, enlargement would reduce the likelihood of conflict among NATO members, ameliorating security dilemmas and forcing them to accept current borders and pursue the peaceful resolution of disputes. Third, it would further democratization in the region, which in turn would help to stabilize the area because democracies are unlikely to fight each other. As former United Nations Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick explained, “There is…only one reliable guarantee against aggression. It is not found in international organizations. It is found in the spread of democracy. It derives from the simple fact that true democracies do not invade one another and do not engage in aggressive wars…Preserving and strengthening democracies in Central and Eastern Europe should be the United States’ central goal and top foreign policy priority in Europe, in my opinion. Membership in NATO will help to achieve those goals and strengthen the alliance.”

NATO is a guarantor of democracy. 

Gibler and Sewell, authors, 7-06, “External Threat and Democracy: The Role of NATO Revisited,” Vol. 43, No. 4, Special Issue on Alliances pp. 413-431, Journal of Peace, JSTOR
This article examines the role of NATO in aiding democratic transitions and survival in the former Soviet republics. The authors argue that the level of external threat is a determining factor in centralization, militarization, and ultimately regime type. States tend to be democratic or are likely to make the transition toward democracy when threat levels are low, while autocracies are more likely to be found in states targeted by higher levels of threat. Building on recent findings examining the link between democracies and alliance, the authors demonstrate that NATO has been an effective guarantor of territorial sovereignty and independence in the Baltic states, Ukraine, and Moldova, reducing the level of threat experienced by each state, thus assuring the survival of decentralized and democratic governments. Former Soviet republics targeted by high levels of threat have reverted to or maintained centralized, autocratic forms of government.

Democracy – NATO Solves

NATO proves to be key in democratizing countries in the past. 

Thies, Hellmuth, and Millen, Department of Politics, Catholic University of America, Washington, D.C., 2006, “Does NATO Enlargement Spread Democracy: Evidence from Three Cases,” Democracy and Security, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~content=a759141081&db=all

We attempt to test these claims about what NATO enlargement can and cannot do by means of a quasi-experimental research design. We consider three cases—Slovakia, Latvia, and Croatia—which we chose because of the obstacles that each had to surmount to become a plausible candidate for membership. Slovakia was excluded from the first round of NATO expansion largely because of its “wretched internal political situation.” As of the mid-1990s, Slovakia’s prospects did not look good. Its president and prime minister were locked in a power struggle, its civil-military relations were in need of “considerable improvement,” and “its hesitation in ratifying its bilateral agreement with Hungary and its latest language laws do not bode well for Slovakia’s candidacy.” Latvia too was often singled out for criticism during the 1990s because of the treatment accorded its Russian-speaking minority, which “many outside observers judged to be excessively harsh.” In Latvia, “Russian speakers were left in a stateless limbo” until 1994; subsequently, Russian-speakers were “subject to stringent quotas on naturalization.” As of 1996, even sympathetic Western observers judged that Latvia and the other Baltic states “still clearly have some way to go in both political and economic terms.” Finally, Croatia under President Franjo Tudjman was widely judged a problem state that did not respect human rights and democratic norms. After Tudjman’s death in December 1999, however, Croatia embarked on widespread political and military reform in order to remake itself into a plausible candidate for NATO and EU membership.9 If the “carrot” of prospective NATO membership does indeed foster democracy, then we should find evidence to that effect in the form of changes in the internal politics of these three states once it became clear that expansion was in the cards. Moreover, we should find that changes for the better came after the door to enlargement had been opened but before an invitation to join had been extended. Finally, since all three of our cases were candidates to join the European Union (EU) as well as NATO, we attempt to assess the relative influence of these two international organizations on the spread of democracy in countries that aspired to membership in both. We take as our starting point the events of 1994, when “NATO decided it would eventually expand. The decision was reached during the January summit in Brussels and reaffirmed by President Clinton during his return to Europe [in June 1994], when he stated that the question was no longer whether NATO would expand but how and when.”10 Also in 1994, NATO launched its Partnership for Peace initiative, widely considered a kind of apprenticeship for prospective members, and it “initiated an internal study, to be concluded before the end of 1995, defining the road map for an expanded Alliance.”11 For each of our three cases we provide a baseline assessment of the state of democracy—conceptualized in terms of free and fair elections, respect for civil liberties, and treatment of minorities—circa 1994. We then look for evidence of changes for the better as each of these three pursued admission to NATO. We use two kinds of evidence in our assessment of these states’ progress toward democracy: the annual country ratings by Freedom House, which are helpful in assessing both the direction and the timing of changes for the better (or worse), and our own qualitative assessment. A brief concluding section considers what these cases contribute to the controversy over NATO enlargement. The Freedom House ratings are broadly consistent with the hypothesis that prospective NATO membership encouraged progress toward democracy in Eastern Europe. All three of our cases were more democratic in 2004 (the last year for which these ratings are currently available) than they were in 1994, and in each case the changes for the better occurred after expansion became a live issue and before an invitation to join had been extended.12 Might these changes be the product of other causes, like a region-wide trend toward democratization in Eastern Europe? To test that notion, in the lower portion of our table, we present the Freedom House ratings for six East European states that were not considered plausible candidates for admission during the period under consideration. Between 1994 and 2004, Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus all became less democratic, while Albania, Macedonia, and Moldova changed only slightly for the better. In contrast, Croatia, Latvia, and Slovakia all became more democratic, and the changes in their aggregate Freedom House scores (the sum of their Political Rights and Civil Liberties ratings) were all larger than in the cases of Albania, Macedonia, and Moldova. The same patterns emerge if we look only at changes between 1994 and 2002, the year in which NATO announced which states would be admitted in the second round of expansion. 

Democracy – Solves Famine, Peace, Economy

Democracies are more stable, don’t suffer from famine, have peaceful elections, and maintain a dynamic economy

Mundt, Professor at North Carolina at Charlotte, ’98 (Robert J., Winter, “Is Democracy Stable? Compared to What? A Preliminary Exploration” http://www.stier.net/writing/demstab/demstab.htm)
There are, then, a number of reasons to think that authoritarian regimes are likely to be effective and / or stable. But a number of arguments have been advanced by modern and contemporary political theorists in support of the notion that democracies are likely to be especially resistant to the problems that afflict all government. Most of these arguments go back to Machiavelli (1970), who long ago pointed to the advantages of republics over principalities.  First, democratic governments have a better mechanism for handling the transitions from one leader to another than authoritarian regimes.  If they accomplish nothing else, elections are a practical—and often peaceful—way for choosing between rival political leaders.  Second, democratic regimes allow for a variety of leaders with different kinds of skills to come to power in the appropriate circumstances.  Democracies are not always guaranteed a Washington or Lincoln when times get tough. But, if one leader clearly fails, it is possible to replace him with someone with very different qualities.  Third, the freedom of speech that comes with democratic government gives political leaders early warnings of serious problems, including threats to the regime. Albert Hirschman (1972) has pointed out that the complaints of citizens give leaders, including those in countries too poor to hire political scientists to do survey research, knowledge of where and how their policies run into trouble. And Amartya Sen (1984) has plausibly argued that, precisely because they give citizens a means to express  themselves, no democratic regimes have suffered from the kinds of massive famines that have afflicted authoritarian regimes such as China.  Fourth, democratic regimes allow conflicting ideas to be put forward about how to deal with public problems. Democratic debates are often indecisive and lead more often to compromise solutions than striking innovations. But, because new and varied ideas can ultimately reach political leaders, democracies can avoid the worst outcomes. And they may find that “muddling through” encourages the creation of public policies that are tolerably effective and minimally appealing to citizens of many different views. The democratic inclination to take a middle way between two extremes stifles change. But it is often the wisest course.  Fifth, the political liberty of democratic regimes allow citizens to express their resentment of the demands of government. Expressions of distaste for government often have little impact on the policies that regimes follow—as we mentioned, all governments need taxes and soldiers. But political officials must humble themselves before the people in order to attain and retain public office. And many are humbled even more by being rejected by the public. As Machiavelli pointed out, this process helps reconcile the people to the demands of government while, at the same time, reminding these officials of who is ultimately in charge. The public accusations of Machiavelli’s time have been replaced by both Congressional hearings and the political humor of Jay Leno. But they are no less effective in helping political leaders and the people live with one another.  Sixth, and finally, democratic regimes are likely to be freer and thus more dynamic economically. Economic growth can take the hard edges off political conflict. For it allows governments to meet the demands of citizens without raising taxes. And, under particularly good conditions, governments can redistribute from the rich to the poor without reducing the level of income to which the rich have already become accustomed.  In all these ways, then, democratic regimes are likely to be better than authoritarian regimes at developing policies that are effective and, as a result, that satisfy the desires of the people. A more satisfied people is not likely to be good tinder for revolutionaries. And thus democratic regimes are likely to be especially stable.

Democracy – Solves Stability

Democracies are politically stable due to social support and voting rights
Colomer, Political Science at Georgetown, ’04 (Josep. M.,  Professor for University of Georgetown, New York Universtiy, CSIC  Barcelona, CIDE Mexico, and University of Chicago, “Taming the Tiger: Voting Rights and Political Instability in Latin America”, Latin American Politics & Society, p. 29-58)

The political and institutional implications of the analysis developed in the following pages may be diverse. From a conservative point of view, for instance, limiting the size of the electorate may be seen as an effective way to achieve some significant degree of political stability. For a revolutionary purpose, in contrast, the sudden enlargement of the electorate could be considered a favorable condition for producing radical political changes. This article pretends to illuminate the question for readers holding different normative values. It can also be held, however, that broad voting rights can be compatible with some high degree of political stability if the regime is organized with inclusive electoral institutions, such as proportional representation and absolute majority rule, able to produce encompassing winners with relatively large electoral and social support. The most recent experiences of relatively stable democracy in most countries in Latin America also seem to support this statement.
Democracy – Solves Environment

Democratic Choice Results in Stronger Environmental Protection

Meyer and Konisky, University of Utah, 07 (Stephen M., and David M., “Adopting Local Environmental Institutions: Environmental Need and Economic Constraints”, Political Research Quarterly, Vol. 60, No. 1, March 2007, pp. 3 – 16, http://www.jstor.org/stable/4623803) jstor
This momentum toward place-based solutions and the creation of local environmental institutions (LEIs) is fueled by the desire to make environmental policy more responsive to local values and interests and to move away from "one-size-fits-all" environmental programs crafted by distant government agencies. By giving communities more say in environmental decisions, advocates of LEIs argue, policies will meet less resistance and generate stronger environmental protection with lower transaction costs. 
Democracy – Solves Environment

Democratic Policy Best Solution for Global, Environmental Problems

Hayward, University of Canterbury, ’08 (Bronwyn, “Let’s Talk About the Weather: Decentering Democratic Debate about Climate Change”, Hypatia, Vol. 23, Num. 3, p. 81, Summer 2008 http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/hypatia/v023/23.3.hayward.html) Project Muse
The idea that global environmental problems require an appropriate scale of response is one that Dryzek also advanced, turning our attention to the possibility of transnational movements as sites for decentered deliberation (2006). Dryzek argues that these movements are important sites for debating global problems because they are less constrained by market imperatives, which tend to “set the terms of reference” for possible policy action by liberal democratic states or intergovernmental organizations (96). Young, like Dryzek, argued that transnational movements play an essential role in decentered public deliberation. However, Young insisted that the deliberation of transnational movements alone will be insufficient to resolve complex public problems. Young argued that civil discourse should also be linked to authoritative decision-making institutions (2006b, 52). 
Democracy – Solves Biodiversity

Democratic Institutions Create Greater Biodiversity

Anderson, University of Michigan, ’06 (Elizabeth, “The Epistemology of Democracy”, Episteme, 8-22, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/episteme/v003/3.1anderson.html#bio) project muse
Bina Agarwal's research on community forestry groups (CFGs) in India and Nepal provides an excellent case study of how a Deweyan experimentalist model of democracy can inform efforts to improve the epistemic powers of particular democratic institutions. CFGs are democratic institutions, organized at the village level, charged with the task of sustainably managing forestry commons. They were set up in response to the gross degradation of local forests that attended unregulated harvesting from the commons. In many villages, before CFGs were established, degraded forests provided little more than twigs and monsoon grass. Five to seven years after CFGs started to manage the [End Page 17] commons, villages enjoyed flourishing forests, greater biodiversity, and higher incomes (Agarwal 2000, 285). 
Democracy – Biodiversity Impacts
Biodiversity And Extinction Directly Linked, Need Both
Michael ’05 (Mark A., Professor of Philosophy at University of Clarksville, “Is It Natural To Drive Species To Extinction?”, Ethics & The Environment, pp. 49-66 http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/ethics_and_the_environment/v010/10.1michael.html) Project Muse

Environmentalists believe that individual species and biodiversity generally are valuable. This value provides the grounds for the principles that we ought to try to preserve those species that have been driven to the brink of extinction by human activities and that we should make sure that no additional species are endangered or threatened by our behavior. That in turn requires that we preserve the habitats and ecosystems upon which species depend for their survival. There is an argument which calls all this [End Page 49] into question, however. Its force derives from the fact that its premises seem to be uncontroversial components of an environmental outlook and so are generally accepted by environmentalists. It purports to demonstrate that acting naturally, following nature, or doing what is natural is consistent with destroying habitat and acting in other ways which are likely to lead to the extinction of species and a decrease in overall biodiversity.

Preserve Biodiversity Now, Extinction Destroys Biodiversity

Michael ’05 (Mark A., Professor of Philosophy at University of Clarksville, “Is It Natural To Drive Species To Extinction?”, Ethics & the Environment, pp. 49-66, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/ethics_and_t he_environment/v010/10.1michael.html) Project Muse
In the end all of this is highly speculative. Given that, the best way to turn back this argument is to note that sacrificing current levels of biodiversity on the off chance that even more biodiversity will exist in the future is an extremely risky proposition and so a very bad bet. Thus to suppose that the current evil of mass species extinction might produce the greater good of more biodiversity in the future is not only counterintuitive but an act of faith. The evidence suggests that the best way to increase biodiversity is not by killing species but rather by preserving the ones that already exist.
Democracy – Biodiversity Impacts

Extinction Risk High, Institutional Policy Key to Bio-D

Steinberg ’09 (Paul F. Professor of Political Science and Environmental Policy at Harvey Mudd College, “Institutional Resilience Amid Political Change: The Case of Biodiversity Conservation”, Global Environmental Politics, Vol. 3, No. 3, August 2009, pp. 61-78, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/global_environmental_politics/v009/9.3.steinberg.html) Project Muse
This analysis aims to bring politics back into the institutional design equation, with a focus on the creation of resilient institutions for the long-term conservation of biological diversity.5 Biodiversity is an illuminating test case for institutional responses to long-term policy problems because the natural processes at risk (the survival of species and ecosystems) require very long-term social stewardship, the absence of which may produce irreversible losses in social welfare, insofar as these biological resources are valued by society for their inherent worth and for the goods and services they provide. Moreover, while survey data show high levels of public concern over species loss in a wide range of societies,6 in practice the political deck is often stacked against biodiversity conservation because the decisions governing land use and harvesting rates often weigh concentrated short-term private costs against diffuse long-term public goods.7 The cumulative result is that between 12 percent and 52 percent of species within well-studied higher taxa worldwide are currently threatened with extinction.8 The stakes are high, the politics are uncertain, and the resources at risk are highly vulnerable to social change, presenting serious challenges for institutional design.

Biodiversity Conservation Key, With Bio-D Loss, Problems Continue to Occur
Steinberg ’09 (Paul F. Professor of Political Science and Environmental Policy at Harvey Mudd College, “Institutional Resilience Amid Political Change: The Case of Biodiversity Conservation”, Global Environmental Politics, Vol. 3, No. 3, August 2009, pp. 61-78, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/global_environmental_politics/v009/9.3.steinberg.html) Project Muse

Biodiversity conservation has been recognized as a legitimate policy priority at the highest political levels, most notably by the 168 signatories to the Convention on Biological Diversity, which highlights the value of biodiversity as both a source of ecosystem services and an inherently important part of our Earth's natural heritage. In practice, however, biodiversity conservation poses a special challenge for political institutions for at least three reasons. First, in contrast to [End Page 62] decision-making processes surrounding many environmental problems, short-term changes in land use decisions and regulatory regimes can have irreparable consequences due to the irreversibility of extinction. As a consequence, biodiversity conservation requires institutional responses that are not only long lasting but are capable of maintaining diligence against short-term reversals. Second, in contrast to an issue like stratospheric ozone depletion, for which a small number of chemicals are responsible for the harm, ecosystems and species are vulnerable to a wide array of human activities. Even climate change, which results from diverse economic activities, is mediated through the impacts of a small number of substances (notably carbon dioxide and methane) that can be reduced in a relatively permanent sense through technological alternatives. With biodiversity loss, in contrast, the problem is never truly "solved."

Democracy – Solves Rights

Democracy Provides Rights, And We’ve Seen It Been Empirically Proven
Langlois, Lecturer at International Relations at Flinders University, Australia. 03 (Anothny J., “Human Rights Without Democracy? A Critique of the Separationist Thesis”, Human Rights Quarterly, 2003) Project Muse. 

The generation of the Bandung Conference saw a swath of Western colonialist nations become independent sovereign states, and many of these have had a checkered history with democratic forms of government. 5 Regardless of the various successes and failures that could be cited here, it is nonetheless the case that for many of the international fora in which these states participate, democracy—of some form—is the benchmark for good governance. An example which shows both the reality and the ambiguity of this situation is the manner in which Zimbabwe conducts its "democracy," and the way in which this was assessed and judged by the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting (CHOGM) in Australia, during 2002. 6 The good and the bad of the incremental spread of democracy as the international form of governance is also marked by the consequences of the collapse of the USSR and its influence throughout what was known as the "Eastern bloc." While many states are now formal democracies—most notably Russia—many would argue that the real extent of democratization is very superficial. 7 Nonetheless, the acceptance of the legitimacy of democracy as a form of government, and the considerable freedoms that do exist compared to previously, cannot be dismissed.   In Asia a slightly rosier picture can be painted, particularly with recent [End Page 991] developments in Indonesia and with the creation of the sovereign and democratic state of East Timor. Indonesia itself, however, remains a highly ambiguous case. 8 It is no longer a dictatorship, as it was under Suharto. Nonetheless, its move toward democracy is highly ambivalent. As in the former Eastern bloc, there are many power structures and lines of command that exist as layers above and beneath the formal and material constructs of a democratic nation state. Its formal commitment to democracy raises nothing but questions when put in the light of its relationship to its new neighbor East Timor, whose recognition as a sovereign and democratic republic emerged out of a cold blooded massacre by the Indonesian army. 9 While East Timor may be clearly committed to the creation of democratic political culture, Indonesia's response to its complicity in the series of massacres that marked East Timor's independence (in the way of show trials for human rights abuses and the like) show the ambiguity of its claims to democracy. 10 Such cases could be multiplied. What they illustrate is on the one hand, the internationalization of democratic governance, and on the other, the ambiguities of this process. 11 A similar story is often told about the spread of human rights. Here, however, the emphasis on ambiguity and the tentative nature of affirmation is often lacking. 12 The success of human rights in the second half of the twentieth century, and now into the new millennium, is genuine. 13 However, the dimensions of this success are often inflated by the rhetoric of the human rights discourse and by the nature of the intellectual constructs that are used in the justification of the idea of human rights. Here I refer to the ideas of universality and of natural law, which so often undergird—in an only superficially satisfactory manner—the human rights discourse. 14 The institutional nature of the human rights discourse also provides a framework inclined to inflate the success of human rights. 15 At the broadest level, we [End Page 992] can look to the United Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights, its concomitant human rights machinery, and the grand institution of international human rights law in search of its real "success."

Democracy – Solves War
Democracies Key to Prevent War

Mansfield & Snyder ’02 (Edward D. Mansfield, Professor of Political Science and Co-Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics at the University of Pennsylvania, & Jack Snyder, Professor of International Relations at Columbia University, “Democratic Transitions, Insitutional Strength, and War”. International Organization, pp. 297-337, 2002, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_organization/v056/56.2mansfield.html, project muse)
The centerpiece of U.S. foreign policy in the 1990s was the claim that promoting democracy would foster peace. Noting that no two democracies have ever fought a war against each other, President Bill Clinton argued that support for democratization would be an antidote to international war and civil strife. 1 Yet the 1990s turned out to be a decade of both democratization and chronic nationalist conflict, both within and between some transitional states.

Must Reject Extinction

We Must Reject Extinction, Because It Is Unnatural

Michael ’05 (Mark A., Professor of Philosophy at University of Clarksville, “Is It Natural To Drive Species To Extinction?”, Ethics & the Environment, pp 49-66, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/ethics_and_the_environment/v010/10.1michael.html) Project Muse

Thus, 'nature' is understood as whatever has not been intentionally altered by humans. This account has the virtue of being purely descriptive without entailing that driving species to extinction is natural. In fact if we combine this account with the principle that we ought to act naturally, we get the desired conclusion—we ought not to drive species to extinction, because it is unnatural. On the other hand, this account of the natural gives rise to some puzzles. First, it follows from this account that humans never do or can act naturally, at least where an action is understood as some behavior caused by an intention. Of course we can behave naturally, as when we sneeze or our hearts beat. But nothing that we do intentionally can ever be natural. The only way to act naturally is to forbear from interfering with or diverting nature. Humans would then have to adopt a kind of moral quietism with respect to the non-human realm if we are to act naturally. But then we might wonder whether the intentional activities of other, non-human beings would also be unnatural. That is, is what makes something unnatural on this account just that it is intentional? That appears to be a distinction without a difference; why would the behavior of other species be unnatural just because it was intentional? [End Page 55] How exactly does intentionality connect with the idea of naturalness, given that intentional action is based in the circuitry of the brain, and so is just a sophisticated biological process? This raises the suspicion that intentionality is really only a stand-in for what is really thought to be the difference between natural and unnatural actions, namely that the latter are those actions performed by humans. This suspicion gains in credibility when it is noted that if humans intentionally forbear from causally affecting or diverting non-human processes, we would not be said to be acting unnaturally on this account. Humans might think about damming a river but then reject the idea and thus intentionally not do so. Since forbearing to dam the river is intentional, why doesn't that constitute acting unnaturally? So it appears that what is crucial to this account is not whether the act was intentional but rather whether it was performed by a human. But why then separate out one species in this regard?

AT: Perms
1. Prior binding consultation is key- genuine consultation requires a discussion before the plan is enacted, under this agreement NATO has an opportunity to modify the plan. This is obviously mutually exclusive with the aff which is immediate, and permanent.

2. This is a sever perm because it severs the immediate and permanent nature of the plan text. This is bad for debate because there is no limit to what they can subtract from the plan, which kills all disad and cp ground.
3. Our net benefit is linear, the more we consult, and the more genuine that consultation is the better NATO is. There will always be a bigger risk that the perm collapses NATO that the cp.
4. Doing both is impossible. You can’t pass the plan and consult simultaneously. Genuine consultation is about consulting before acting. 

5. The counter plan is net beneficial. Only it achieves the added benefit of consultation because doing both means the plan is a fait accompli which is antithetical to genuine consultation or it engages in a lie because we make them think we are engaged in prior consultation when in fact we have already passed the plan.
Genuine Consult Key/ AT: Perms

Genuine consultation with NATO is key

Larres ’03 (Klaus, Kissinger Professor in Foreign Policy and International Relations at the Library of Congress, “Mutual Incomprehension: US-German Value Gaps beyond Iraq”  The Washington Quarterly, Project Muse)
In fact, Schröder saw embarking on a war in Iraq not only as a distraction from the pursuit of global terrorism but even as greatly counterproductive as it might further radicalize anti-Western opinion in the Middle East and elsewhere. Rather than forcefully remove Saddam, Berlin felt Washington should expend greater efforts to obtain the long-overdue resolution of the Israel-Palestine problem, arguing that this step would most contribute to regional stability and help prevent the further development of anti-Western sentiment and terrorist onslaughts.Furthermore, the Schröder government believed preemptive military action to be a breach of international law, which would set a dangerous international precedent; and he viewed the U.S. government's general tendency to inform rather than consult its NATO allies in the fight against terrorism with great skepticism, fearing that Washington would neglect to consult with its allies specifically over whether or not an invasion of Iraq should occur. Schröder even told a journalist that "consultation cannot mean that I get a phone call two hours in advance only to be told, 'We are going in.'
Insincerity hurts international relations
Larres ’03 (Klaus, Kissinger Professor in Foreign Policy and International Relations at the Library of Congress, “Mutual Incomprehension: US-German Value Gaps beyond Iraq”  The Washington Quarterly, Project Muse)
Despite Washington's belated October-November 2002 appeal to the Security Council to seek a resolution on how to deal with Saddam's WMD, the general public in continental Europe, particularly in Germany, continued to believe that Bush and his closest advisers had already made up their minds and were merely looking for an excuse to invade Iraq, regardless of what the country's European allies might say. This perception led to the firm conviction throughout Germany and most of continental Europe that the Bush administration displayed a "condescending indifference to outside opinion," with Powell representing "the lone voice of multilateral moderation in [End Page 29] Bush's administration." 29 The author Salman Rushdie neatly captured how the Europeans feel: "Unilateralist action by the world's only hyperpower looks like bullying because, well, it is bullying."
AT: Russia

Russia will cooperate with NATO – They share similar challenges

Russian Business Monitor 2007 (“NATO secretary-general comments on Putin’s Munich Speech, the Russian Media, and NATO expansion,” Trade And International Cooperation; No. 29, March 22, Lexis)

What is happening? The United States has started bilateral negotiations with its allies, Poland and the Czech Republic, concerning plans to build a radar in the Czech Republic and an interceptor missile base in Poland, intended to counter missile threats from "problem states." This has nothing to do with Russia or Russia's missile systems, since we do not regard Russia as a threat, and Russia's deterrent arsenals are so large that these missile defense elements are nothing in comparison. NATO, as an alliance - and I am speaking only for NATO - is not intervening in those bilateral talks. However, at NATO's Riga summit last October, heads of state and heads of government decided that building a NATO missile defense system is economically and technologically feasible. Secondly, they instructed the NATO Council and myself to work on evaluating the missile threat and the expediency of building a NATO missile defense system - with full transparency in relation to our Russian partners. Presumably, they are also concerned about developments in Iran. In geographical terms, Russia is also within the potential range of Iranian missiles.And there is also an entirely separate project, which I think we will be developing in cooperation with Russia: theater missile defense. It has a more limited purpose, intended to defend troops rather than civilians. We have our own project, known by the awkward acronym of ALTBMD, but we shall wait and see which parts of it are suitable for cooperation with Russia. Question: How much progress has been made in the decade since the Founding Act and in the five years since the Rome declaration? How does NATO intend to cooperate with Russia in the future? Jaap de Hoop Scheffer: To answer the second part of your question: in many ways. Who could have imagined a few years ago that Russian ships and NATO ships would be patrolling the Mediterranean together in Operation Active Effort? We are also working together to train experts in countering drug trafficking from Afghanistan and Central Asia. We have held a number of very good joint exercises - not only military exercises, but also civilian emergency response measures. We held a major exercise in Italy last year, and in the Kaliningrad region the year before that. At a Seville meeting with Sergei Ivanov, then defense minister, we discussed proposals for Russia helping us behind the lines in Afghanistan. All this is working very well, despite occasional differences of opinion. I usually say that we relate as adults: Russia is an adult nation, a global actor, and NATO is a mature alliance. If we have differences, let us discuss them in the Russia-NATO Council. We should use the Council in the practical sense and the political sense. Question: Do you agree with arguments that the balance of power between two blocs made peace more reliable in the past than it is now? What would be the more appropriate description of NATO-Russia relations today: a balance of power or joining forces? Jaap de Hoop Scheffer: NATO and Russia are facing the same challenges. Firstly, WMD proliferation is a global problem. I suspect that Russia is just as concerned as we are about the possibility of Iran acquiring nuclear weapons. Secondly, Russians have been victims of terrorism, just like people in NATO countries. Thirdly, Russia is also a victim of problem states and failed states. It is also adversely affected by drug trafficking from Afghanistan, and it also has an interest in stabilizing Afghanistan, where NATO is engaged in its most important military operation under a mandate from the United Nations.

AT: Just One Issue

Consultation is necessary and spills over into future involvement.
Serfaty 05 (Simon, senior professor in international politics at Old Dominion, The Vital Partnership: Power and Order, America and Europe Beyond Iraq, pg. 14, Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.) 

Thus faced with a crisis of international legitimacy coming on top of a crisis of structural legitimacy, the United States and the states of Europe ought to agree on a strategic dialogue that would transform an alliance based on shared goals, overlapping interests, compatible values, and close intimacy, as it was developed for the Cold War, into the community of action that first became necessary after the Cold War but has become urgent since September 11. That, too, will not be easy. For the United States especially, but also for some of its senior European partners, a Euro-Atlantic community of action presupposed a willingness to give NATO of right of first refusal because of natural predilection for NATO members as like-minded partners of choice. Yet, even assuming a broad strategic agreement on goals and interests, action that demands the use of military force cannot be managed by a committee of twenty-six NATO member states, including nineteen countries that also belong to another committee of twenty-five EU members, six of which are not NATO members. That is a challenge to common sense. After the decision to act has been made by all NATO members, its enforcement should bear some resemblance to the contributions made by each ally, reflective of its willingness but also respectful of this relevance and cognizant of its capabilities. As a second Bush administration gets under way, and after the historic enlargement of both NATO and the EU in the spring of 2004, new modalities in U.S.-EU-NATO relations are needed with the same urgency as was shown in 1949, when President Truman was starting a new presidential term after his surprising triumph over Governor Thomas Dewey. At the time, it took only a few months to sigh a North Atlantic Treaty that revolutionized the nation’s history, as well as the history of its relations with Europe. Not acting as urgently now would not only be a mistake, it would be irresponsible. 

AT: Ineffective

The US should support NATO even with deficiencies, alliance is key to mitigate collective decline

Daniel Korski, European Council on Foreign Relations, 3-7-2010 (“Europe, U.S. And NATO: The Declining Partnership”, The Gov Monitor, http://www.thegovmonitor.com/world_news/united_states/europe-u-s-and-nato-the-declining-partnership-25495.html)
Of course NATO has to change. US Defence Secretary Robert Gates is right to point to the alliance’s many deficiencies. In particular, greater European defence investments are needed if the US is to remain committed to the alliance. Here the US should advance, not sound the retreat.  The EU’s member-states, even France and Britain, have lost and will never regain the ability to finance all the necessary capabilities by themselves. Only cooperation amongst Europeans can eliminate the massive waste associated with the duplication of resources by member-states, and help transform Europe’s armed forces into modern militaries capable of contributing to global security. The US administration should publicly support such efforts.  If it does back greater EU defence cooperation, the US is more likely to get the kind of ally in Europe it needs to address a range of contingencies as well as a partner to help manage, and even precipitate, a collective decline. Together, the US and Europe can help manage and perhaps even mitigate their collective decline. Alone, however, both will be hunted.
NATO is still relevant today, cooperation is necessary to build security

Jim Garamone, American Forces Press Service DOD, 4-3-2009 (“NATO Remains as Necessary as Ever, Secretary General Says”, US Department of Defense, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=53778)
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization, now more than ever, must hold together to solve some of the world’s most pressing problems, NATO’s secretary general said on the eve of the alliance’s 60th anniversary and summit. NATO Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer said the leaders of the 28 NATO nations have much on their plates during the summit, which begins today.   In a commentary in today's Wall Street Journal, de Hoop Scheffer made the case that NATO is as relevant today as it was when founded 60 years ago.   The secretary general noted that many of the leaders who attended the G-20 economics meeting in London yesterday also are attending the NATO summit today and tomorrow in France and Germany. In London, they concentrated on economic progress in the face of a global financial meltdown. At the summit, the leaders will stress security. “This is not a total change of subject,” de Hoop Scheffer wrote. “Imagine what would happen to the international financial system if there were another major terrorist attack. What would happen to investment and growth if the free flow of energy were seriously threatened? Could struggling economies keep the wheels turning if they came under the same kind of cyber attacks that Estonia suffered two years ago?”   Security is not discretionary; it is something that enables all other aspects of life and progress, de Hoop Scheffer said. Like an economy, security can be built only through multinational cooperation, he added. That cooperation is illustrated, he noted, in France and Germany jointly hosting NATO’s summit

AT: Relations Not Needed

US involvement in European affairs inevitable, poor relations only cost more in the long term

Alan M. Stull, Lieutenant Colonel United States Army, 3-15-2005 (“A Strong NATO is Essential to the United States National Security Strategy” US Army War College)
Many would argue this transition away from NATO and to an EU Force is good for the United States. It would relieve the United States of large NATO expenses and relieve the United States of many military commitments to European security. The EU RRF could compel EU countries to start increasing burden sharing for their national security. However, based on their past dismal record of conflict resolution and weak government will, the United States could be forced to respond to any major crisis affecting the EU security. No matter how much the United States wants the NATO member countries to step up and take care of their own security issues, other domestic issues take priority. The other reality is that European security and stability is an important U.S. interest, forcing U.S. involvement when the Europeans fail. This could cost more in the long term and do nothing to diffuse regional conflicts. 
NATO is indispensible and consultation is key to overcoming challenges in the future

World Security Network, 4-29-09 (“NATO at 60: the way forward” http://www.worldsecuritynetwork.com/show Article3.cfm?article_id=17476&topicID=31)
In short, at age 60, NATO has become such an indispensable part of the international security environment that it is hard to imagine that it ever could have been otherwise. And yet it was. The initial duration of the 1949 Washington Treaty was modestly set at 20 years, by which time, it was assumed, the post-war recovery of Western Europe would have been completed and the transatlantic defence pact become obsolete.  Few of the people who were present at NATO's creation would have dared to hope that this Alliance would not only outlast the Cold War conditions that brought it into being, but indeed thrive in a radically different security environment.  The reason why NATO turned from a temporary project into a permanent one is not difficult to fathom. It is because the logic of transatlantic security cooperation is timeless. The need for Europe and North America to tackle security challenges together remains as pressing today as it was 60 years ago.  So does the need for a transatlantic institutional framework which allows for political consultation, joint decisions, and common action. Only NATO can provide this framework.  When our Heads of State and Government meet at NATO's 60th Anniversary Summit in Strasbourg, France, and Kehl, Germany, on 3 and 4 April, they will no doubt highlight the Alliance's historic achievements. Indeed, the Summit venue itself testifies to NATO's success in facilitating Europe's post-war reconciliation.  But while past achievements may inspire confidence for the future, they cannot substitute for new thinking and new policies. As NATO enters its seventh decade, it needs to overcome a series of challenges that are more difficult and complex than anything it has ever faced before. The Strasbourg/Kehl Summit must therefore not be confined to self-congratulatory statements. On the contrary, this Summit is a key opportunity to move NATO's evolution another major step forward. 

*****AFF*****
Aff – Consult Bad
Consult CPs are bad and a voting issue:
A. Time Skew- They endorse the plan but PIC out of “resolved” which moots the entire 1ac.


B. Infinite Worlds- The CP gets the world of NATO saying “yes” “no” and “minor modifications” means the 2NR just goes for the world the aff doesn’t have offense on and the aff always loses.


C. Infinitely Regressive- There are 195 countries in the world, they could consult any one of them, this kills all affirmative education.
Aff – Consult Not Key
US is not going to consult NATO

Dale ’04 (Reginald, May 13, “In Search of a New Trans-Atlantic Template; Europe and America” The International Herald Tribune, LexisNexis)

Europeans, who initially scorned Bush's plan, now realize that it closely resembles their own aims for the region, first enunciated in 1995 in the EU Barcelona plan to develop the Mediterranean, economically and politically. Meanwhile, the Europeans have become tougher on the spread of weapons of mass destruction, and have endorsed a security strategy that moves them closer to the United States. Now proposals are being floated for a "grand bargain," in which Washington would agree to genuine consultations with its allies before acting, and accept that these will increasingly take place with the EU rather than NATO. In return, the Europeans would acknowledge that pre-emptive military action may sometimes be necessary and that they should be more generally supportive of American policies, including financially. The idea is to shape a new common approach in much the same way that the West conducted the cold war. There is even talk of something similar to the Helsinki process for the Middle East.
Aff – Says No to Weapons

NATO is against reduction of nuclear weapons

Deutsche Presse-Agentur November 13, 1998 (“U.N. Adopts Resolution to Eliminate Nuclear Weapons” Deutsche Presse-Agentur , LexisNexis)

Non-nuclear weapons states and NATO countries like Canada, Germany, Belgium, Italy, Greece, the Netherlands, Denmark, Portugal and Spain abstained.

The United States, Britain, France and Russia voted against the resolution while the fifth known nuclear-weapons state, China, abstained. Turkey, a U.S. ally and NATO member, voted against.

The United States had been pressuring its North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies to vote against the resolution which, in addition to calling for the elimination of nuclear weapons, asked the United States and Russia to "bring into force without further delay" START II.

That bilateral agreement called for reducing the numbers of accountable nuclear warheads to under 3,500.
Aff – Says No to Afghanistan

Chief of NATO does not support change in Afghanistan 

The Washington Post. September 30, 2009. Advice from NATO, The alliance’s chief doesn’t believe in an Afghan ‘exit strategy.’ The Washington Post Lexis Nexis 
PRESIDENT OBAMA'S very public wavering over whether to stick with the strategy for Afghanistan that he adopted six months ago is producing some unusual spectacles. One is the awkward gap that has opened between the president and the military commander he appointed in June, Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, who drew up a plan to implement the strategy -- only to learn he had been left out on a limb that might be sawn off. Another is the lobbying of the president by NATO allies who find themselves trying to keep the United States from abandoning the mission they joined. Their spokesman in Washington this week has been the NATO secretary general, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, who in a diplomatic but direct way has been telling Mr. Obama that "we don't need a new strategy." Mr. Rasmussen, a former prime minister of Denmark who took over the NATO post in August, made that remark in a meeting with us Tuesday. The day before he delivered a speech at the Atlantic Council in which he said that the 41-member international alliance in Afghanistan we must "do more now, if we want to be able to do less later." While not specifically addressing Gen. McChrystal's request for the deployment of tens of thousands more U.S. troops, Mr. Rasmussen called for a greatly stepped-up effort to train the Afghan army and jump-start development programs through the Afghan government. "None of this will be easy," he said. "We will need to have patience. We will need more resources. And we will lose more young soldiers." In our conversation, Mr. Rasmussen made clear that he sees no alternative to the principles that Mr. Obama endorsed in March and that Gen. McChrystal made the basis of his plan: protection of the Afghan population and support for the creation of an effective and accountable Afghan government. "Basically I share [Gen. McChrystal's] view," Mr. Rasmussen said. "The essence of his view is to pursue a more population-centered approach." The right policy, Mr. Rasmussen said, "is definitely not an exit strategy. It's of crucial importance to stress that we will stay as long as it takes to stabilize the country." Mr. Obama recently questioned whether support for the Afghan government was an essential U.S. interest. But Mr. Rasmussen stressed that "we need a stable government in Afghanistan, a government that we can deal with. Otherwise we would be faced with constant instability in Afghanistan and in the region." Some in and outside the administration are advocating a more limited strategy centered on strikes against terrorist targets with drones and Special Forces troops. But Mr. Rasmussen said, "we need more than just hitting individual targets in the mountains. We need to stabilize the Afghan society. We need to create . . . a society with a government that reflects the will of the people." "I think it would be appropriate if I indicated that a [strategy] aimed at hitting some targets in the mountains and in Pakistan would not find broad support among the allies," said the NATO chief.Mr. Rasmussen pointed out that NATO is still deeply invested in the Afghan mission: There are 38,000 troops there from countries other than the United States, and soldiers from 13 armies are fighting alongside the Americans on the main southern battlefronts. If Mr. Obama decides to abandon or scale back the fight against the Taliban, not only U.S. and Afghan interests will be affected; the Atlantic alliance will suffer its own strategic setback.

Aff – NATO Hurts Heg

NATO is unnecessary and detrimental to US security. The root of the problem lies in cultural degeneracy, not military presence.

Serge Trifkovic, historian and foreign affairs analyst, 3-19-10 ( “NATO RIP? Well Hopefully” tp://www.alternati veright.com/main/blog/exit-strategies/nato-rip/ )
President Obama and his foreign policy team have failed to grasp that a problem exists, let alone to act to rectify it. There has been a change of officials, but the regime is still the same - and America is still in need of a new grand strategy. Limited in objectives and indirect in approach, it should seek security and freedom for the United States without maintaining, let alone expanding, unnecessary foreign commitments.   The threat to Europe's security does not come from Russia or from a fresh bout of instability in the Balkans. The real threat to Europe's security and to her survival comes from Islam, from the deluge of inassimilable Third World immigrants, and from collapsing birthrates. All three are due to the moral decrepitude and cultural degeneracy, not to any shortage of soldiers and weaponry. The continued presence of a U.S. contingent of any size can do nothing to alleviate these problems, because they are cultural, moral and spiritual.   NATO is unnecessary and harmful. In terms of a realist grand strategy, NATO is detrimental to U.S. security. It forces America to assume at least nominal responsibility for open-ended maintenance of a host of disputed frontiers that were drawn, often arbitrarily, by Communist dictators, long-dead Versailles diplomats, and assorted local tyrants, and which bear little relation to ethnicity, geography, or history. With an ever-expanding NATO, eventual adjustments -- which are inevitable -- will be more potentially violent for the countries concerned and more risky for the United States. America does not and should not have any interest in preserving an indefinite status quo in the region. 

Aff – NATO Kills Democracy
NATO does not foster democracy.

Reiter, author of International Security, 2001, International Security, Volume 25, Number 4, Spring 2001, pp. 41-67 (Article), MUSE

My central argument in this article is that NATO membership has not and will not advance democratization in Europe. The empirical record during the Cold War is clear: Inclusion in NATO did not promote democracy among its members. Further, enlargement did not contribute much to democratization in the three East European states admitted in 1999,and the promise of NATO membership is unlikely to speed democracy within any of the nine countries currently awaiting a decision on their request for membership. The weakness of the democratization argument, coupled with the costs and risks of further enlargement, caution against pursuit of this policy in the near or medium term. Instead the West should rely on the European Union (EU) to spread democracy, an approach that is more likely to foster democratization yet less likely to alienate Russia.
NATO has failed before; it doesn’t have the capability to sustain democracy. 

The Toronto Star, London Newspaper, 10-22-08, P. AA04, Editorial, “NATO’s Contradictions on Display,” LEXISNEXIS

This has not been a good year for NATO. It started with high neo-conservative hopes that Georgia and Ukraine would be offered a membership action plan at the Bucharest summit in April. But in unprecedented scenes, the U.S. president was vetoed by his European allies. Then came Georgia's attempt to seize South Ossetia back by force and Russia's subsequent invasion of an independent neighbouring state. NATO was blamed by both sides - by the Georgians for giving promises of a security guarantee NATO could not fulfill, and by the Russians for meddling in their backyard. Meanwhile, far away from the Caucasus, NATO's first ever ground operation in Afghanistan was going from bad to worse. Little wonder that one of the alliance's top commanders this week gave a bleak assessment of NATO's state of health. Gen. John Craddock, NATO's supreme allied commander Europe, said NATO had failed to define its post-Cold-War goals; its reach extended beyond its grasp; it had no system of common funding and a cumbersome system of decision-making. The list went on. It took, for example, an average of 80 days to respond to an urgent request for extra equipment from a commander in the field. The general was pressing for a root-and-branch reform of NATO, a new strategic concept for the 21st century. But it needs more than that. Even without the challenge of a resurgent Russia, or a persistent Pashtun nationalist insurgency, NATO is buckling under the weight of its own contradictions. The crumbling of the Soviet Union presented an opportunity to establish a new security structure in Europe. It was ignored by the victors, who believed that Western-style democracy could be anchored by NATO. The prospect of defeat in Afghanistan should spur alliance members to think radically about security structures that would command collective political support. If they fail this time, Europe will be the first to feel it.
Aff – NATO Kills Democracy

NATO large contribution in spreading democratic values.
United Macedonian Diaspora, 9-29-‘06, “Five U.S. Senators Introduce NATO Legislation,” News Source. http://umdiaspora.org/content/view/140/9/

U.S. Senate Majority Leader Bill Frist, M.D. (R-Tenn.) made the following statement after joining with Sens. Lugar (R-Ind.), Biden  (D-Del.), Smith (R-Ore.) and McCain (R-Ariz.) to introduce legislation supporting the admission of Albania, Croatia, Georgia and Macedonia to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO): “For more than 50 years, the NATO has served as a force for stability, security, and peace in Europe.  It remains the foundation of security on the Continent and the cornerstone of U.S. engagement in Europe.  Today it is the key institution helping to secure a Europe that is whole, free, and at peace. NATO has contributed to the democratic transition of our former adversaries in Central and Eastern Europe by fostering the development of new, strong, and democratic allies capable of contributing to our common security goals.  NATO’s enlargement over the past decade has strengthened the strongest alliance in history and helped spread democracy and liberty.  For this reason, we must keep the door to NATO accession open for others.”
NATO is not a democratizer, that claim is overblown—enlargement means further threat.

Allison and Neuger, Bloomberg rews reporters, April ‘08, “Putin Says NATO Expansion Is Direct Threat to Russia,” Bloomberg News, http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsarchive&sid=aq34xuTFCvx0 &refer=europ
President Vladimir Putin [of Russia] called the further expansion of NATO toward Russia's frontiers a ``direct threat,'' one day after the alliance took a step toward embracing two former Soviet republics, Ukraine and Georgia. ``The appearance of a powerful military bloc on our borders will be taken by Russia as a direct threat to the security of our country,'' Putin told reporters after meeting the 26 leaders of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in Bucharest today. Pressed by President George W. Bush, NATO vowed at the summit to take in Ukraine and Georgia some day, while leaving the timetable open and arguing that Russia would benefit from having stable, western-backed democracies as neighbors. Plans for further expansion are leading to a new strategic confrontation between Russia and the West -- one that Putin is determined to win after Russia failed to prevent former Soviet satellites from joining NATO after the end of the Cold War. Putin challenged NATO's argument that the spread of western institutions embeds democracy and respect for human rights. Russians in Latvia, a NATO member since 2004, continue to be denied citizenship and are barred from certain jobs, he said. ``The entry of that country into NATO has not changed a thing for those hundreds of thousands of people,'' Putin said. ``NATO is not a democratizer,'' he said, calling it ``overblown'' to make that claim. 

NATO is not a democratic community—no democratic authorization.
Sjursen, University of Ohio, 6-23-‘04, “On the Identity of NATO,” International Affairs, Volume 80 Issue 4, pp. 687-703, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/118753961/abstract?CRETRY=1&SRETRY=0

In this article I will suggest that it is problematic to conceptualize NATO as a community of liberal democratic values or as a ‘pacific federation’ in the Kantian sense. This is so not only because NATO lacks a democratic mandate, but also because there is no cosmopolitan law to which it can refer for justification. Consequently, NATO can be an organization governed at best by the principle of multilateralism, at worst by that of bilateralism; but neither of these‘isms’ says anything about democracy. They refer to different ways of organizing relations between sovereign states, different forms of institutionalized cooperation, regardless of the democratic quality of the content of their collective activities or institutions, or of the domestic politics of the participant states. This does not mean that we cannot conceive of NATO as an organization that is held together by something in addition to ‘national security interests’. 

Aff – NATO Says No Afghanistan

NATO will say no, it makes them look weak. 

O’Neil, European Correspondent for National Post, 3/4/10 [Peter, “Afghan Troop Withdrawal signals NATO crisis”]

Canada, despite its “robust” and “valiant” effort in Afghanistan, is among a group of countries contributing to a growing crisis caused by western allies who are failing to stay the course in that conflict, says the former secretary-general of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Lord George Robertson, a former British defence secretary who served as NATO’s top civilian leader from 1999-2004, said the planned Canadian pullout of combat troops next year is dangerously premature. “To get out when the job’s half-done is I think the wrong thing to do,” Lord Robertson told Canwest News Service on Friday. He said he empathizes with those who feel Canadian troops have suffered disproportionate losses because Canada, with its forces stationed in Kandahar, is one of the few countries willing to deploy troops in the country’s most dangerous areas. “But it’s the job that matters,” he said, noting Britain recently increased its troop contingent despite suffering a surge in casualties over the past year. “Debating whether other people are not doing it doesn’t mean to say you shouldn’t do it if you believe what is being done is right.” Lord Robertson, in a speech in Washington earlier this week, said Canada’s decision and the Dutch troop withdrawal this year signals a “crisis” in the alliance. “The Dutch and the Canadians . . . have both made valiant contributions to what has to be done in Afghanistan and there have been awful sacrifices with it. So I cast no aspersions on these two nations alone,” Lord Robertson told a gathering of diplomats, senior foreign policy and defence officials, and experts organized by the Atlantic Council, a think-tank. “But if these two robust allies, and those who may well be thinking of doing the same, and additionally those who contribute less than they should, if they can all shy away from their obligations . . . then what is it other than a crisis?” He said weak political leadership is at the root of a decline in public support for the Afghanistan mission among western allies. “We are on the edge of a precipice looking down on a world of growing disorder and discontent and only blunt talk and some straight language will save us from falling over it,” he said. Lord Robertson made the same argument U.S. President Barack Obama used to justify his 30,000 troop surge — that al-Qaida, the trans-national terrorist organization that planned the 9/11 attacks from its former base in Taliban-controlled Afghanistan, would strike again if it’s not defeated. “Rest assured,” Lord Robertson warned, “if the Taliban and their allies can defeat the most successful defence alliance in history, why should they stop at Afghanistan? They won’t. We all know all that.” He said the West needs politicians to emerge in the fashion of Winston Churchill, who rallied the British people against the more powerful Nazi enemy in the Second World War.

Aff – NATO Says No Turkey

NATO wants troops in Turkey for power projection now, plan upsets NATO. 

Millen, US Lieutenant, 04 [Raymond, “Reconfiguring the American Military Presence in Europe” http://www.carlisle.army.mil/ssi] 
The security challenges for Europe no longer lie to the east but to the south and southeast. The orientation of NATO towards the Middle East and Africa requires forces that can deploy quickly using a combination of intertheater aircraft, sealift, and rail movement. Given the volatility of these outlying regions, deployment times must be measured in days, not weeks. Turkey, Greece, Romania, and Bulgaria appear best sited for power projection posture to the Middle East, whereas Italy, France, and Spain provide superb access to the Mediterranean Basin and Africa. Of the nine divisions, only the three heavy divisions require quick access to seaports. The rest can be located anywhere in Europe that has sufﬁcient airbase infrastructures. So, the impression that central Europe has no geostrategic relevance understates the ﬂexibility of airlift.

Aff – Reducing Troops Bad

Reducing military troops leads to a loss of influence in European and NATO affairs that provide legitimacy for US actions

Alan M. Stull, Lieutenant Colonel United States Army, 3-15-2005 (“A Strong NATO is Essential to the United States National Security Strategy” US Army War College)
The United States has traditionally held influence in European affairs because of its leadership in NATO as Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR) and possessing the most powerful military force supporting NATO. However, if the United States reduces forces too far in Europe it could lead to a loss of influence in Europe and even a call demanding that the SACEUR be a European.11 Additionally if the United States withdrew from the integrated command structure then all influence would be lost. To further compound this, as the European 4 Union (EU) gains strength, U.S. leadership within NATO may be the only way for the United States to hold any sway within European leadership. The ultimate failure here would be for NATO to dissolve and leave the EU wholly responsible for European security objectives with no U.S. connection. This would have deleterious implications for the alliance against the GWOT. NATO also brings a certain amount of legitimacy to any operation around the world. NATO sanctioned operations are looked at in more legitimate terms than U.S. unilateral operations. Because hegemonic United States is often viewed as the big bully, NATO gives it a different face and significant international recognition. Even though the United States is often the lead contributor of forces, NATO sanction provides significantly more international legitimacy and cooperation. This helps somewhat to excise the unilateral moniker from the United States. 
Aff – Resilient

European-US economic relations cannot be damaged, they are growing closer

Alan M. Stull, Lieutenant Colonel United States Army, 3-15-2005 (“A Strong NATO is Essential to the United States National Security Strategy” US Army War College)

The enlargement of the EU to 25 members in 2004 brought the EU equal with the United States in annual income. Despite this stated competition and the acknowledged growing divide between the United States and Europe, it appears their economies are too strongly intertwined to really drive a wedge between them. William Drozdiak, president of the American Council on Germany, states that, “the forces of globalization and competitive markets are driving Americans and Europeans closer together, not apart”. He feels that the full potential of this economic relationship is not yet realized even with U.S. and European companies investing more in each other’s economies than they do in the entire rest of the world. “Together they account for more than half the trade and investment flows in the world. 

Aff – NATO Dead

The US is stuck to NATO’s dead policies, it is time for the other countries to defend themselves

Patrick Buchanan, foreign policy writer and senior advisor to several presidents, 3-28-2009 (“Can Uncle Sam Ever Let Go?” Real Clear Politics, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/03/can_uncle_sam_ever_let_go.html)
"Washington ... succumbed to victory disease and kept kicking Russia while it was down," writes Betts. "Two decades of humiliation were a potent incentive for Russia to push back. Indeed this is why many realists opposed NATO expansion in the first place."  Few Americans under 30 recall the Cold War. Yet can anyone name a single tripwire for war put down in the time of Dean Acheson or John Foster Dulles that we have pulled up?  Dwight Eisenhower, writes Richard Reeves, in his first meeting with the new president-elect, told JFK, "'America is carrying far more than her share of the free world defense.' It was time for the other nations of NATO to take on more of the cost of their own defense."  Half a century later, we are still stuck "to the carcass of dead policies."
NATO is ineffective and strained, members were only for territory

Lionel Beehner, Former senior writer for the Council on Foreign Relations, 4-2-2008 (“Leave NATO Alone”, The Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/lionel-beehner/bush-leave-nato-alone_b_94702.html#)
Am I the only non-Russian who thinks NATO is too weighed down by history to be any effective? Its name invokes Cold War imagery of airlifts and agitprop. One of its members, Greece, is still squabbling about the historical name of Macedonia, a NATO aspirant. And many of its European members -- with World War II scars strewn across their continent -- remain too gun-shy to chase down terrorists in Afghanistan or stop genocidal killings in Bosnia. So remind me again: Why are we expanding this alliance exactly?  President Bush is breaking bread over borscht with our East European allies while dangling a prized carrot in front of them: NATO membership. Let's be realistic and honest though. Decision-making is already bogged-down with too many cooks in NATO's kitchen. Case in point is Afghanistan, where NATO shows signs of strains, lack of will, and no enforced rules of engagement. Second, the collective security mechanism, as articulated by the charter's Article 5, will get further watered down with new members. Were NATO to admit Georgia and a conflagration between Russian and Georgian forces erupted over Abkhazia, a breakaway province, by law, an attack on one NATO member is an attack on all. Would Albanians, much less Americans, be shipped off to keep peace in the Caucasus? It's unlikely. Also, by adding more states with weak militaries -- virtually none of NATO's member states besides the United States meet the 2 percent criteria of military spending per GDP -- we really aren't making the alliance any stronger. Let's call a spade a spade: We just want these new members for their territory, not to reward them for their democracy progress (otherwise, why is Finland or Austria not a member?). Croatia will bolster our peacekeeping efforts in the Balkans. Ukraine would provide a buffer to Russia. Georgia would help us patrol a popular corridor in the Caucasus for terrorists and drug traffickers. 

The US no longer has a reason to defend Europe, there are no more threats

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, 10-18-2008 (“The NATO Alliance: Dangerous Anachronism”, http://original.antiwar.com/doug-bandow/2008/10/17/the-nato-alliance-dangerous-anachronism/) 

During the early years of the Cold War, the US may have believed it had no choice but to protect the Europeans, however feckless they might be. But once the Western European states had recovered from World War II, America could and should have reduced its military role and troop levels. The Europeans conceivably could have chosen not to defend themselves, but the prospect of military catastrophe has a way of concentrating the mind.  The point is not that there should have been no continuing alliance. Rather, it should have become the European Treaty Organization, not remained the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Then Europe could have decided how to defend itself without hectoring from Washington.  The end of the USSR and Warsaw Pact destroyed any rationale for the US to continue defending Europe. The great hegemonic enemy and its ideological satellites were all gone. The threat, never very strong, of a single power dominating both Asia and Europe had disappeared. To ease Soviet concerns over the reunification of Germany, Washington even agreed not to expand NATO up to Russia’s borders. 

Aff – NATO Hurts Security

The current NATO hampers US security

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, 10-18-2008 (“The NATO Alliance: Dangerous Anachronism”, http://original.antiwar.com/doug-bandow/2008/10/17/the-nato-alliance-dangerous-anachronism/) 

While the original NATO was seen as bolstering US security, the new, expanded version, with nearly twice as many countries as the early alliance, hampers US security. Most of the new members have brought along bilateral border disputes and historical antagonisms with Russia and each other. None had robust militaries; none had any intention of creating robust militaries. Rather, all wanted to be defended on the cheap by someone else, namely America.  Washington seemed pleased to have more client states to order about, but it found the limits of gratitude when it came to winning troops for Iraq and Poland’s and the Czech Republic’s agreement to host missile defense systems. The few score soldiers sent to Iraq by Albania and Estonia, for instance, demonstrated how little the newest members had to offer militarily. Hungary’s donation of a contingent of truck drivers without trucks illustrated that even a former Warsaw Pact member once invaded by the Soviet Union could not be bothered to develop serious military capabilities. Poland demanded that US officials promise an extra helping of bilateral defense guarantees on top of NATO’s Article 5 before they would participate in Washington’s proposed missile defense system.  Moreover, what conceivable interest is served by incorporating Croatia or Albania or Macedonia or Serbia into NATO? The allied social club has degenerated into social work. It’s not clear against whom these countries need to be defended. It’s even less clear why America should do the defending. A quick glance at any map demonstrates that Europe should be more concerned about the Balkans, assuming anyone outside of the Balkans should be concerned about the Balkans. 
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