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1NC Shell NATO CP (1/2)
Text: The United States federal government ought to enter into prior, binding consultation with NATO on whether … ought to……with the possibility of minor modifications …

We’ll clarify.
It competes- excludes certainty of plan. “resolved” means “firm in purpose or intent; determined”- random house 6

Observation One- Biffles 

1. And, NATO supports the U.S. - will say yes 
Davies 09 (8/1/09 Anne, Brisbane Times, “NATO backs Obama before meeting with generals”, http://www.brisbanetimes.com.au/world/nato-backs-obama-before-meeting-with-generals-20090930-gcqq.html MEF)

The meeting with General Petraeus, the commander of US Central Command, and General McChrystal, the commander of US forces in Afghanistan, comes after Mr Obama received valuable support from the NATO Secretary-General, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, who vowed that NATO was prepared to keep troops in Afghanistan for ''as long as it takes to finish the job''. Mr Rasmussen and Mr Obama met in Washington to discuss a report by General McChrystal calling for more troops to be sent to Afghanistan. Afterwards, Mr Rasmussen said: ''I'm convinced that success in Afghanistan is achievable and will be achieved. And don't make any mistake, the normal discussion on the right approach should not be misinterpreted as lack of resolve. This alliance will stand united and we will stay in Afghanistan as long as it takes to finish our job''.Mr Obama said he and Mr Rasmussen had agreed it was ''absolutely critical that we are successful in dismantling, disrupting, destroying the al-Qaeda network, and that we are effectively working with the Afghan Government to provide the security necessary for that country.''This is not an American battle; this is a NATO mission as well. And we are working actively and diligently to consult with NATO at every step of the way,'' Mr Obama said.
Observation Two- NATO Relations 

1. Obama is acting unilaterally now- killing relations
Wittes and Goldsmith 09 – *Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institute/teaches at Harvard Law School and **Assistant Attorney-General in the Bush administration  (Benjamin and Jack, “Will Obama Follow Bush Or FDR?”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/06/28/ AR2009062802288.html?hpid=opinionsbox1, 6/29/09) CS

Today, President Obama faces much the same choice, and he appears sorely tempted to follow the same road, for the same reasons: "White House officials are increasingly worried that reaching quick agreement with Congress on a new detention system may be impossible," The Post reported Saturday, and "Congress may try to assert too much control over the process." Obama is considering creating a long-term detention apparatus by presidential executive order based on essentially the same legal authorities the Bush administration used. Obama, to put it bluntly, seems poised for a nearly wholesale adoption of the Bush administration's unilateral approach to detention. The attraction is simple, seductive and familiar. The legal arguments for unilateralism are strong in theory; past presidents in shorter, traditional wars did not seek specific congressional input on detention. Securing such input for our current war, it turns out, is still hard. The unilateral approach, by contrast, lets the president define the rules in ways that are convenient for him and then dares the courts to say no. 
1NC Shell NATO CP (2/2)

2. Genuine prior consultation with NATO over major foreign policy decisions prevent a fracturing of the alliance. 

Gordon 04 - Senior fellow in foreign policy studies and director of the Centre on the United States and Europe at the Brookings Institution in Washington, DC, the US Senate confirmed Philip Gordon as assistant secretary of state for Europe and Eurasian affairs ( June 24, 2004, Philip, “LETTER TO EUROPE”, http://www.brookings.edu/views/articles/gordon/20040701.pdf, SJ)
What we need is a “new deal,” and that’s what I am writing to propose: Americans will have to show some humility, admit that we do not have all the answers and agree to listen, consult and even compromise. We must accept that even our immense power and new sense of vulnerability does not mean that we can do whatever we want, however we want. We must acknowledge that we need allies to achieve our goals, which means bringing others into the decision-making process, however frustrating that process might be. On a range of issues that have divided the US and Europe in recent years—from climate change and nuclear testing to international law—Americans will have to recommit to seeking practical compromises with others, rather than assuming that our power exempts us from obligations to the global community.

3. Collapse of the alliance causes Nuclear War
Brzezinski 09 - former U.S. National Security Adviser and current professor at the School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University. (September/October 2009 Zbigniew, Foreign Affairs, An Agenda for NATO, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65240/zbigniew-brzezinski/an-agenda-for-nato MEF)

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. SUSTAINING ALLIANCE CREDIBILITY THE DISPERSAL of global power and the expanding mass political unrest make for a combustible mixture. In this dangerous setting, the first order of business for NATO members is to define together, and then to pursue together, a politically acceptable outcome to its out-of-region military engagement in Afghanistan. The United States' NATO allies invoked Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty in deciding to join the campaign to deprive al Qaeda of its safe haven in Afghanistan. The alliance made that commitment on its own and not under U.S. pressure. It must accordingly be pursued on a genuinely shared military and economic basis, without caveats regarding military participation or evasions regarding badly needed financial assistance for Afghanistan and Pakistan. The commitment of troops and money cannot be overwhelmingly a U.S. responsibility.

NATO Says Yes- Relations 
NATO supports the U.S.- will say yes 
Davies 09 (8/1/09 Anne, Brisbane Times, “NATO backs Obama before meeting with generals”, http://www.brisbanetimes.com.au/world/nato-backs-obama-before-meeting-with-generals-20090930-gcqq.html MEF)

The meeting with General Petraeus, the commander of US Central Command, and General McChrystal, the commander of US forces in Afghanistan, comes after Mr Obama received valuable support from the NATO Secretary-General, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, who vowed that NATO was prepared to keep troops in Afghanistan for ''as long as it takes to finish the job''. Mr Rasmussen and Mr Obama met in Washington to discuss a report by General McChrystal calling for more troops to be sent to Afghanistan. Afterwards, Mr Rasmussen said: ''I'm convinced that success in Afghanistan is achievable and will be achieved. And don't make any mistake, the normal discussion on the right approach should not be misinterpreted as lack of resolve. This alliance will stand united and we will stay in Afghanistan as long as it takes to finish our job''.Mr Obama said he and Mr Rasmussen had agreed it was ''absolutely critical that we are successful in dismantling, disrupting, destroying the al-Qaeda network, and that we are effectively working with the Afghan Government to provide the security necessary for that country.''This is not an American battle; this is a NATO mission as well. And we are working actively and diligently to consult with NATO at every step of the way,'' Mr Obama said.
NATO will say yes – they ♥ transatlantic relations 

House of Commons ’10 – British Parliament’s House of Commons Foreign Affairs Committee (2010, Global security: UK-US relations, http://books.google.com/books?id=A-cjkNATonMC&dq=European+foreign+and+security+policy+establishments+shy+away+from+questions+about+what+they+actually+want+from+transatlantic+relations+or+about+what+strategies+might+best+secure+such+objectives.+[They]+prefer+to+fetishise+transatlantic+relations&lr=&source=gbs_navlinks_s, BD)

A recent study of relationships between individual European countries and the US concluded that treating the US with an excessive degree of deference has become a common habit in a range of EU countries. Giving oral evidence to us. Nick Witney. who was one of the authors of the study, explained. “it all goes back to the sense that without Uncle Sam. we're all doomed, and that NATO is the bedrock of our security and the US are the ultimate guarantors of our security, as indeed was the case during the Cold War".’" His report stated: European foreign and security policy establishments shy away from questions about what they actually want from transatlantic relations or about what strategies might best secure such objectives. [They] prefer to fetishise transatlantic relations, valuing closeness and harmony as ends in themselves, and seeking influence with Washington through various strategies of seduction or ingratiation.” 198. It goes on to note that transatlantic relations often involve much talk of shared history and values, seeking to engage the US in a web of summitry, making token contributions to causes dear to American hearts and attempting to press for reward for past services.’” The danger, according to the report's authors, is that Americans find such approaches 'annoying rather than persuasive- and the problem with European deference towards the US is that it simply does not work".”'
NATO Says Yes- TNW removal

NATO has supported removal of TNW’s-imperical evidence

Jeff King, Chris Lindborg, Philip Maxon - BASIC 1 October 2008 

http://www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz09.htm
Second, when compared to strategic weapons, the usual pre-delegation of authority over tactical nuclear weapons to lower members of the chain of command, and the weapons' smaller size, may make the weapons more vulnerable to illicit acquisition and use.[7] Recent revelations about the inadequate security surrounding bomb sites in the nuclear sharing countries, clearly adds to these concerns. According to a government 'blue-ribbon' report obtained by se curity expert Hans M. Kristensen of the Federation of American Scientists, most sites require "significant additional resources to meet DoD [U.S. Defense Department] security requirements."[8] Difficulties, including the short training regimen for nuclear security teams (in some cases as little as nine months) and the inability to perform no-notice security checks as a result of host nation/NATO requirements, create a hazardous situation in which weapons designed to defend NATO may become targets of theft to be used against the Alliance. There seems an awareness in NATO circles that public support for the continued presence of tactical nuclear weapons in their respective European countries is low. General James Jones, NATO's former Supreme Allied Commander, noted back in 2004 in an address to the Senate in Belgium (where there has been considerable opposition to the bombs) that "good news is on the way" and that the United States would reduce its nuclear weapons in Europe. [9] In recent years, the United States appears to have followed through on this reassurance, withdrawing tactical nuclear weapons from Ramstein Airbase in Germany in 2005 and from Lakenheath in the United Kingdom in 2008. 

NATO supports TNW removal- no risk of saying no 

Jeff King, Chris Lindborg, Philip Maxon - BASIC 1 October 2008 

http://www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz09.htm
NATO will hold its 60th Anniversary Summit in April 2009 and is expected to start a review of its Strategic Concept. As part of this review, NATO will consider the role of nuclear weapons in its planning. This presents an opportunity for NATO to consider the means of expressing solidarity and "common commitment" to security in ways that do not rely upon expensive and out-dated measures that harm its own security.[22] Tactical nuclear weapons have no utility in future NATO operations, and present an opportunity cost to more critical requirements. European host countries are soon to face procurement decisions involving billions of dollars for the next generation of dual-capable aircraft, at a time of increasing US demands for greater European contributions to collective military operations and poor economic outlook.[23]  NATO's nuclear sharing arrangements in Europe today are legacies from a past overwhelming Soviet conventional superiority and the threat of a massive invasion that no longer exists and shows no sign of returning. They simply serve to increase Russia's sense of threat without contributing to NATO's own security. It would be irrational to simply hold on to these weapons to punish Russia's 'intransigence'. At the very least, the removal of these weapons will take away a crucial self-justification for Russia's own tactical arsenal, improve the possibilities of a follow-up to the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START). NATO states could rid themselves of this extra resource burden, reduce the risk of nuclear theft, and achieve a crucial diplomatic non-proliferation goal by implicitly tying the removal of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons to the expectation of clear reductions in Russia's tactical arsenal. Perhaps most importantly, the removal of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons from Europe would signal the sincerity of individual NATO members' commitments to nuclear disarmament under Article VI of the NPT. The withdrawal of the weapons would also reassure NAM states that NATO members honor their international obligations under NPT Articles I and II, and improve prospects for the 2010 NPT Review Conference. The removal of these weapons may also be a symbolic starting point for more bold measures on the road toward a world free of nuclear weapons, a vision expressed by the now famous four U.S. statesmen, George Shultz, William Perry, Henry Kissinger and Sam Nunn.[24] This vision was more recently endorsed by four prominent U.K. statesmen, a group which includes former NATO Secretary General, Lord George Robertson.[25]  U.S. Presidential candidates John McCain and Barack Obama have both made clear their desire to move forward on this agenda.[26] Senator McCain has specifically said that he would seek to work with Russia to remove all tactical nuclear weapons from Europe as a prelude to further disarmament efforts.[27] Senator Obama has strongly endorsed the long-term vision of a world without nuclear weapons.[28] Whichever candidate wins will inherit the difficult assignment of working with Russia and NATO allies on significant issues. Tactical nuclear weapons present an important opportunity to reduce the nuclear dangers and improve a relationship that is critical to global security. 
NATO Says Yes- TNW removal

NATO says yes- want TNWs out NOW!

NTI 2-19-10 (Five NATO States Want U.S. Nukes Out of Europe, Report Says, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100219_2293.php)

Five European nations are set to call on the United States to remove all nuclear weapons from the continent, Agence France-Presse reported today. NATO members Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Norway are expected to make the request "in the coming weeks" that "nuclear arms on European soil belonging to other NATO member states are removed," according to a spokesman for Belgian Prime Minister Yves Leterme.  "It's a question of launching the debate at the heart of NATO," Dominique Dehaene said.  Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands are believed to hold some of the roughly 200 U.S. tactical nuclear weapons that remain in Europe, though most are estimated to be in Italy and Turkey. At the height of tensions with the then-Soviet Union, the United States reportedly fielded thousands of such armaments on the continent.  The request would not address the nuclear arsenals of France and the United Kingdom, AFP reported.  "Belgium is in favor of a world without nuclear weapons and advocates this position at the heart of NATO," ahead of the May review conference for the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, Leterme said in a prepared statement (Agence France-Presse I/Spacewar.com, Feb. 19).  The former head of NATO joined three other Belgian statesmen today in similarly calling for the withdrawal of the European-based U.S. deterrent, according to AFP.  "The Cold War is over. It's time to adapt our nuclear policy to the new circumstances," according to a statement signed by former NATO chief Willy Claes, former Belgian Prime Ministers Jean-Luc Dehaene and Guy Verhofstadt and former Foreign Minister Louis Michel.  "The U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe have lost all military importance," adds the statement, which was published in a number of Belgian newspapers.  "We call on our (Belgian) government to follow the example of the German government and to call in NATO for a rapid withdrawal of the nuclear arms," the authors wrote (see GSN, Oct. 30, 2009).  Present NATO chief Anders Fogh Rasmussen has cautioned any nation against rushing to divest itself of the U.S. weapons, AFP reported.  "I hope that any step will take place in the alliance in a multilateral framework and that no unilateral step be taken," Rasmussen said last fall. "This is a question which concerns all allies. It's a question of overall security and defense" 
NATO Says Yes- Afghanistan

All major allies are planning a withdrawal – we must realign our strategy now.
Sarro 2010 [Doug, Int'l Relations and Peace and Conflict Studies @ U of Toronto, “Five Reasons to Withdraw From Afghanistan Sooner Rather Than Later,” June 23, Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-sarro/five-reasons-to-withdraw_b_621903.html | VP]

5. The rest of NATO won't be in Afghanistan much longer. Canada, which has been Washington's key ally in Kandahar, will be out by 2011. Britain will likely withdraw soon after, along with most of NATO's European contingent. If Obama does not synch his withdrawal with his allies', it won't be long before America finds itself alone in Afghanistan.

We can't pretend that an early American withdrawal won't have consequences for Afghanistan. But it's difficult to see how U.S. forces can avoid these consequences as long as the Afghan government remains unwilling to clean up its act, and as long as Pakistan's intelligence service remains committed to propping up militant groups.

This is why President Obama should stick to his plan to start withdrawing American troops from Afghanistan in 2011, and finish withdrawing soon after.
NATO will say yes- weary of fighting 

Richard Walker, staff writer for AFP, April 28, 2010, http://www.americanfreepress.net/html/nato_looks_to_exit_afghanistan.html
Much to the dismay of Washington war planners, there has been a growing weariness in Europe with the Afghan conflict and reluctance by NATO members to expand troop commitments. This past year, Pentagon chiefs have consistently complained that European allies have not been pulling their weight at a time when it is vital to throw more troops into the fight against a resurgent Taliban, and a re-formed al Qaeda, whose leadership is based somewhere in the tribal lands between Pakistan and Afghanistan.

NATO Says Yes- Supports Military Policy
NATO supports US military policy will say 
Congressional Research Service, 09 (“NATO in Afghanistan: A Test of the Transatlantic Alliance”, Vincent Morelli: Section Research Manager, Paul Belkin: Analyst in European Affairs, December 3, 2009, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33627.pdf)
U.S. and NATO officials sought to use the April 3-4 NATO summit to reaffirm allied unity behind a clear and revitalized strategy for the Afghan mission as symbolized by the new U.S. strategic approach to the region. The NATO allies generally welcomed the renewed U.S. focus on Afghanistan. They appeared particularly encouraged by the Administration’s regional approach— especially its emphasis on Pakistan and its apparent willingness to engage Iran in discussions of the mission—and by its emphasis on improving civilian capacity- and institution-building efforts in Afghanistan. NATO also appeared supportive of the Administration’s reported decision to engage and reconcile with local leaders and Taliban supporters who renounced violence.13 At the summit, the allies reiterated their commitment to the strategic vision for Afghanistan based on the four principles that were laid out at NATO’s 2008 summit in Bucharest (mentioned above). The 2009 Summit Declaration on Afghanistan highlighted the need for greater civilian as well as military resources, emphasizing the importance of developing Afghan capacity to deliver justice, basic services, and employment, especially in the agricultural sector. The allies also pledged to strengthen NATO efforts to enhance cooperation between the Afghan and Pakistani governments, to increase Alliance engagement with all countries in the region, and to support better Afghan and NATO coordination with the United Nations Assistance Mission Afghanistan (UNAMA).
NATO supports U.S. military policy

Carden 10 – Sgt. 1st Class and American Forces Press Service (6/23/10, Michael J., American Forces Press Service, “McChrystal Statement Expresses Support for Policy” http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=59753 , SJ)
NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen issued a statement on the NATO Web site, thanking McChrystal for his service. “While he will no longer be the commander, the approach he helped put in place is the right one,” Rasmussen said. “The strategy continues to have NATO's support, and our forces will continue to carry it out. Our operations in Afghanistan are continuing today, and they will not miss a beat.”

NATO supports the U.S. Military Policy and strategy 

Lubold 09 – a reporter for POLITICO (10/23/09, Gordon, The Christian Science Monitor, “NATO backs McChrystal’s Afghanistan strategy”, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2009/1023/p02s18-usfp.html ,SJ)
NATO defense ministers Friday gave "broad support" to the counterinsurgency strategy proposed by Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the top US commander in Afghanistan, but sidestepped the difficult question of how many forces would be required to implement that plan. The top UN special envoy for Afghanistan also backed McChrystal's strategy at the NATO meeting. "We have come to a point where I believe McChrystal is right," said Kai Eide here Friday, adding bluntly, "If we continue the way we've done so far, both with regard to the military effort, the civilian effort, and the behavior of the Afghan government, this project will not work." Taken together, the comments suggest that American allies are leaning toward a more troop-intensive, counterinsurgency approach that opens the political door for President Obama to direct deployments of tens of thousands of additional troops.

NATO Says Yes- Support War

NATO supports War on Terrorism – Turkey proves

Armenian News 10 (6/22/10, “NATO supports Turkey’s fight against terrorism”, http://www.news.az/articles/17858) CS

The head of North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) has condemned the attack waged by PKK terrorists in Turkey's southeastern Hakkari province. Releasing a written statement on Monday, NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen said that his organization always supported Turkey's fight against terrorism, adding terrorist acts could never be legitimate. In his message, Rasmussen also offered his condolences to the families of the Turkish soldiers who lost their lives during Saturday's attack. Nine soldiers were killed and 14 of them were injured in a terrorist attack on a military outpost in Hakkari's Semdinli town early on Saturday, whereas two soldiers died and two others were wounded as they stepped on a land mine in pursuit of the terrorists who attacked the military outpost. Twelve terrorists were killed in the clash. 

Consulting prevents veto

Even if NATO doesn’t want to do the plan they will say yes because we consulted them 

Serfaty 07 - senior professor of U.S. foreign policy with the Graduate Programs in International Studies at Old Dominion University with Ph.D. in Political Science from John Hopkins (3/15/07 Simon, “Terms of Engagement: The Euro-Atlantic Partnership at Sixty, Center for Strategic and International Studies Euro-Focus, www.csis.org MEF)
Fourth, for NATO-26 to be made more efficient some reforms of its current procedures are needed, not only in decision-making, but also in budgetary and other terms. The consensus rule remains desirable and should not be touched, recognizing that “consensus” means a good faith effort to reach agreement and attend to the interests and concerns of others. As a legacy of the debate over Iraq, a new NATO civility should be understood as a shared expectation of deeper consultation before decisions are made by the United States balanced by the understanding that NATO members willing and able to participate in new missions would face a loyal opposition in the North Atlantic Council: constructive abstention should not extend to disruptive obstruction. The philosophy of alliances, as opposed to the philosophy of coalitions, is clear: Alliance members deserve a right of consultation, after which, absent an agreement, some of them may exercise their right of first refusal though none would be expected to rely on a right of veto.
US NATO Relations Low Now 

NATO allies have many Afghan invasion rifts with United States
“NATO in Afghanistan: A New Mission for an Old Alliance” James W. Peterson Department of Political Science Valdosta State University 2007. 
A number of additional divisive issues plagued the alliance, even in its first year of operation.

Civilian deaths were one of those main concerns. In May 2007, there was concern, especially from

Germany, about the fact that U.S. special forces operations had resulted in the deaths of 90 Afghan

civilians. The German Defense Minister expected to talk with the U.S. leadership with an eye on

exercising more restraint (USA Today 2007a). The NATO Secretary-General cautioned that such

casualties were at times unavoidable (Los Angeles Times 2007a). By late summer the British were calling

for a pullout of U.S. troops from the southern part of Afghanistan (sueddeutsche 2007b). In fact, in mid-

October Afghan authorities shut down shut down two private security firms in light of allegations of

murder and robbery (USA Today 2007b). Another complicating issue emerged in October 2007, when

the Afghan government itself executed 15 prisoners, for the first time in three years. NATO allies15

opposed to capital punishment had mixed feelings about such an act in a country in which they had

committed troops (USA Today 2007c). Continuing concerns developed over American plans to locate a radar site in the Czech Republic as well as anti-missile capabilities in Poland. Although this was not or Afghan terrain, the logic of the emplacement was based on threats emanating from the Middle East.

One of the main agenda items for NATO at its meeting of Defense Ministers in June was this

controversial plan (iDNES 2007d). Finally, a number of NATO partners had put restrictions on the nature of their participation in the battles. They did so in an effort to reduce casualties. President Bush calledupon those member states to carry their share of the burden in the knowledge that there would be risksto many in the battle against terrorism (sueddeutsche 2007c.)

US NATO relations low now 

Friction between US and NATO Allies because of Afghanistan 
NATO and the European Union, CRS Reports for Congress Kristin Archick, Specialist in European Affairs Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division-Paul Gallis Specialist in European Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, Updated May 12, 2005
The evolution of NATO and the EU, however, has generated some friction between the United States and several of its allies over the security responsibilities of the two organizations. U.S.-European differences center around threat assessment, defense institutions, and military capabilities. Successive U.S. administrations and the U.S. Congress have called for enhanced European defense capabilities to enable the allies to better share the security burden, and to ensure that NATO’s post-Cold War mission embraces combating terrorism and countering the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. U.S. policymakers, backed by Congress, support EU efforts to develop a European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) provided that it remains tied to NATO and does not threaten the transatlantic relationship. Most EU member states support close NATO-EU links, but also view ESDP as a means to give themselves more options for dealing with future crises, especially in cases in which the United States may be reluctant to become involved. A minority of EU countries, spearheaded by France, continue to favor a more autonomous EU defense identity. This desire has been fueled further recently by disputes with the United States over how or whether to engage international institutions, such as the United Nations, on security matters and over the weight given to political versus military instruments in resolving international crises.  

Consult stops backlash

The plan risks international backlash – consultation facilitates acceptance and blunts perceptions of US unilateralism.

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

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

NATO wants more decision making power-Europe threat- Consultation solves 
NATO III ? Helga Haftenhorn 2002 http://www.ip
global.org/archiv/volumes/2002/fall2002/download/1bff5b84674d11db9248fb8da99f62cf62cf/original_Haftendorn+02-03+q..pdf

But this is only half the truth. During the 1999 war in Kosovo the US came to realize that the NATO allies expected a high degree of participation in decision-making. This required time-consuming consultations that Washington did not see as justified,given the limited military capabilities the Europeans had to offer. The United States has been watching with great concern the dramatic reduction of European defense expenditures and the growing discrepancy between US and European military capacities

US NATO relations low now
President Obama’s priorities above Europe are causing a rift in European-U.S. relations

Erlanger, 10 (2/2/10, Steven, NY Times, “Europe Feels Snubbed by Obama,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/03/world/europe/03europe.html?scp=1&sq=In%20addition%20to%20the%20palpable%20sense%20of%20insult%20among%20European%20officials,%20there%20is%20a%20growing%20concern%20that%20Europe%20is%20being%20taken%20for%20granted%20and%20losing%20importance%20in%20American%20eyes%20compared%20with%20the%20rise%20of%20a%20newly%20truculent%20China&st=cse) DW

PARIS — President Obama’s decision to skip a United States-European Union summit meeting scheduled for Madrid in May has predictably upset European officials, who suggested Tuesday that the summit meeting itself would now be postponed, possibly to the autumn. In addition to the palpable sense of insult among European officials, there is a growing concern that Europe is being taken for granted and losing importance in American eyes compared with the rise of a newly truculent China. European Union officials found out about the decision through the news media late on Monday, senior European officials said Tuesday morning. The decision was first reported on the Web site of The Wall Street Journal. The Spanish prime minister, José Luis Rodríguez Zapatero, who is scheduled to arrive in Washington this week on a visit, was described as angry and embarrassed, and European officials said there was a set of high-level diplomatic exchanges overnight. The White House explained the decision as a matter of scheduling, insisting that the May visit to Europe was never on the president’s agenda, so it could not be said to have been canceled. European officials said that two senior American officials — the under secretary of state for political affairs, William J. Burns, and the assistant secretary of state for European affairs, Philip H. Gordon — had attended a preparatory meeting for the summit meeting two weeks ago in Madrid, and that there was no hint then that Mr. Obama would decide not to attend. But a senior American official said that Mr. Gordon and Mr. Burns emphasized to Spanish officials, when the meeting was raised, that they “were not in a position to commit to one.” In fact, the official said, the Obama administration has been “pursuing and getting a better relationship with Spain and the new E.U.,” with Mr. Zapatero visiting Washington twice. Speaking for Mr. Obama, Mr. Gordon told journalists in Washington on Monday that the trip to Spain “was never on his agenda.” The president had “traveled more to Europe in his first year probably than any president has ever done in the past, and he looks forward to continuing his engagement bilaterally with European allies and directly with the European Union.” Mike Hammer, the spokesman for the National Security Council, said that while there were no plans for the trip to Madrid, “the president is committed to a strong U.S.-E.U. partnership, and with Europe in general,” on topics like Afghanistan, counterterrorism, the global economy and climate change. Indications that Mr. Obama might forego the conference emerged in Davos, Switzerland, from foreign ministers who attended the global economic forum there. One senior European official suggested that after the loss of a Senate seat to the Republicans in Massachusetts, Mr. Obama would be doing less traveling to supposedly glamorous spots like Europe that would only feed Republican criticism. American officials said that Mr. Obama felt that the previous major American-European summit meeting, last June in Prague, was a waste of time, and European Union officials said that the president even skipped a leaders’ lunch at the smaller European Union-United States meeting in Washington last November, sending Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr. instead, something they said that President George W. Bush would never have done. Charles Grant, the director of the Center for European Reform, a London-based research center, said that the Obama decision “is a useful wake-up call for the E.U.” He said the European Union must realize “that no one will court them or have summits with them because Europe is a nice idea. “They need to deliver.” Mr. Obama sees Europe as an important ally, but “Obama clearly has no emotional identification with Europe,” Mr. Grant said. “He has a cool, analytical view of allies and partners, but when the Europeans can’t provide much to help America solve global security problems, he doesn’t want to spend too much time on it.” The president of the European Commission, José Manuel Barroso, tried to play down the issue, saying he understood that, after “repeated trips to Europe and several meetings with European leaders,” Mr. Obama “now needs to cut down a bit on his foreign traveling.” He added that the group would “work with the United States to find a mutually agreeable date for the summit.” Europe and NATO have provided troops for Afghanistan, but not many more since Mr. Obama took office, particularly measured against the new American buildup. Europe is divided on Russia and the Middle East, and has been very helpful on Iran, but mostly bilaterally. “It’s unusual, and Europeans will be offended,” said Nicole Bacharan, a professor of political science at the Institut d’Études Politiques. “But for Obama, there is no urgency about the relationship with Europe. Europe works fine and he needs to refocus on urgent matters.” Relations with China have taken on new importance with the economic crisis, a confrontation over climate change and arms sales to Taiwan. Mr. Obama is also trying to push China to support harsher sanctions on Iran in the United Nations Security Council, which Beijing has been reluctant to do. With the absence of Mr. Obama, the summit meeting is likely to be canceled. Mr. Obama is scheduled to come to Portugal in November for a NATO summit meeting, so it is possible that the European Union meeting will be rescheduled to coincide with that. It might also be rescheduled if there is a new nuclear arms-control treaty for Mr. Obama to sign with Russia.

Unilateral action now

Obama is acting unilaterally now

Wittes and Goldsmith 09 – *Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institute/teaches at Harvard Law School and **Assistant Attorney-General in the Bush administration  (Benjamin and Jack, “Will Obama Follow Bush Or FDR?”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/06/28/ AR2009062802288.html?hpid=opinionsbox1, 6/29/09) CS

Today, President Obama faces much the same choice, and he appears sorely tempted to follow the same road, for the same reasons: "White House officials are increasingly worried that reaching quick agreement with Congress on a new detention system may be impossible," The Post reported Saturday, and "Congress may try to assert too much control over the process." Obama is considering creating a long-term detention apparatus by presidential executive order based on essentially the same legal authorities the Bush administration used. Obama, to put it bluntly, seems poised for a nearly wholesale adoption of the Bush administration's unilateral approach to detention. The attraction is simple, seductive and familiar. The legal arguments for unilateralism are strong in theory; past presidents in shorter, traditional wars did not seek specific congressional input on detention. Securing such input for our current war, it turns out, is still hard. The unilateral approach, by contrast, lets the president define the rules in ways that are convenient for him and then dares the courts to say no. 

US foreign policy continues to be seen as unilateral

Wall Street Journal – 6/17/10  (Laura Stevens, 6/17/10, " Poll Shows Muslims Leery of U.S. ", http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703650604575312841561874562.html?mod=googlenews_wsj) 

BERLIN—President Barack Obama and the U.S. are increasingly unpopular in the Muslim world, according to a 22-nation survey released Thursday. The Pew Research Center's Global Attitudes Project found that Muslim nations hold an overwhelmingly negative view of the U.S., with only 17% of those surveyed in Turkey, Pakistan and Egypt expressing a positive view—a five-year low for the Egyptians. Mr. Obama has also lost support, with every single Islamic country's Muslim residents reporting a decline in confidence. Only 8% of Pakistani Muslims express faith in him, compared with 13% last year. Even Turkey, a NATO ally, saw confidence drop to 23% from 33%. The results suggest that the U.S.-led war in Afghanistan and its presence in Iraq continue to weigh on the Muslim world's opinion of the U.S. Many Muslims don't just disagree with Washington's foreign policy, they also view the U.S. as a threat, the survey found. Outside the Muslim world, positive perceptions of the U.S. jumped in 2009 after Mr. Obama took office, and they remained high in 2010. In France, 73% said they had a favorable view of the U.S., while 63% said the same in Germany. The survey, created in 2001, was conducted in more than 24,000 telephone and face-to-face interviews from April 7 to May 8. Public opinion of the U.S. had already begun to shift to a more-positive opinion for the second term of the Bush administration among Europeans, but under the Obama administration, it leaped to the positive side, said Ingo Peters, a political science professor at the Free University Berlin who specializes in trans-Atlantic relationships. "His new approach of listening to people, his different wordings, his openness in terms of listening, and taking into account what the other side says is received very gratefully, especially in Germany and in other European nations," said Dr. Peters, who isn't affiliated with the Pew survey. Nearly 90% of Germans surveyed said they approve of Mr. Obama's policies. In every country except for China, at least half the citizens said they were unsatisfied with their own country's condition, but in the U.S. that number was 70% of Americans. Only China, Brazil, India and Poland thought their economic conditions were good. Citizens hold their governments, banks and themselves responsible for those conditions. U.S. foreign policy continues to be seen as unilateral by the world, which also means that a median 32% of those surveyed thought that the U.S. considers other countries' interests, up from 26% in 2007.

Link- No Consult kills relations 

U.S. failure to consult NATO after 9/11 strained relations

Dasgupta, 05 - Distinguished Fellow at TERI, member of the EU Round Table, life-member of the Institute of Defence Studies & Analyses and the United Services Institute (March 2005, Chandrashekhar, ORF Occasional Paper, “The Reinvention of NATO,” http://www.observerindia.com/cms/export/orfonline/modules/occasionalpaper/attachments/op050323_1163397984984.pdf) 

Curiously, it was the disarray over Iraq, in conjunction with 9/11, that eventually caused NATO to stumble into Asia. In Europe, as in many other parts of the world, there was a great outpouring of sympathy for the United States after 9/11. Previous terrorist attacks in NATO countries (e.g. the Lockerbie and the Munich night club incidents) had not been viewed as matters involving the alliance. 9/11 was different: it was an attack on a far greater scale, it involved the leading member of the alliance and, finally, terrorism had come to occupy a much higher place in NATO’s priorities. NATO’s response to 9/11 was to invoke Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty, for the first time in its history. A member state had been subjected to an armed attack and a collective response would have been in order. Washington, however, did not avail itself of the implied offer, choosing instead to launch a unilateral counterattack against the Al-Qaeda and its Taliban accomplices in Afghanistan. US failure to consult NATO caused resentment among the allies. The NATO Secretary- General, Lord Robertson, has revealed that “there was an assumption that the alliance would be asked to do more than it was ultimately asked at that time, and that maybe has left some bruises behind.”14 Nevertheless, a number of NATO and PfP countries contributed peace-keeping contingents to the UN–mandated International Assistance Force (ISAF), accounting for the bulk of the force. Secretary-General Robertson and the German Defence Minister, Peter Struck, saw in these contingents an opportunity to fashion a role for NATO in the Afghanistan. They hoped that this would change the image of an alliance hobbled by deep differences over Iraq. 

Link: Consultation strengthens NATO

Consultation is key to stabilizing NATO.

US Newswire 08 (United States Newswire, “NATO in Difficulty Due to Over- stretch and Intra- Alliance Disagreement” (Academic One Online)

WASHINGTON, Jan. 15 /PRNewswire-USNewswire/ -- The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) risks collapse as a result of commitments taken on since the end of the Cold War, according to a study released today by the Cato Institute. "The members of the alliance, sharing the triumphalism that underpinned U.S. foreign policy after the Cold War, have taken on an assortment of problematic obligations, and increasingly they are failing to meet the resulting challenges. ... If NATO fails to meet [them], its survival should not be taken for granted," writes Stanley Kober, a Cato research fellow in foreign policy, in "Cracks in the Foundation: NATO's New Troubles."

ROFLCOPTER!!!! 
Streit ’57 - President of Federal Union, Inc. and Editor of Freedom & Union (July 1957, Clarence K., American Academy of Political and Social Science, THE DIPLOMATIC POTENTIAL OF NATO, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1031422) DS

Only a few weeks after all three of their governments had stressed to NATO's Committee of Three how important it was for them to consult in the future before launching any important move, the British and the French landed in Suez with- out consulting the United States. Not very long afterwards, the United States launched the Eisenhower Middle East Doctrine without consulting them. NATO urgently needs to be strengthened, and most of all on the political and economic sides rather than the military one, on whose decline attention has been centered recently by the transfer of French NATO divisions to Algeria and by the recent British decision to re- duce their forces drastically. However strong the military setup may be, it cannot cope with its other danger I mentioned-the economic danger. However strong the economic commitments may be, neither they nor the military ones can ever be effective so long as the political structure of NATO is so weak and the possibility of the Atlantic community reaching and maintaining com- mon policies in any field is so uncertain.

Genuine consultation is key to NATO

Bell, 5-NATO's Assistant Secretary General for Defence Investment (2005, Robert, NATO Review, “Soldiering on,” http://www.nato.int/docu/review/2005/issue1/english/main_pr.html)

NATO today is, on the one hand, being saluted by the leaders of its most powerful member as "more active than ever", "the most successful alliance in history", and "the vital relationship for the United States when it comes to security". It can justifiably point with pride to its success in expanding its membership, reorganizing its Command Structure and Headquarters organization, expanding its operations and its operational reach, and making progress in modernizing its inventory of capabilities to meet new threats and security challenges. On the other hand, doubts about the risk of failure persist. From the Secretary General on down, the organization bemoans the disconnect between Allies' willingness to embrace new missions and new capabilities, on the one hand, and to pledge the manpower, equipment and resources needed to deliver on those missions and capabilities, on the other. In both cases, critics, and not just critics, wonder whether the requisite political will is really there. In addition, Chancellor Schroder obviously touched upon a raw nerve in publicly highlighting NATO's diminished importance as a venue for genuine transatlantic decision-making on issues of transcending strategic importance. But NATO will soldier on, as it always has. As the indispensable security alliance of the transatlantic community of nations, NATO can be counted upon to continue to pursue its three transformation agenda - Prague, Norfolk and Munich - with good intent and common purpose, however haltingly, however imperfectly. Much rides on the outcome.>

Link: NATO key to multilateralism

NATO is the internal link to U.S. multilateralism

Douglas 08 – (FR, The United States, NATO, and a new multilateral relationship, “Unilateral versus Multilateral”, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=ywDdraB4gV8C&oi=fnd&pg=PP9&dq=NATO+multilateral&ots=SyFhNU2dUV&sig=DwSwJM-dMtAri5f9AAgrs8ac54k#v=onepage&q=parity%20could&f=false)
Parity could be difficult to accomplish if the United States unilaterally reduced its forces in Europe. Such a move by the United States might encourage other NATO members to do likewise weakening NATO’s negotiating position vis-à-vis the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact. Any American unilateral military reduction in Europe could be seen as a surrender to the status quo and impede the arms control process. President Bush said during this period “that unity and strength are the catalyst and prerequisite to arms control.” The United States had to negotiate its eventual military force reduction in Europe with the Warsaw Pact and the Soviet Union while there were substantial numbers of U.S. troops in Europe which could act as a bargaining chip. This required negotiations, from the American perspective, within a multilateral context, ending in some type of treaty to institutionalize the reduced troop levels. It had to involve cooperation from the other NATO members; otherwise, the lack of unity could leave NATO in an overall weaker negotiating position or the negotiations might, individually, go on for years. To avoid this, Senator Nunn did not want any NATO troop levels to change before the conclusion of a comprehensive arms control agreement.
Link: Multilateralism Good

Multilateralism key to security and economic policies
Milner and Tingly ’10 – Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University (4/14/10, Helen and Dustin, The Choice for Multilateralism: Foreign Aid and American Foreign Policy, http://www.princeton.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/~dtingley/MilnerTingley_Multilateralism.pdf, BD)
To focus our broader interest in multilateralism, we consider why countries choose to give foreign aid multilaterally rather than bilaterally. We think aid is an interesting case for exploring the broader question of why states employ multilateralism. First, aid is an important instrument of influence because it can influence recipient country policies (Baldwin, 1986; Bueno de Mesquita and Smith, 2007) and is a central foreign policy resource for many developed countries. Aid is important for both security and economic policy and hence involves significant political stakes. Second, in foreign aid policy, there is a fairly clear distinction between a policy of bilateral aid and one of multilateral giving. Bilateral aid is given directly to a foreign country or to groups within it. In a multilateral policy, the US and other countries either coordinate their aid giving or they give aid to an international institution, like the World Bank, a regional development bank, or the UN, which then distributes that aid according to the institution’s own decision process. We focus on the latter case which is more clearly a coordinated, multilateral one ;and this clear distinction with bilateral policy facilitates the qualitative and empirical tests that we conduct. Finally, the US has continuously but variably contributed some amount of its aid through multilateral channels since the 1960s. Each budgetary cycle then for close to sixty years the US has chosen to give some percentage of its aid through multilateral channels. Aid has not been all multilateral or all bilateral. Figure 1 shows that US multilateral official development assistance (ODA) as a percent of its total aid has always been lower than the average for all other OECD donors and is usually between 10 and 30%. Some evidence suggests multilateral aid giving is more efficient than a unilateral policy (Balogh, 1967; Easterly and Pfutze, 2008; Lumsdaine, 1993; Maizels and Nissanke, 1984; Martens et al., 2002) and hence countries should favor multilateralism in aid policy. Various studies also show that multilateral aid giving is more likely to follow OECD rules for best practices in aid and thus is less likely to serve donor’s priorities 4 than recipient needs (Easterly and Pfutze, 2008; Martens et al., 2002). These qualities of foreign aid make the choice for multilateralism in aid interesting. While we suspect that many of our findings will extend to other issue areas (e.g., security, the environment, or trade), future work might use our theoretical and empirical approach to study other issues.

Link: Multilateralism Good

Multilateralism key – signals other countries

Milner and Tingly ’10 – Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University (4/14/10, Helen and Dustin, The Choice for Multilateralism: Foreign Aid and American Foreign Policy, http://www.princeton.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/~dtingley/MilnerTingley_Multilateralism.pdf, BD)

In sum, our expectations are that support for a normative account should increase to the extent that 1) the American public opinion supports multilateralism by large majorities, 2) publics cite the increased legitimacy from multilateral action as the primary reason for supporting it, and 3) the standard left-right political ideological divide should not account for differences in support for multilateralism. Hegemonic Self-Binding Theory 5 Constructivists have written only a small amount about foreign aid policy, and they have had little to say about the choice of multilateralism in aid. But their arguments about aid tend to emphasize the points made above: the breadth of support for the norm. Lumsdaine (1993) and others (Noel and Therien, 1995) have emphasized the relationship between foreign aid and norms for domestic welfare. More recent work has focused on how to explain changing forms of aid and how this responds to changing global (Elgstrom, 2000; Sundstrom, 2005) or domestic (Hook, 2008) norms about the appropriate type of aid. These studies, however, focus on the introduction of new norms, and as noted above it is hard to argue that multilateralism is a new norm in American foreign policy. 12 A second account of why countries choose multilateralism relies on the calculations of the strongest country(ies); in our case, the US. In this view, the hegemon or world’s strongest power must first choose multilateralism and then others will follow. A hegemon chooses this as a form of self-constraint that allows them to signal to other countries that they will not abuse their position if the others participate in a joint adventure. As Lake argues, “dominant states must demonstrate that they cannot or will not abuse the authority that subordinates have entrusted to them…Some mechanism of restricting opportunism by dominant states is necessary. This requires that dominant states tie their hands, giving up policies or options they would have otherwise enjoyed, or send costly signals of their benign intent or willingness to act only within the bounds of what their subordinates regard as legitimate…Multilateralism has been a key signaling mechanism for the US since 1945” Similarly, others such as Ikenberry (2001) and Deudney (2007) have posited that the US has used international institutions and multilateralism to self-bind and restrain its power since World War II. Cowhey makes a related argument which suggests hegemons reduce their costs by not having to coerce other states constantly, and this is the reason they are willing to self-bind. “Other [states] will not become fully committed to working within the multilateral order unless they believe the dominant powers intend to stay with it. And it is in the interest of the great powers to reduce their burdens by winning voluntary compliance”

Theory Helper- We can only consult NATO
NATO is the only legitimate multilateral institution – Can’t consult anyone else

Krause, 04 – professor for International Relations at the Christian-Albrechts-University at Kiel and Director of the Institute for Security Policy at the University of Kiel (ISUK) and member of the Scientific Council of the Research Institute of the German Council on Foreign Relations (SPRING 2004, Joachim, THE WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, “Multilateralism: Behind European Views”, http://www.isuk.org/de/pdf/TWQKrause.pdf)

The challenge then is to establish an international security order that is effective, robust, and based on the UN Charter but one that allows for fallback solutions in case the Security Council proves unable to do its Chapter 7 job, to guarantee international order and to uphold the authority of the UN against actors defying it. The only promising option is to resort to NATO. As the Kosovo crises of 1998 and 1999 demonstrated, NATO is the only multilateral institution that has not only the necessary consultative mechanism to bring together the most important democratic states but also an integrated military structure that allows the alliance to act decisively and effectively. NATO’s effectiveness derives from U.S. leadership and capabilities as well as from the integrated structure of the alliance; its legitimacy stems from the fact that almost all major democratic states are involved. Even though NATO cannot formally supersede the Security Council, it is possible to reach an international understanding by which NATO becomes a kind of default contingency institution that comes into play as soon as the Security Council proves incapable of redressing a serious threat to international peace. NATO must not be the only regional organization to undertake the task of providing international order. Other regional organizations might step in as well, particularly in regions where NATO would find it difficult to act effectively. Because no other international organization exists with similar characteristics, NATO might play a role in helping other states act together in such a capacity. A global NATO, for instance, with different layers of regional cooperation could form the basis of a multilayered, multilateral security order that might be a useful supplement to an apparently defunct UN system of collective security. In addition to the Europe-Atlantic Partnership Council and the NATO-Russia Council, one can easily envision a NATOAsia Council or a NATO–Middle East Council, for example.

Consulting NATO K2 Troop withdrawal

Consulting NATO is key to troop withdrawal

Koschut 10 - Assistant Professor for North American foreign and security policy at the John-F. Kennedy Institute at Free University Berlin (1/15/10, Simon, Spiegel Online International, “How To Get Out Without Sacrificing Afghanistan’s Instability”, http://www.spiegel.de/international/germany/0,1518,672228,00.html MEF)

Critical to the successful completion of the mission in Afghanistan is that the ultimate decision to withdraw be made not by the individual nations participating in the conflict, but rather within NATO. Consultation and cooperation among alliance partners and the UN is essential to avoid weakening NATO. Only after a multilateral consensus should a concrete time line for withdrawal be set. The current process of developing a new strategic concept should be used to define NATO's role in future out-of-area operations.

Consulting NATO key to all phases of war including withdrawal and allocating remaining forces

Thompson 09(9/30/09, Peter, London Evening Standard, “Obama: The fight in Afghanistan is for Nato, not just America, http://www.thisislondon.co.uk/standard/article-23750541-obama-the-fight-in-afghanistan-is-for-nato-not-just-america.do MEF)
"We are working actively and diligently to consult with Nato at every step of the way," said Mr Obama. "We both agree that it is absolutely critical that we are successful in dismantling, disrupting, destroying the al Q'aida network and that we are effectively working with the Afghan government to provide the security necessary for that country." The talks came as news of a further setback emerged in the propaganda war being waged to win over Afghan civilians. A young Afghan girl suffered fatal injuries after a box of public information leaflets, dropped from an RAF transport aircraft over Helmand province, landed on her. The incident, which the Ministry of Defence said was "regrettable", was being investigated. It happened in June, but details have only just emerged. Obama has ordered a major review of the US strategy in Afghanistan before an expected demand for up to 40,000 more troops from his top commander in the region, General Stanley McChrystal. The president has held back on committing more troops to war after saying he was worried about "mission creep". But he has been accused of dithering in his decision by Republican critics, but has said any decision on extra troops will be taken after a series of intense talks. British forces, at a strength of more than 9,000, make up the second largest NATO group in Afghanistan. Obama did not specifically say that NATO should send more troops, but White House sources said he expected some of the 40,000 would come from NATO allies. Today he was meeting Defence Secretary Robert Gates and his entire national security team to discuss the Afghan situation. White House officials said the meeting with the president would be a review of the current situation in Afghanistan. The United States will withdraw about 4,000 troops from Iraq by the end of October, the U.S. military commander in Iraq said in testimony prepared for a congressional hearing on Wednesday. In his assessment of the war, General Ray Odierno will tell the House of Representatives Armed Services Committee that the United States is on track to withdraw all combat troops from Iraq by September 2010. "We have approximately 124,000 troops and 11 Combat Teams operating in Iraq today. By the end of October, I believe we will be down to 120,000 troops in Iraq," Odierno said in an advance copy of the testimony obtained on Tuesday. President Barack Obama's withdrawal timetable calls for the U.S. combat mission in Iraq to end on Aug. 31, 2010. However, a force of 30,000 to 50,000 troops will remain to train and equip Iraqi forces and protect provincial reconstruction teams, international projects and diplomatic staff. 
Afghanistan collapse Add-On

A) NATO U.S. alliance key to stop Nuclear Apocalypse, due to Afghanistan collapse

Mastriano 10 – MS in Strategic Intelligence (2/24/10, Douglas V., Research Paper, “Faust and the Padshah Sphinx: Reshaping the NATO Alliance to Win in Afghanistan”, http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA518150  MEF)
Nine years after the 9/11 attacks, things look grim in Afghanistan, but it is not too late. NATO, and her strongest partner, the US, possess both the initiative and ability to turn things around. The first step is to establish unity of effort and unity of command through competent strategic leadership. Everyone needs to appreciate their partner’s contributions, agree to employ forces where they appropriately suit the mission, develop C2 structure to increase effectiveness and mutually support all members of the alliance to achieve the stated end state. No one, two or even three nations can do everything and expect to succeed, but cooperatively this alliance can win. What is at stake in Afghanistan for NATO and the United States? It is hard to imagine a positive outcome with failure. Apocalypse like scenarios seem probable if things go terribly wrong. Failure of the ISAF mission will fragment NATO, with American influence in Europe diminishing in the face of an emerging EU army and its potential economic power. Afghanistan will certainly collapse into a failing state in a vicious civil war, dragging with it, the nuclear and fragile Pakistan. Emboldening radical Islamists, now gaining inspiration from the defeat of the last superpower, will likely stimulate additional struggles and destabilize more fragile states. This is not an outcome palatable to NATO, the US or the global community. They simply must do the hard work to create unity of effort and unity of command through capable leadership because loosing is not an option.

B) That leads to extinction

Bosco 2006 – Senior Editor at Foreign Policy Magazine (7/23/2006, David, “Could This Be the Start of World War III?” http://usc.glo.org/forums/0016/viewtopic.php?p=403&sid=95896c43b66ffa28f9932774a408bb4b)

ARMAGEDDON   Could This Be the Start of World War III?   As the Middle East erupts, there are plenty of scenarios for global conflagration.   By David Bosco, David Bosco is a senior editor at Foreign Policy magazine.   July 23, 2006   IT WAS LATE JUNE in Sarajevo when Gavrilo Princip shot Archduke Franz Ferdinand and his wife. After emptying his revolver, the young Serb nationalist jumped into the shallow river that runs through the city and was quickly seized. But the events he set in motion could not be so easily restrained. Two months later, Europe was at war.  The understanding that small but violent acts can spark global conflagration is etched into the world's consciousness. The reverberations from Princip's shots in the summer of 1914 ultimately took the lives of more than 10 million people, shattered four empires and dragged more than two dozen countries into war.  This hot summer, as the world watches the violence in the Middle East, the awareness of peace's fragility is particularly acute. The bloodshed in Lebanon appears to be part of a broader upsurge in unrest. Iraq is suffering through one of its bloodiest months since the U.S.-led invasion in 2003. Taliban militants are burning schools and attacking villages in southern Afghanistan as the United States and NATO struggle to defend that country's fragile government. Nuclear-armed India is still cleaning up the wreckage from a large terrorist attack in which it suspects militants from rival Pakistan. The world is awash in weapons, North Korea and Iran are developing nuclear capabilities, and long-range missile technology is spreading like a virus.  Some see the start of a global conflict. "We're in the early stages of what I would describe as the Third World War," former House Speaker Newt Gingrich said last week. Certain religious websites are abuzz with talk of Armageddon. There may be as much hyperbole as prophecy in the forecasts for world war. But it's not hard to conjure ways that today's hot spots could ignite.  Consider the following scenarios:   • Targeting Iran: As Israeli troops seek out and destroy Hezbollah forces in southern Lebanon, intelligence officials spot a shipment of longer-range Iranian missiles heading for Lebanon. The Israeli government decides to strike the convoy and Iranian nuclear facilities simultaneously. After Iran has recovered from the shock, Revolutionary Guards surging across the border into Iraq, bent on striking Israel's American allies. Governments in Syria, Jordan, Egypt and Saudi Arabia face violent street protests demanding retribution against Israel — and they eventually yield, triggering a major regional war.

Afghanistan collapse Ext

The US needs allied support in Afghanistan that can only be gained through NATO consultation

Morellie & Belkin 09 - Section Research Manager for Europe and the Americas AND European Affairs Analyst at Congressional Research Service (12/3/09, Vincent & Paul, Congressional Research Service, “NATO in Afghanistan: A Test of the Transatlantic Alliance”, http://ftp.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33627.pdf)
NATO’s mission in Afghanistan also continues to test U.S. leadership of the alliance. The decision in late 2008 by the Obama Administration to send an additional 17,000 U.S. troops to the Afghanistan theatre in 2009 to provide additional security for the national elections had been characterized by some in Europe as a “relief” for a few European capitals beset by public opposition to the war and other political dynamics. These observers, however, believed the U.S. decision would be used as an excuse for some nations to do less, anticipating that the United States would take on an even more enhanced role in the conflict. However, it is estimated that the NATO allies did provide an additional 5,000 military forces to support the August national election and help expedite the training of additional Afghan security forces. Now, in the wake of President Obama’s decision to send additional U.S. military forces to Afghanistan in 2010, the ability of the U.S. government to encourage increased European support for the ISAF mission has become yet a new challenge to the U.S. strategy for addressing the conflict. By September 2008, a highly respected opinion poll published by the German Marshall Fund found a sharp decline had developed in European public opinion towards U.S. leadership since 2002. In key European countries, the desirability of U.S. leadership in the world, in some instances a direct result of the U.S. invasion of Iraq, fell from 64% in 2002 to 36% in June 2008; the approval rating of former President Bush in these same countries fell from 38% in 2002 to 19% in 2008.7 This decline in support for the United States complicated the efforts of allied governments to sustain public support for the ISAF mission as some in Europe believed that the NATO effort in Afghanistan was merely a proxy war for the United States consumed with Iraq. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates gave credence to the political ramifications of the Iraq war when he said in February 2008, “I worry that for many Europeans the missions in Iraq and Afghanistan are confused.... Many of them ... have a problem with our involvement in Iraq and project that to Afghanistan.”8 In response to the declining support for the U.S.-led effort in Afghanistan, the former Bush Administration led an effort before NATO’s Bucharest summit in April 2008 to develop a “strategic vision” white paper for Afghanistan that laid out a rationale for the mission that could be used to garner more public support for ISAF. The paper made four principal points: the allies promised a “long-term commitment” to Afghanistan; expressed support to improve the country’s governance; pledged a “comprehensive approach” to bring civil and military efforts to effect stabilization; and promised increased engagement with Afghanistan’s neighbors, “especially Pakistan.”9 The paper represented some strides in bringing together allied views. Some allies believed that the military commitment remained paramount if security in the country were to improve so that reconstruction may proceed throughout Afghanistan. The paper, however, did not present a pledge of more forces or a plan for engaging Pakistan or Iran. The allies believed that the United States, as a global power, needed to provide the leadership and resources to counter the destabilizing influences upon Afghanistan of the two neighboring states.

NATO has been key to Afghan stability. Narcotic proliferation, terrorism, and violence would ensue if their commitment wavers.

Fried 08 – Assistant Secretary for European and Eurasian Affairs ( Daniel, Sept. 09, Testimony Before the Senate Committee on Foreign, “NATO: Enlargement and Effectiveness”, http://www.disam.dsca.mil/pubs/INDEXES/Vol%2030_3/Fried.pdf)

Afghanistan NATO is in action in two major operations, ISAF, in Afghanistan, and KFOR [Kosovo Forces], in Kosovo. More than anywhere else, Afghanistan is the place where our new capabilities are being developed and tested. Allies are fighting and doing good work there, but NATO—all of us—have much more to do and much more to learn. Let me be blunt: We still face real challenges in Afghanistan. Levels of violence are up, particularly in the south where the insurgency has strengthened. Public confidence in government is shaky because of rising concerns about corruption and tribalism. And the border areas in Pakistan provide a haven for terrorists and Taliban who wage attacks in Afghanistan. Civilian-military cooperation does not work as well as it should, and civilian reconstruction and governance do not follow quickly enough behind military operations. In this regard, we welcome the appointment of Kai Eide as Special Representative of the UN Secretary General for Afghanistan. In this capacity, Ambassador Eide will coordinate the international donor community and raise the profile of the UN’s role in Afghanistan in supporting the government of Afghanistan. The United States will lend its strongest support to Ambassador Eide’s efforts. It will be critical to ensure that he is empowered to work in concert with NATO and to coordinate broad civilian efforts—and go back to capitals for more resources—in support of the sovereign Government of Afghanistan. We look forward to Ambassador Eide’s confirmation by the UN Security Council later this week and hope he will be present at the Bucharest Summit in April. Narcotics remain a serious problem. Efforts to counter this scourge are working in some but certainly not all parts of the country. The Taliban are using the profits from drug revenues and the instability spread by corruption and lawlessness to fund their insurgent activities. Helmand Province continues to be the epicenter, with fully 53 percent of total cultivation; and our eradication efforts there have had insufficient traction, significantly due to the absence of adequate force protection for our eradication force. Yet there is good news too. In much of the north and east, poppy cultivation is down. In a secure environment, farmers can more easily exercise alternatives and are not subject to the same threats and intimidation by insurgents. According to UN data, we expect that this year 22 of 34 provinces are likely to be either poppy free or cultivating fewer than 1,000 hectares of poppies. With improved governance and security conditions, we believe it will be possible to achieve reductions in cultivation in the remaining provinces in coming years. NATO is working hard but needs to focus on counterinsurgency tactics, provide both more forces in order to facilitate increased and faster reconstruction assistance, and improve performance in supporting robust Afghan counter-narcotics efforts. Fundamentally, NATO needs to show greater political solidarity and greater operational flexibility for deployed forces. But while we are sober about the challenges, we also must recognize our achievements. There is good news. NATO had some real operational successes last year with our Afghan partners. Despite dire predictions, the Taliban’s much-vaunted Spring Offensive never materialized in 2007. Think back to a year ago, when the Taliban were on a media blitz threatening to take Kandahar. Today we hear no such claims because we stood together—Afghans, Americans, Allies, and our partners—to stare down that threat. We pursued the enemy last year; and over the winter we maintained NATO’s operational tempo, capturing or killing insurgent leaders and reducing the Taliban’s ability to rest and recoup. Some districts and villages throughout eastern and southern Afghanistan are more secure today than they have been in years or decades. Roads, schools, markets, and clinics have been built all over the country. Six million Afghan children now go to school, one third of them girls. That is two million girls in school when under the Taliban there were none, zero. Some 80 percent of Afghans have access to health care—under the Taliban it was only eight percent. Afghan soldiers are increasingly at the forefront of operations, and the number we have trained and equipped has swelled from 35,000 to almost 50,000 in the last year. This spring, the United States will send an additional 3,200 Marines for about seven months to capitalize on these gains and support the momentum. Of this number, 2,000 Marines will be added to ISAF combat missions in the south and 1,200 more trainers for the U.S.-led Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan. We are urging Allies to match these contributions, so they can take on the same roles when our Marines leave this autumn. Afghanistan is issue number one for NATO’s Bucharest Summit next month. NATO is preparing a common strategy document on Afghanistan that will help explain to publics the reasons we are fighting in Afghanistan and how we are going to succeed.

Not consulting NATO on issues like Afghanistan and military ruins ties with the alliance

NYT, 03 (February 21, 2003, Michael R. Gordon, Staff Writer, “THREATS AND RESPONSES: AFGHAN SECURITY; NATO Chief Says Alliance Needs Role in Afghanistan,” Lexis, AR)

Lord Robertson acknowledged that the debate over sending equipment to Turkey -- initially opposed by France, Germany and Belgium -- had severely strained the alliance, but he insisted that the damage was not irreparable. "The alliance has been damaged but it is not broken," he said in an interview. "We got a decision." Lord Robertson said several factors had made the issue a contentious one, including public opinion in Europe. "The U.S. message is not getting through to European publics," he said. "There is a different background. There is a greater support for multinational institutions in Europe like the United Nations than perhaps in the United States. I think a lot of people thought, 'Why Iraq? Why now?' " Lord Robertson also said the initial reluctance by the United States to consult NATO about Afghanistan when Washington first intervened to topple the Taliban had strained ties within the alliance. "There was an assumption that the alliance would be asked to do more than ultimately it was asked at that time, and that maybe has left some bruises behind," he said. Still, Lord Robertson defended his efforts to force a decision and acknowledged that he had written a letter to NATO heads of state warning them that the credibility of the alliance was at risk. He insisted that the alliance had weathered the storm because it ultimately did decide -- by dint of maneuvering the decision to a diplomatic forum that excluded France, and overcoming first German and then Belgian resistance -- to help protect Turkey in the event of a war with Iraq.
Economy Add-On (1/2)
A) US and Europe rely upon each other for economic stability best facilitated by cooperation through NATO. 

Shapiro & Witney 09 - director of research at the "Center on the United States and Europe" at the Brookings Institution and Chief Executive of the European Defense Agency (October 2009, “Towards a Post-American Europe” www.brookings.edu/reports/2009/1102_europe_shapiro.aspx)
Instead, decisions are taken largely through bilateral channels between Washington and the different European capitals, or under US direction within NATO. This does not mean that Europeans necessarily play the loyal subordinate role with real conviction. Though they may talk a good game, few of them are keen to get muddy. The more usual pattern is that the US seeks support and the Europeans seek consultations. Yet Europeans not only tolerate American leadership, they also look for it (although they are not always happy with what they get). This asymmetry is so apparent to all that it made perfect sense for President Obama to declare on his first trip to Europe as president that “America cannot confront the challenges of this century alone, but Europe cannot confront them without America.” In other words, America needs partners, Europe needs its American partner. Europeans worry – rightly – that this asymmetry of power reflects an asymmetry in the importance attached by either side to their relationship. In contrast, the European giant feels no such deference or anxiety in regulatory and commercial matters. The “Rise of the Rest” notwithstanding, the US and Europe remain far and away each other’s most important economic partner. It is not just trade; through integration of corporate investment, production, and research and development, the US and Europe have become the most interdependent regions in world history. The transatlantic economy generates about $3.75 trillion (euro 2.59 trillion) in commercial sales a year and directly employs up to 14 million workers on both sides of the Atlantic. The EU and the US are also the most important source for foreign direct investment in each other’s economies: corporate Europe accounted for 71 percent of total FDI in the US in 2007, while Europe accounted for 62 percent of the total foreign assets of corporate America. But unlike the security and defence relationship, the economic relationship is a combative one in which neither side demonstrates much deference to the other. Though tariff battles are now increasingly rare, trouble is always flaring over non-tariff barriers to trade, particularly in agricultural products, compounded by genuine differences in public attitudes to such matters as genetic modification of crops or hormone treatment of beef. Europe also shows no hesitation in standing up for its interests in competition policy – for example, by slapping multimillion dollar fines on US giants such as Microsoft and Intel. Indeed, in the sphere of regulation, Brussels sets global standards with which American (and other non-European) companies have little option but to comply.10Despite the rows, the equal nature of the economic relationship benefits both sides of the Atlantic. The best example may be civil aerospace where, despite the constant fights over alleged illegal subsidies to Airbus and Boeing, a highly competitive situation has emerged which is of huge benefit to airlines, the travelling public, and the broader economies on both sides of the Atlantic. The industries as a whole benefit too: they dominate the world between them precisely because each feels the hot breath of the other on the back of its neck. (Compare and contrast this situation with that in the defence industry, where US superiority is translated into restriction of US market access to Europeans and refusal to share US technology.) The two economic colossi have also co-operated effectively. Throughout the latter half of the 20th century they were able to run the world economy between them through the IMF, the World Bank, and the G7/8. The foundations of this old order are now, of course, being eroded by the “Rise of the Rest”, with the emergence of the G20 – and the G2 – being the most obvious symptoms. The current economic crisis has highlighted the way that Europe’s global influence is weakened when it is unable to agree common positions on economic policy and governance. But with the European Central Bank emerging as a powerful and necessary collaborator for the Federal Reserve, the crisis has also underlined the growing power of the euro. 

Economy Add-On (2/2)
B) Economic recovery key to prevent war and loss of democracy, individual liberty, and social tolerance 

DeLong 06 – Profesor of Economics at Univ. of CA – Berkeley (2006, J. Bradford, “The Economic History of the Twentieth Century: Slouching towards Utopia?” Harvard Magazine http://harvardmagazine.com/2006/01/growth-is-good.html) 
Benjamin M. Friedman ’66, Jf ’71, Ph.D. ’71, Maier professor of political economy, now fills in this gap: he makes a powerful argument that—politically and sociologically—modern society is a bicycle, with economic growth being the forward momentum that keeps the wheels spinning. As long as the wheels of a bicycle are spinning rapidly, it is a very stable vehicle indeed. But, he argues, when the wheels stop—even as the result of economic stagnation, rather than a downturn or a depression—political democracy, individual liberty, and social tolerance are then greatly at risk even in countries where the absolute level of material prosperity remains high. Consider just one of his examples—a calculation he picks up from his colleague Alberto Alesina, Ropes professor of political economy, and others: in an average country in the late twentieth century, real per capita income is falling by 1.4 percent in the year in which a military coup occurs; it is rising by 1.4 percent in the year in which there is a legitimate constitutional transfer of political power; and it is rising by 2.7 percent in the year in which no major transfer of political power takes place. If you want all kinds of non-economic good things, Friedman says—like openness of opportunity, tolerance, economic and social mobility, fairness, and democracy—rapid economic growth makes it much, much easier to get them; and economic stagnation makes getting and maintaining them nearly impossible. The book is a delight to read, probing relatively deeply into individual topics and yet managing to hurry along from discussions of political order in Africa to economic growth and the environment, to growth and equality, to the Enlightenment thinkers of eighteenth-century Europe, to the twentieth-century histories of the major European countries, to a host of other subjects. Yet each topic’s relationship to the central thesis of the book is clear: the subchapters show the virtuous circles (by which economic growth and sociopolitical progress and liberty reinforce each other) and the vicious circles (by which stagnation breeds violence and dictatorship) in action. Where growth is rapid, the movement toward democracy is easier and societies become freer and more tolerant. And societies that are free and more tolerant (albeit not necessarily democratic) find it easier to attain rapid economic growth. Friedman is not afraid to charge head-on at the major twentieth-century counterexample to his thesis: the Great Depression in the United States. Elsewhere in the world, that catastrophe offers no challenge to his point of view. Rising unemployment and declining incomes in Japan in the 1930s certainly played a role in the assassinations and silent coups by which that country went from a functioning constitutional monarchy with representative institutions in 1930 to a fascist military dictatorship in 1940—a dictatorship that, tied down in a quagmire of a land war in Asia as a result of its attack on China, thought it was a good idea to attack, and thus add to its enemies, the two superpowers of Britain and the United States. In western Europe the calculus is equally simple: no Great Depression, no Hitler. The saddest book on my shelf is a 1928 volume called Republican Germany: An Economic and Political Survey, the thesis of which is that after a decade of post-World War I political turmoil, Germany had finally become a stable, legitimate, democratic republic. And only the fact that the Great Depression came and offered Hitler his opportunity made it wrong. 

Economy Ext

NATO network key to a cohesive economic and defense system

Goldgeier 10 – Senior Fellow for Transatlantic Relations (Feb. 2010, James M, Council on Foreign Relations, “The Future of NATO”, http://www.gees.org/files/documentation/11032010175619_Documen-07787.pdf, DS)

The United States is not, however, starting from scratch, and NATO should not disappear. While the bonds across the Atlantic may be frayed, they are stronger than those tying the United States to other parts of the world. Common history and values matter, as do the resources (both financial and military) that Europe possesses. The NATO allies share a common interest in preventing disruptions to the global economy, including attacks on freedom of navigation. As a community of democracies, the member states are threatened by forces such as Islamic extremism and the rise of authoritarian states. For the United States, the alliance is a source of legitimacy for actions in places like Afghanistan. For Europe, NATO is a vehicle for projecting hard power. While NATO alone cannot defend against the range of threats facing the member states, it can serve as the hub for American and European leaders to develop the ties with other institutions and non-European countries necessary to provide for the common defense. For all its faults, NATO enables the United States to partner with close democratic allies in ways that would be difficult without a formal institution that provides a headquarters and ready venue for decision-making, as well as legitimacy and support for action that ad hoc U.S.-led coalitions do not.

Hegemony Add-On

A) Consultation maintains US hegemony

Global Times 10 (6/2/10, Global Times, “US strategy aimed at hearts and minds”, http://opinion.globaltimes.cn/commentary/2010-06/538012.html) 
US National Security Strategy 2010, a quadrennial report on US security policies, was published on May 28. The new security strategy emphasises "diplomatic contacts" and "international alliances," while avoiding the use of the term "war on terror." What's new in this strategy? How will it affect China? The Global Times (GT) interviewed Shen Dingli (Shen), director of the Center for American Studies at Fudan University, Ni Feng (Ni), director of the Institute of American Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, Han Xudong(Han), a professor from the Strategy Department of the National Defense University and Ding Gang (Ding), a senior editor at the People's Daily, on the changes in US strategy. Han: US National Security Strategy is published every four years. Although the report is not legally binding, it is a guidance paper that directs military, diplomatic, and economic efforts as well as some other related areas. The latest report is the first one to be unveiled by the Obama administration, so has received considerable publicity. But it is still aimed at maintaining worldwide US hegemony. The essence of the strategy adjustment is only a change in tactics, not in goals. Ni: The innovations of this report will be measured in the ways and means it proposes. The Bush administration utilized unilateralism, while Obama is laying stress on contact and consultation. A preference for military force is now replaced by the measures of listening to and convincing others. The previous mistaken policies damaged the US national strength, and its power could not meet its ambitions. The US would like other countries to share responsibility for maintaining worldwide hegemony due to the tremendous costs, which it cannot pay any longer. Shen: The new strategy does not have many fresh points. Obama does not believe in international cooperation any more than Bush did. He is only veering in another direction because of the deadends of the previous route. For both Obama and Bush, international cooperation is only a means, not an end. The extent to giving priority to cooperation defines their difference. Bush was still in need of allies. He expanded the range of US alliances to Pakistan. Obama's new strategy is updating the package, but the essence is still the same. If international cooperation does not accomplish US goals, the US will switch back to unilateralism for sure.
B) American primacy is vital to accessing every major impact—the only threat to world peace is if we allow it to collapse

Thayer, 06 - Professor of security studies at Missouri State (November 2006, Bradley, The National Interest, “In Defense of Primacy”, November/December, p. 32-37)

A grand strategy based on American primacy means ensuring the United States stays the world's number one power‑the diplomatic, economic and military leader. Those arguing against primacy claim that the United States should retrench, ei​ther because the United States lacks the power to maintain its primacy and should withdraw from its global commitments, or because the maintenance of primacy will lead the United States into the trap of "imperial overstretch." In the previous issue of The National Interest, Christopher Layne warned of these dangers of pri​macy and called for retrenchment.1 Those arguing for a grand strategy of retrenchment are a diverse lot. They include isolationists, who want no foreign military commitments; selective engagers, who want U.S. military commitments to centers of economic might; and offshore balancers, who want a modified form of selective engagement that would have the United States abandon its landpower presence abroad in favor of relying on airpower and seapower to defend its in​terests. But retrenchment, in any of its guis​es, must be avoided. If the United States adopted such a strategy, it would be a profound strategic mistake that would lead to far greater instability and war in the world, imperil American security and deny the United States and its allies the benefits of primacy. There are two critical issues in any discussion of America's grand strategy: Can America remain the dominant state? Should it strive to do this? America can remain dominant due to its prodigious military, economic and soft power capa​bilities. The totality of that equation of power answers the first issue. The United States has overwhelming military capa​bilities and wealth in comparison to other states or likely potential alliances. Barring some disaster or tremendous folly, that will remain the case for the foreseeable future. With few exceptions, even those who advocate retrenchment acknowledge this. So the debate revolves around the desirability of maintaining American pri​macy. Proponents of retrenchment focus a great deal on the costs of U.S. action​ but they fall to realize what is good about American primacy. The price and risks of primacy are reported in newspapers every day; the benefits that stem from it are not. A GRAND strategy of ensur​ing American primacy takes as its starting point the protec​tion of the U.S. homeland and American global interests. These interests include ensuring that critical resources like oil flow around the world, that the global trade and monetary regimes flourish and that Washington's worldwide network of allies is reassured and protected. Allies are a great asset to the United States, in part because they shoulder some of its burdens. Thus, it is no surprise to see NATO in Afghanistan or the Australians in East Timor. In contrast, a strategy based on re​trenchment will not be able to achieve these fundamental objectives of the United States. Indeed, retrenchment will make the United States less secure than the present grand strategy of primacy. This is because threats will exist no mat​ter what role America chooses to play in international politics. Washington can​not call a "time out", and it cannot hide from threats. Whether they are terror​ists, rogue states or rising powers, his​tory shows that threats must be confront​ed. Simply by declaring that the United States is "going home", thus abandoning its commitments or making unconvinc​ing half‑pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect American wishes to retreat. To make such a declaration implies weak​ness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true of the anarchic world of interna​tional politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats that confront the United States, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats. And when enemies must be confront​ed, a strategy based on primacy focuses on engaging enemies overseas, away from .American soil. Indeed, a key tenet of the Bush Doctrine is to attack terrorists far from America's shores and not to wait while they use bases in other countries to plan and train for attacks against the United States itself. This requires a phys​ical, on‑the‑ground presence that cannot be achieved by offshore balancing. Indeed, as Barry Posen has noted, U.S. primacy is secured because America, at present, commands the "global com​mon"‑‑the oceans, the world's airspace and outer space‑allowing the United States to project its power far from its borders, while denying those common avenues to its enemies. As a consequence, the costs of power projection for the United States and its allies are reduced, and the robustness of the United States' conventional and strategic deterrent ca​pabilities is increased.' This is not an advantage that should be relinquished lightly. A remarkable fact about international politics today‑-in a world where Ameri​can primacy is clearly and unambiguous​ly on display--is that countries want to align themselves with the United States. Of course, this is not out of any sense of altruism, in most cases, but because doing so allows them to use the power of the United States for their own purposes, ​their own protection, or to gain greater influence. Of 192 countries, 84 are allied with America‑-their security is tied to the United States through treaties and other informal arrangements‑and they include almost all of the major economic and military powers. That is a ratio of almost 17 to one (85 to five), and a big change from the Cold War when the ratio was about 1.8 to one of states aligned with the United States versus the Soviet Union. Never before in its history has this coun​try, or any country, had so many allies. U.S. primacy‑-and the bandwagon​ing effect‑has also given us extensive in​fluence in international politics, allowing the United States to shape the behavior of states and international institutions. Such influence comes in many forms, one of which is America's ability to cre​ate coalitions of like‑minded states to free Kosovo, stabilize Afghanistan, invade Iraq or to stop proliferation through the Pro​liferation Security Initiative (PSI). Doing so allows the United States to operate with allies outside of the where it can be stymied by opponents. American‑led wars in Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq stand in contrast to the UN's inability to save the people of Darfur or even to conduct any military campaign to realize the goals of its charter. The quiet effec​tiveness of the PSI in dismantling Libya's WMD programs and unraveling the A. Q. Khan proliferation network are in sharp relief to the typically toothless attempts by the UN to halt proliferation. You can count with one hand coun​tries opposed to the United States. They are the "Gang of Five": China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea and Venezeula. Of course, countries like India, for example, do not agree with all policy choices made by the United States, such as toward Iran, but New Delhi is friendly to Washington. Only the "Gang of Five" may be expected to consistently resist the agenda and ac​tions of the United States. China is clearly the most important of these states because it is a rising great power. But even Beijing is intimidated by the United States and refrains from openly challenging U.S. power. China proclaims that it will, if necessary, re​sort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communica​tion and intelligence satellites upon which the United States depends. But China may not be confident those strategies would work, and so it is likely to refrain from testing the United States directly for the foreseeable future because China's power benefits, as we shall see, from the international order U.S. primacy creates. The other states are far weaker than China. For three of the "Gang of Five" cases‑‑Venezuela, Iran, Cuba‑it is an anti‑U.S. regime that is the source of the problem; the country itself is not intrin​sically anti‑American. Indeed, a change of regime in Caracas, Tehran or Havana could very well reorient relations. THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power‑‑Rome, Britain or the United States today. Schol​ars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics. Everything we think of when we con​sider the current international order‑free trade, a robust monetary regime, increas​ing respect for human rights, growing de​mocratization‑‑is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages fol​lowed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. With​out U.S. power, the liberal order cre​ated by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Rai Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washing​ton and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated rela​tionships aligned‑-between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread de​mocracy and other elements of its ideol​ogy of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing inter​ests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. lead​ership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Admin​istration for attempting to spread democ​racy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's crit​ics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or sta​bilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Per​haps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Af​ghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threat​ened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Wash​ington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western‑style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Ku​wait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive. Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the glob​al economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network character​ized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mo​bility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a glob​al public good from which all states ben​efit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well‑being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin‑offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his ca​reer confident in the socialist ideology of post‑independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recog​nizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globaliza​tion, which are facilitated through Amer​ican primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. Fourth and finally, the United States, in seeking primacy, has been willing to use its power not only to advance its interests but to promote the welfare of people all over the globe. The United States is the earth's leading source of positive exter​nalities for the world. The U.S. military has participated in over fifty operations since the end of the Cold War‑‑and most of those missions have been humanitarian in nature. Indeed, the U.S. military is the earth's "911 force"‑it serves, de facto, as the world's police, the global paramedic and the planet's fire department. When​ever there is a natural disaster, earth​quake, flood, drought, volcanic eruption, typhoon or tsunami, the United States assists the countries in need. On the day after Christmas in 2004, a tremendous earthquake and tsunami occurred in the Indian Ocean near Sumatra, killing some 300,000 people. The United States was the first to respond with aid. Washing​ton followed up with a large contribu​tion of aid and deployed the U.S. military to South and Southeast Asia for many months to help with the aftermath of the disaster. About 20,000 U.S. soldiers, sail​ors, airmen and marines responded by providing water, food, medical aid, disease treatment and prevention as well as foren​sic assistance to help identify the bodies of those killed. Only the U.S. military could have accomplished this Herculean effort. No other force possesses the communica​tions capabilities or global logistical reach of the U.S. military. In fact, UN peace​keeping operations depend on the United States to supply UN forces. American generosity has done more to help the United States fight the War on Terror than almost any other measure. Before the tsunami, 80 percent of Indo​nesian public opinion was opposed to the United States; after it, 80 percent had a favorable opinion of America. Two years after the disaster, and in poll after poll, Indonesians still have overwhelmingly positive views of the United States. In October 2005, an enormous earthquake struck Kashmir, killing about 74,000 peo​ple and leaving three million homeless. The U.S. military responded immediate​ly, diverting helicopters fighting the War on Terror in nearby Afghanistan to bring relief as soon as possible. To help those ill need, the United States also provided fi​nancial aid to Pakistan; and, as one might expect from those witnessing the munifi​cence of the United States, it left a last​ing impression about America. For the first time since 9/11, polls of Pakistani opinion have found that more people are favorable toward the United States than unfavorable, while support for Al‑Qaeda dropped to its lowest level. Whether in Indonesia or Kashmir, the money was well‑spent because it helped people in the wake of disasters, but it also had a real impact on the War on Terror. When people in the Muslim world witness the U.S. military conducting a humanitarian mission, there is a clearly positive impact on Muslim opinion of the United States. As the War on Terror is a war of ideas and opinion as much as military action, for the United States humanitarian mis​sions are the equivalent of a blitzkrieg.

Hegemony Ext

US consultation with NATO is key to global hegemony and maintaining military dominance.

BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific, 99 ( Apr 24, 1999,  Xinhua news agency domestic service, CHINESE AGENCY SAYS US PURSUING "HEGEMONIC STRATEGY" THROUGH NATO,  Lexis, AR)
Text of "news analysis" by Xinhua reporter Yuan Bingzhong entitled: "The new strategy of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the US global strategy" carried by Xinhua news agency Washington, 23rd April: One of the most important topics for discussion at the summit meeting of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) held 23rd-25th April is to formulate and publish NATO'snew strategy for the next century. The core of NATO's new strategy is to expand NATO's sphere of military operation and it will be NATO's action programme for interfering in the internal affairs of, and invading, other countries in the future. The United States is the initiator and formulator of this hegemonic strategy, whereas NATO's new strategy is an important part of the US global strategy since the end of the Cold War.  According to the treaty signed in Washington when NATO was established in 1949, the signatories implement a "collective defence" policy. After that, the NATO bloc headed by the United States and the Warsaw bloc headed by the Soviet Union formed a situation of confrontation between the East and the West in Europe. Since the end of the Cold War, NATO has not ceased to exist following the disintegration of the Warsaw Treaty. Instead, it has formulated a new strategy for the 21st century. The contents of this strategy mainly include three aspects: expanding NATO and establishing partnership with its peripheral countries; revising the NATO Charter, formulating a new "strategic concept," and in addition to collective defence, NATO being able to fulfil tasks in non-NATO countries, thus turning NATO into an offensive organization; and speeding NATO's military modernization, quickening the military merging of NATO countries, increasing NATO's combat effectiveness to deal with weapon of mass destruction, and cracking down on "terrorism." The evolution of NATO's strategy has reflected changes in the US security strategy. After World War II, NATO became the core of US European strategy and was an important tool for the United States to contend for hegemony in Europe with the Soviet Union. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has attempted to continue to use NATO as a tool for its domination in affairs in Europe and even in the world as a whole. Being the only superpower of the world today, the United States has capitalized on its being strong, and has openly asserted that it wants to leader the world and to spread the US values and even political system to the whole world. In order to maintain this hegemonic position in the next century and to prevent the emergence of a regional big country that can challenge it, the United Stateshas put forward a strategy whose purpose is to establish a "uni-polar" new world order and has put the key points of realizing this strategic goal on Europe and the Asia-Pacific region, that is, the "two ocean strategy" with the Pacific and the Atlantic as key points. The United States held that once these two regions are put under control, it will be able to control the whole world and can seek the greatest political, security, and economic interests for itself. In Asia, the United States has strengthened its military alliance with Japan and the Republic of Korea in an attempt to control Asia. In Europe, the United States has energetically advocated transforming NATO and giving it a new mission. NATO's expansion and the establishment of partnership with its peripheral countries will enable the United States to continue to "have NATO in its power and order other countries about in NATO's name," thus realizing the goal of "merging Europe" and guarding against the comeback of Russia. The revision of the NATO Charter will enable theUnited States to use NATO to launch military attacks against countries which do not obey orders and NATO's frantic bombings in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia is the best proof. NATO's military modernization will enable the United States to obtain cooperation with other countries to deal with "terrorist" activities and the biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons. The United States also held that NATO's sphere of influence could even be expanded to regions outside Europe. In a speech, US Secretary of State Madeleine Albright put forward that countries in Central Asia could also join NATO. In this way, NATO will become a military tool for the United States to practice hegemony in the whole world. NATO's new strategy energetically advocated by the United States for establishing a uni-polar world has constituted a serious threat to world peace today. It has violated the international law and the UN Charter and is a challenge to the United Nations, an international organization that extensively represents the world. It inevitably has caused the international community to heighten its vigilance and it is unacceptable to all peace-loving countries of the world. The world is developing towards multi-polarization and the US strategy of establishing a uni-polar world order does not conform to the historical trends today. From a long-term point of view, as the United States meddles with others' affairs and carries out expansion everywhere, it inevitably will find its ability falling more and more short of its wishes and will obtain results opposite to what it wants.
AT: PERM do both (lie) (1/2)
1. The perm fails: government action invariably involves leaks which will expose the true intentions of consultation – transparency builds international cooperation.

Finel & Lord 02 – *Professor of Military Strategy and Operations at the U.S. National War College and past Executive Director of the Security Studies Program and the Center for Peace and Security Studies at Georgetown University from 2002-2004 and **Vice-President and Director of studies at the Center for a New American Security and Foreign Policy Studies Program fellow at the Brookings Institute. (Bernard I. Finel and Kristin M. Lord, Power and Security in the Age of Transparency, p. 101. DS)

In fact, a government that tolerates a free press pays a price by exposing itself to exploitation by states with private information. The press has some ability to expose leaders to potential punishment by the voters or the courts for lies told in office. These inherent costs of democratic government may, under some circumstances, be sufficient to distinguish the promises of democracies as more credible than the promises of nondemocracies."' As Keohane put it, Some governments maintain secrecy more zealously than others. American officials, for example, often lament that the U.S. government leaks information “like a sieve” and claim that this openness puts the United States at a disadvantage Surely there are disadvantages to openness.... But some reflection on the problem of making agreements in world politics suggests that there are advantages for the open government that cannot be duplicated by countries with more tightly closed bureaucracies. Governments that cannot provide detailed and reliable information about their intentions-for instance, because their decision-making processes are closed to the outside world and their officials are prevented from developing frank informal relationships with their foreign counterparts-may well be unable convincingly to persuade their potential partners of their commitment to the contemplated arrangement.”

2. The permutation still links to the net-benefit. Consultation only preserves relations if revisions and changes can take place during consultation.

Sjursen 04 Awarded the Anna Lindh Award in 2006 for outstanding contributions to research in the field of European Foreign and Security Policy Studies. The award is initiated by three European foundations - Compagnia di Sao Paolo (Turin), Riksbankens Jubileumsfond (Stockholm) and Volkswagen Stiftung (Hanover). (July 2004, Helene “On the Identity of NATO”, International Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944-), Vol. 80, No. 4, The Transatlantic Relationship (Jul., 2004), pp. 687-703 

However, a multilateral arrangement is vulnerable. The vulnerability is linked to the absence of the possibility of sanctions within a multilateral system-the absence of the shared commitment of all the member states to be legally bound by the principles of multilateralism. The legal commitment that, as noted earlier, is a requirement for a pacific federation, is not present. Hence, there may be a general expectation inside NATO of consultation, equality and non-hierarchical decision-making processes; and when states break with these jointly accepted norms, they may provoke strong reactions from their fellow members. 48 However, the possibility of sanctioning the norm-breaker through legal means is not there. Thus, multilateralism within NATO, as elsewhere, is dependent on the benevolence of the member states and in particular the n the identity of NATO benevolence of the most powerful states within the organization. This was already evident in the early I96os, when Eisenhower's plans to share the United States' nuclear secrets with the European allies, and thereby ensure equality between the United States and its European allies, were abandoned.
3. Double-bind: Either the plan and CP are enacted simultaneously, meaning the perm links to the net benefit, or the plan is adopted after the CP which is a timeframe permutation and illegitimate


A. They make all the counterplans non-competitive and counterplans are key to negative ground.


B. They justify future fiat which shreds negative uniqueness ground for Das.


C. Voting issue for Fairness and Education

AT: Perm do both (Lie) (2/2)

4. They can’t win on the perm.


A. Perm magnifies the link to the net benefit – if NATO finds out the US in engaging in non-
genuine consultation they will be more angered than the plan without consultation.


B. Counterplan solves 100% of case – any risk the perm links to the net benefit means a neg win.

5. Only genuine consultation can save the alliance

Genuine consultation and respect is key to keep multilateralism alive.

Haass 02 - President of the Council on Foreign Relations, Director of policy planning for the Department of State, Principal adviser to Secretary of State Colin Powell, Confirmed by the U.S. Senate to hold the rank of ambassador, Served as U.S. coordinator for policy toward the future of Afghanistan and U.S. envoy to the Northern Ireland peace process, Received the State Department’s Distinguished Honor Award, Special assistant to President George H. W. Bush, received the Presidential Citizens Medal for  contributions to the development and articulation of U.S. policy during Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm, Served in the Departments of State (1981-85) and Defense (1979-80),  Vice president and director of foreign policy studies at the Brookings Institution, Holds a BA from Oberlin College and the Master and Doctor of Philosophy degrees from Oxford University  (April 22, Richard N. “Remarks to Foreign Policy Association”, US Department of State http://www.state.gov/s/p/rem/9632.htm, LS) 

First and foremost, American leadership is fundamental. Without it, multilateral initiatives can be stillborn, go astray -- or worse. We must be resolute and confident once we have embarked upon a policy. Yet leadership demands, as President Bush has emphasized on many occasions, a sense of humility. Leadership thus requires genuine consultation. We must respect the values, judgment, and interests of our friends and partners. We have no monopoly on wisdom. 

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

A) Kurtz 4 – Commander United States Navy (2004, Jonathan D. Kurtz, USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT FIXING THE TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONSHIP, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423739&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf LS/MEF) 

The US acts in its own self-interest, unilaterally if it has to, largely because it can. But to its detriment, according to some analysts, when events call for multilateralism, the hegemonic US invariably conducts allied consultations “not so much to forge a common policy, let alone build goodwill, as to persuade others of the rightness of the US cause.”31 Rather than trying to accommodate the Europeans in building a coalition to enter Iraq, as distasteful or tedious and time-consuming as that might have been for some in the Bush administration, the perception is that they cast European concerns aside. Even those European allies that supported the US campaign complained privately about the lack of consultation and diplomatic effort.32

B) Howard and Corver 8 (2008, Richard, Clinton, Ethics for the real world, http://www.ethicsfortherealworld.com/intro.pdf LS)

The message is that while we often think of ethics as shaping character, it may influence relationships even more. Ethical compromises erect social and emotional barriers between people—barriers that stubborn are hard to discuss. Tainted character is bad enough; strained relationships can be worse. Ethical compromise creates both. In developing ourselves as skillful ethical decision makers, these three insights will emerge repeatedly. The lesson is that it is better to choose instead of react, to develop sensitivity instead of numbness, and to heed the impact of ethical lapses on relationships.

AT: PERM do the plan (consult is normal means)

1. The Perm is severance


A. They sever out of the unconditional enforcement and certainty of the plan because NATO 
might say no or make minor adjustments.


B. The sever out of the immediacy of the plan because consultation takes time, fiat is immediate.


C. Voter



1. Moving Target: It allows them to spike out of our offense by removing parts of the plan 


that link, it is the same as affirmative conditionality.



2. Ground: It kills our CP and Kritik ground because they can remove parts of the plan to 


make everything not competitive.

2. Not Topical


A. Resolved, Webster’s Dictionary 2001: “Fixity of purpose”


B. They are not resolved in implementation because NATO can say no to the plan.


C. Voter: Perms can be extra topical but not completely non-topical.  This forces them to justify 
the resolution which is critical to counterplan and disad links. Our interpretation is more 
predictable because the resolution is the only sacrosanct thing in debate.

3. Even if Congress consults, it doesn’t give NATO binding veto power, which is critical to strengthen the alliance – that’s our 1NC evidence.

4. Consultation is not normal means.

Malone & Khong 03 - President of the International Peace Academy AND Fellow of Nuffield College and Director of the Centre for International Studies, Oxford University (David & Yuen, Unilateralism & U.S. foreign policy, “US Regional Policies”, pg. 348) DS

Foreign perceptions of the U.S.... are not only divergent: they are to a large extent incompatible in logical terms. They include a U.S. intent on minding what it sees as its own business; the dark, satanic U.S. of Islamic conspiracy theorists who see deliberate purpose and focused aim in every aspect of what America does (or indeed, does not do); a unilateralist U.S. which has made military power its tool of choice; and an America with a network of allies around the world, ensuring strategic stability in the key areas of Asia, Europe and the Middle East? It is not surprising that a view from Africa does not even feature on Heisbourg's list of foreign images of the United States. A hint at just what a low priority Africa is on the U.S. foreign policy radar screen. Determining the rhythm of overall U.S. foreign policy can be a complex undertaking, especially following a change in presidential administrations, because U.S. hegemony does not always translate into a discernible grand strategy. It is a more straightforward exercise in the African context, however, because U.S. policy takes a predictable pattern. The United States alliteratively embarks on unilateral action, disengages on U.S. terms, fails to consult properly with its partners, and rarely opts for genuine multilateralism

AT: PERM and consult on all other issues

1. Intrinsicness Perm:


A. It adds consultation on random policies.  The 1NC text was exclusive to the plan.


B. Moving Target: Reject the perm because it allows them to shift their advocacy to spike out of 
our offense.  A stable plan text is key to neg ground because it is the first place to look for 
strategies.


C. Ground: It allows the Aff to co-opt net benefits by adding new planks to plan.

2. The perm doesn’t consult on the plan.  Our evidence says this is the most important issue facing the alliance.  Multiple benefits of consultation aren’t needed – one act of consultation restructures the alliance and spills over into future consultation on all relevant issues – it’s empirically proven.
Hendrickson 07 (Spring 07, Ryan C., U.S Army War College, “The Miscalculation of NATO’s Death”, Academic Search Premier, MEF)
One of NATO’s first major crises was the handling of the Suez Canal crisis, in which France and the United Kingdom cooperated with Israel to launch military strikes on Egypt for its decision to nationalize the Suez Canal. The strikes were conducted without any consultation at NATO and with NATO Secretary General Lord Hastings Ismay out of the decision-making process.11 In fact, in the early military preparations for the strikes, the British made specific requests to their French counterparts to avoid any NATO involvement. In response to the strikes, the United States condemned the British-French-Israeli actions, and sided with the Soviet Union and Egypt in calling for the removal of Israeli forces from the region. Others in the alliance were upset with the British and French, given that the Soviet Union had just intervened in Hungary to suppress a democratic uprising, and that the alliance’s credibility had now been threatened due to the open disagreements between allies. US President Dwight Eisenhower felt that he had been personally betrayed by the British due to the secret planning for the military strikes and the complete absence of consultation with the United States.12 NATO historian Lawrence S. Kaplan notes that “the result was the near destruction of the alliance as the United States sided with the Soviets to oppose the Suez Operation. 

Ext: Military issues the most important (1/2)
Consultation on military policy key to unity

Lawson 09 - professor of political science at Mount Holyoke College for 34 years (2009, Ruth C., CONCERTING POLICIES IN THE NORTH ATLANTIC COMMUNITY, http://journals.cambridge.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/action/displayFulltext?type=1&fid=4277804&jid=&volumeId=&issueId=02&aid=4277784&bodyId=&membershipNumber=&societyETOCSession=, BD)

In the evolution of post-war international organization no problem, it can be argued, has moved with greater persistence into the foreground than that which focuses on the effort to devise common policies in the North Atlantic Community. Pressures to this end are both internal and external to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). On the one hand, the close military integration achieved by members impels them towards closer political integration. On the other hand, it is increasingly evident that NATO faces a threat which presents itself not only militarily but also politically through institutions and action programs reflecting a single political will. The effort to concert NATO policies is a reflection of the desirability and, in the opinion of many, the necessity of developing greater unity within the North Atlantic Community.

Military policy is the priority issue of consulting NATO

Lecoutre 10 (February 2010, Sophie, EU Diplomacy Papers, “The US Shift towards ‘Smart Power’ and its Impact on the Transatlantic Security Partnership”, http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:wnuFeVFY9YkJ:scholar.google.com/+MIlitary+Policy+transatlantic+consult&hl=en&as_sdt=80000000&as_ylo=2010 MEF)
‘Smart power’ has become the core principle of Obama’s foreign policy and an analysis of Obama’s speeches, as well as speeches by Joe Biden and by Hillary Clinton, demonstrates that all advocate a ‘smart power’ strategy. During a speech at the Woodrow Wilson Center in August 2007, Obama already claimed: “we need to integrate all aspects of American might” and “we must improve our civilian capacity”.49 He also explained that he will not hesitate to use the power of American diplomacy, as “the lesson of the Bush years is that not talking does not work”.50 During her confirmation hearing, Clinton explicitly endorsed ‘smart power’ as a new foreign policy strategy: “We must use what has been called ‘smart power’ the full range of tools at our disposal – diplomatic, economic, military, political, legal and cultural – picking the right tool or combination of tools for each situation”.51 This new approach of the Obama administration is also perceptible in Joe Biden’s statements. In his speech at the Munich Security Conference in February 2009, the US Vice President focused on two key elements of a ‘smart power’ strategy: cooperation and partnerships with other countries as well as dialogue. He asserted: “we will work in partnership whenever we can, alone only when we must”.52 Contrary to Bush’s approach, Biden stressed the necessity for cooperating with nations around the world and added: “We believe that international alliances and organizations do not diminish America’s power […] So we will engage. We will listen. We will consult”.53 These statements reveal the influence of American think tanks. In fact, many people who were working in these think tanks and research centers are now working for the new administration.54 It means that the people who elaborated the ‘smart power’ approach have now the opportunity to implement it. Implementing a ‘smart power’ strategy will take time, but one year after Obama’s arrival in the White House, we can already see some signs of implementation. Obama’s first decisions in office aimed at marking the policy reversal after the end of Bush’s terms: he issued orders to close the detention camp at Guantanamo within a year and to put an end to the CIA’s use of ‘enhanced interrogation’ methods (in order to ban torture). According to Nathalie Nougayrède, “ce geste sur les valeurs – la fermeture de Guantanamo – ressuscite le soft power américain auprès des Européens”.55 In addition, Obama’s new strategy in Afghanistan constitutes a first sign of implementation of a ‘smart power’ strategy. It reveals a new focus on civilian efforts: not only has Obama promised to send more troops to Afghanistan, but he has also emphasized the need for increasing the number of civilians on the ground. According to the President, agricultural specialists and educators, lawyers and engineers need to be deployed because US “efforts will fail in Afghanistan and Pakistan if we do not invest in their future”.56 However, when I asked an American diplomat working at the US Mission to the EU about his position on this civilian ‘surge’, he emphasized the need for security reinforcement first, as it is very difficult to deploy civilians if the environment is not secure enough.57 In addition, the NATO Foreign Ministerial meeting on 3-4 December 2009 demonstrated that security reinforcement on the ground through additional military efforts has become a priority.

Ext: Military issues the most important (2/2)
Consulting NATO is key to military policy

Biscop and Andersson 08 (2008, Sven and Jan J., “The EU and the European Security Strategy” pg. 113 MEF)

Given this background, progress has been slow and uncertain in strengthening the direct EU-US link in the security field. Washington (under three administrations) has systematically reiterated that no arrangement should be changed to the detriment of NATO, which remains the primary forum for consultation among the allies. On their part, the Europeans have pain- fully reached agreement on at least two basic points: certain autonomous military (and civil-military) capabilities are indispensable to Europe’s own security; the goal of developing these capabilities can realistically be pursued only in cooperation with the United States, thus preserving NATO. Virtually every twist and turn in the complicated story of the European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI), CFSP, and ESDP can be understood in light of those two imperatives. 
Consultation starting with one instance of Committed collaboration key to saving the transatlantic alliance

Jentleson 09 – Professor of Public Policy and Political Science Terry Sanford Institute of Public Policy, Duke University (March 09, Bruce W., Journal of Transatlantic Studies, “The Atlantic Alliance in a post-American World”, Academic Search Premier, MEF)
Crucial to sustaining this sense of community is giving more than lip service to a set of principles for intra-alliance policy-making. Six such principles should guide the alliance as it addresses the full scope of its agenda. First, the military dimension, and NATO in particular, remain the most important pillar of the overall alliance relationship. Perceptions of NATO’s importance declined quite substantially in the Bush years among many member country publics, for example, 19% decline in Germany between 2002 and 2007, 12% in Britain, 13% in Italy, 8% in Poland. Even larger segments have only vague ideas about what the alliance does and why it still exists. NATO even hired a former Coca- Cola executive to strategise public diplomacy28 While this has its utility, efforts need to continue to define NATO’s mission consistent with the core commitment to collective security and geared to the nature of contemporary threats. Second, do not get overextended. Proposals are out there for a NATO force as part of an Israeli_Palestinian settlement, for a role in Darfur and other conflicts. The frequency to which NATO is turned speaks both to its own reputation and the dearth of other capable multinational military forces. But with Afghanistan as a major and well out-of-area commitment, NATO needs to be careful about overextension. There can be other roles for NATO (e.g. logistical support for a Darfur mission) and for the US and the EU (e.g. Middle East peace diplomacy), but NATO forces cannot be the answer to every question. Third, within NATO and more broadly, consultation and collaboration must be more of a two-way street than in the past. For the United States this starts with a good faith commitment to not take military action in the face of major intraalliance opposition on issues of substantial concern to our alliance partners other than in circumstances that genuinely fit self-defence criteria strictly construed. It also means an approach to consultation that is not just a charm offensive of being ‘nicer’ than the Bush Administration, more willing to explain decisions but with those decisions still made largely by Washington. The Obama Administration must be more open to European and Canadian substantive policy input, being more willing to say ‘your idea/strategy is better’. For the alliance partners it means less defining positions as pro- or anti- the American one, and taking on more responsibility for their own balancing of national positions with optimal collective alliance interests. 
AT: PERM plan then binding consultation (1/2)
1. The Perm is severance


A. They sever out of the unconditional enforcement of the plan because NATO might say no or 
make minor adjustments.


B. The sever out of the immediacy of the plan because consultation takes time, fiat is immediate.


C. Voter



1. Moving Target: It allows them to spike out of our offense by removing parts of the plan 


that link, it is the same as affirmative conditionality.



2. Ground: It kills our CP and Kritik ground because they can remove parts of the plan to 


make everything not competitive.

2. Not Topical


A. Resolved, Webster’s Dictionary 2001: “Fixity of purpose”


B. They are not resolved in implementation because NATO can say no to the plan.


C. Voter: Perms can be extra topical but not completely non-topical.  This forces them to justify 
the resolution which is critical to counterplan and disad links. Our interpretation is more 
predictable because the resolution is the only sacrosanct thing in debate.

3. Timeframe Perms Illegitimate: The perm delays consultation until after the implementation of the plan.  Perm is a moving target because they can delay the plan to co-opt our offense and get out of disads which hurts negative ground.

4. No solvency


A. Prior consultation is key.  Our 1NC evidence says that it is the only way to make good on promises.  The perm just notifies NATO of actions already taken, which makes them feel like an inferior alliance partner.

Sherwood-Randall 05-Adjunct Senior Fellow for Alliance Relations, Cfr and Senior Research Scholar, Center for International Security and Cooperation, Stanford University(2/18/05, Elizabeth, “Council on Foreign Relations Briefing,” Lexis)
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. 

AT: PERM plan then binding consultation (2/2)

B. Lack of prior consultation ruptures the alliance, creates perceptions of unilateralism.

Sherwood-Randall 05-Adjunct Senior Fellow for Alliance Relations, Cfr and Senior Research Scholar, Center for International Security and Cooperation, Stanford University(2/18/05, Elizabeth, “Council on Foreign Relations Briefing,” Lexis)

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. There I would look for, in response to your question, a couple of -- in a couple of areas, signals from the administration of a real willingness to take on European perspectives and develop U.S. policy with those perspectives in mind. And here I would suggest Iran because of the stake the Europeans have laid, especially there parties, three countries in Europe, to the process of dealing with Iranian proliferation. And there I think there can be some matching of a diplomatic process, led by the Europeans, with a threat to back it up with force by the United States. That is something that often is more effective than diplomacy alone, as we saw in the former Yugoslavia. The other area where I think the Americans are not fully aware of the passion of sentiment in Europe is with respect to arms sales to China. And I think that we are heading for a train wreck there if we don't figure out an agreed strategy for dealing with this, and it probably has something to do with the development of a new set of arms export control regulations that would govern sales to a region that could well become the next arms racing region of the world. And a really dangerous spiral could develop in Asia should we move down that path. And finally, back to what I said originally. I mean, I think looking for real content in making the relationship between the European Union and NATO a meaningful one, especially in terms of supporting European desires to develop defense capabilities that could be used independent of the United States. 

Ext: Prior consultation key

Prior-Consultation with NATO avoids policy failure

Sloan 05 – (Stanley R.; NATO, The European Union, and the Atlantic community: the Transatlantic community, “The Bargain through the Cold War” pg. 48) DS

The “three wise men' Foreign Minister Gaetano Martino of Italy, I-ialvard Lange of Norway, and Lester Pearson of Canada-reaffirmed the necessity for collective defense efforts but strongly emphasized the need for better political consultation among the members. ln particular, their report, approved by the North Atlantic Council in December l956, observed that consultation “means more than letting the NATO Council know about national decisions that have already been taken; or trying toenlist support for those decisions. It means the discussion of problems collectively, in the early stages of policy formation, and before national positions become fixed." “The habit of consultation,” strongly advocated by the three wise men, became an important part of alliance rhetoric, almost approaching theological heights. Even before the report-and ever since-NATO problems, to one extent or another, have been blamed on the failure of one or more allies to consult adequately Virtually no report or commentary on the alliance can reach its conclusion without recommending “improved consultations.”

AT: PERM plan and nonbinding consultation

1. Intrinsicness Perms are Illigitimate


A. Neither the plan nor the counterplan advocate non-binding consultation.  


B. Reject the perm because they can co-opt our offense by adding planks to the plan


C. Moving Target: We can’t predict their advocacy.  Stable plan texts are key to negative strategy.

2. No solvency – NATO has to have veto power- only way to restructure the alliance. Veto power prevents unilateral perception  
Pechous 08 – (Summer 2008, Edwin J, NATO Quarterly Review, “NATO Enlargement and Beyond”, DS)
Following the end of the Cold War, NATO struggled with articulating the reasons for expanding its membership. As a result, the initial pace of enlargement was slow and halting, and the extent was limited. The U.S., as the engine of the Alliance, was struggling to define its own security future, including the extent and degree of worldwide hegemony it might exercise either alone or through the NATO Alliance. As the events of 2001 to 2006 clearly showed, the far-reaching, rather aggressive path the U.S. selected has prompted mixed responses among its NATO allies. One result, perhaps by design, has been a deliberately vague strategy regarding expansion on the part of both the U.S. and NATO. At the same time, new NATO members have provided the U.S. with additional leverage within the Alliance, but often at the expense of the support of a number of the more established Western European members. To date, the United States’ use of its leadership role in NATO to extend its hegemony has been limited by NATO rules assigning individual veto powers to each member nation on most issues. There has been increasing resentment in some NATO quarters of the repeated U.S. unilateral military and security actions in recent years. 

3. Only the CP can solve – Real consultation allowing for input key to alliance  
Foreign Affairs, 03 (2003, Kurt M. Campbell & Celeste Johnson Ward, September, “New Battle Stations?”, lexis, AR) 

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

2AC: Consult NATO CP (1/4)
1. Perm – Do the counterplan, consultation is a part of normal means  

Peters 08 - director of the Centre for Transatlantic Foreign and Security Policy Studies at the Department of Social and Political Sciences at Freie Universität Berlin (3/26/08 Ingo, ISA's 49th ANNUAL CONVENTION, BRIDGING MULTIPLE DIVIDES, “Cooperation, Conflict and Crisis: The Impact of the Iraq War on European-American Relations", http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p254640_index.html, MEF)  
Cooperation problems have characterized the transatlantic community from its outset.17 Since  its inception the alliance has been marked by power asymmetry and a master-client  relationship among allies, with the US as the 'benign hegemon' defining the rules of the game.  This created some concern among European partners on the superpower's readiness for  regular and timely consultations to provide them opportunities to exert influence and to arrive  at truly common policies. But, as the world became aware during the Suez crisis of 1956, the  European partners themselves are not disinclined to unilateral action. In response to  cooperation failures, the Pearson Commission established a code of conduct defining the  'normal practice of consultations' in the realm of non-military cooperation, ideally implying a  joint consensus-building and non-hierarchical influence on the policy of the alliance.18 Though, throughout the following decades, this could not prevent numerous crises, these  guidelines still acquired the status of a 'social norm,' i.e. the common understanding of  appropriate behavior within the alliance proper if not also for the transatlantic relationship in general.
2. NATO will say no
Hook 08-contributor to the International Studies Review journal (December 2008, Steven, “Review: Falling out: The United States in the Global Community”, International Studies Review, Vol. 10 No. 4, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/121520292/PDFSTART, BD)

This European discontent is the subject of Giovanna Dell’Orto’s provocative book, The Hidden Hand of the American Dream. Her central argument is that the United States has long been admired by Europeans as an ‘‘imagined community’’ that is more ‘‘a concept than a country.’’ Specifically, the United States has been historically perceived in Europe as a ‘‘land of plenty of opportunity that beckons people of goodwill everywhere’’ (p. 7). But this exceptionalist view was ruptured on two occasions: during the Spanish American War and during the Bush administration’s war on terror. In both cases, she finds, self-serving and aggressive US actions contradicted the government’s moralistic rhetoric. As a result, many Europeans were forced to abandon their perception of the United States as a benign hegemon. The disillusion that resulted was short-lived in the first case, as the United States regained its lofty reputation during the world wars. It is too early to tell how long the latest crisis of European confidence will last.

4. Perm – Do the counterplan then do the plan 

a) The perm tests the counterplans artificial competition and solves lal the offense

b) Binding commitments have been more rigid than is efficient

Peters 93(1993, D., Thesaurus Acroasium on the Institute of Public international Law and International Relations of Thessaloniki, “Conflict Prevention and Crisis Management the Role of NATO”, Vol. XXIV, http://www.luisedruke.com/luise/book_thess/peters_529_540.pdf, DW)

Mutual assistance treaties and treaties of guarantee containing binding clauses committing countries to take certain actions have proven to be too inflexible to efficiently cope with changing political challenges and were eventually responsible for forcing countries into WW I. Thus, the modern alliance is no longer the classical alliance of rigid treaty formulations, rather the alliance of identical and complementary interests whose efficiency is determined more through the congruence of interests than through Treaty duties. As far as the relationship of NATO members to the UN is concerned Article 7 ensures that the rights and duties of member states in the context of the UN Charter are not touched. At the same time Article 8 guarantees that international involvement of NATO members will not interfere with their duties in the context of the NATO Treaty.
5. Perm – Do the plan then the counterplan

2AC: Consult NATO CP (2/4)
6. TURN – NATO is overburdened – consulting will kill the alliance

Kober 09 – Research Fellow in Foreign Policy at the Cato Institute graduate of Georgetown University's School of Foreign Service and received his Ph.D. from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University. (Winter/Spring 09, Stanley, Global Dialogue, “NATO: The End of the Permanent Alliance”, http://www.worlddialogue.org/content.php?id=449, MEF)
As if all these problems were not enough, NATO members now face the worst financial crisis since the alliance’s inception. Countries that were not meeting NATO’s target of spending 2 per cent of GDP on defence before are certainly not going to meet it in the future. The implications for NATO have been underlined by its operational commander, General John Craddock. “They’re expecting to be asked to do more,” he told a press briefing in Washington in January 2009, referring to US allies. “I think it’s going to be harder for them to do it because of decreasing defense budgets.”18 Precisely. NATO’s problem has been the enunciation of strategy and the assumption of commitments without any reference to capability. That is what is so unreal about the discussion of Georgian membership. Imagine that Georgia had been a member of NATO. What could the alliance have done to defend it against the Russian attack? Georgia borders Russia and is far away from the United States and the other NATO members, who have their hands full elsewhere. Even as NATO faces an existential crisis in Afghanistan, there are calls for it to return to the traditional mission of defending its members. “Nobody will be asking for a wholesale strategic rethink that reduces Nato’s commitment to Afghanistan,” an anonymous senior NATO official told the Financial Times. “But some states may be looking to strike a new balance between Nato’s current focus on expeditionary operations and the need to defend Nato territory.”19 But how will a new balance be struck? There are only two ways: increasing resources and devoting them to the traditional mission, or redirecting resources from “out of area” missions to the traditional one. Which will it be? Increasing resources seems near impossible in these times of financial stringency. But if resources are redirected, what happens to the “out of area” missions? What, specifically, happens to Afghanistan? “Many [NATO members] have defence budgets that are so low, and coalition governments that are so precarious, that they cannot provide the quantity or type of forces needed for this kind of fight,” US defence secretary Robert Gates has lamented.20 That is the situation now. It will not improve if further missions are added. Indeed, it is apparent that NATO is already overburdened.
7. NATO doesn’t give value to consultation thinks consulting is irrelevant and dangerous

Moore 06 - Ph.D. Concordia College Department of Political Science (3/22/06 Rebecca, International Studies Association, Town & Country Resort and Convention Center, "NATO: A Bridge to Europe and the Greater Middle East?", http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p99240_index.html, MEF)
Transforming NATO into an organization whose mission is to rebuild both democracy and a nation’s economy corresponds neither to its legitimate mandate nor to its means.” 38 The French were not alone in opposing the more formal political or consultative framework proposed by the United States and Britain. Although Germany strongly favored greater cooperation with the Contact Countries, it too stressed that this cooperation must occur on a “case-by-case” basis and should be driven by expressions of interest by the Contact Countries. In a speech delivered shortly after the Riga Summit, the German Ambassador to NATO, Edmund Duckwitz, explained that Germany was opposed to “a new ‘global partnership’ that would develop into an excessive and unwieldy format of more than fifty countries.” “The core of the Alliance,” he insisted, “remains transatlantic.” Like France, Germany presented its opposition to a more formal consultative framework, as deriving from a fear that transforming NATO into a bloc of “like-minded countries,” had the potential to “set a ‘global NATO’ against the rest of the world.” “Forging a stable alliance,” Duckwitz argued, was a “good thing” while “implicitly dividing the world into good and evil would be a grave mistake.” 39 The fact that the Bush administration had identified as part of the proposed new consultative framework two states—Sweden and Finland—that are already members of the EAPC also generated concern among some Allies that the United States was effectively undermining the EAPC, in appearing to preference some NATO partners over others. 

2AC: Consult NATO CP (3/4)

8. Consulting NATO does nothing

McNamara 09 – Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs at Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom and Director of International Relations for the American Legislative Exchange Council

(12/3/09, Sally, The Heritage Foundation, “NATO allies in Europe must do more in Afghanistan”, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/12/nato-allies-in-europe-must-do-more-in-afghanistan, MEF)

Despite the change in tone and style from his predecessor, President Obama has experienced exactly the same conspiracy of reluctance that President Bush faced in seeking more equitable burden sharing for the Afghanistan mission. Since October 2006, when NATO assumed full responsibility for Afghanistan's security, the U.S. has repeatedly attempted to secure greater European input for both military and civilian operations in Afghanistan. The contributing nations have had ample opportunity to make their voices heard through the countless NATO summits, ministerial meetings, bilateral discussions, strategy sessions, speeches, conferences, and compacts. It is therefore disingenuous to attribute the problems that ISAF is experiencing in Afghanistan to too few opportunities for the allies to consult. Rather, NATO has repeatedly agreed to strategies for Afghanistan but then failed to provide adequate resources. The comprehensive approach, which was endorsed at the heads-of-state level in Bucharest in April 2008, is a striking example of this disconnect.[9] The alliance endorsed a strategy for a greater civilian-military footprint in Afghanistan, but after a short-term surge of largely American and British troops to combat the Taliban's spring offensive, ISAF's overall strength was almost the same in October as it had been in April. No additional Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) have been created since April 2008.[10]
9. No unique I/L – They will never win our plan is the tipping point that makes or breaks NATO

10. TURN – Leaving NATO good- Improves global security and economic climates.

Tupy 03–Policy analyst with the Center for Global Liberty and Prosperity and a PhD from the University of St. Andrews (5/13/03. Marian L, “NATO: An Economic Case for American Withdrawal”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3094)
From a military perspective, the case for American withdrawal from NATO seems to have already been made. A number of commentators, including George Will and the British historian Paul Johnson, have pointed out that NATO is an anachronism rendered helpless by distrust and infighting. But there are also compelling economic grounds for American withdrawal. Simply, the American security guarantee perpetuates the continuation of the European welfare states and thus encourages economic sclerosis across the European continent. Thus NATO is not only useless, it's harmful. The collapse of the Soviet Union saw western military budgets shrink. According to the Center for Strategic and International Studies, between 1990 and 1999 the defense expenditure of all European NATO members decreased from 3 percent to 2.3 percent of GNP. American military spending fell from 5.3 percent to 3.1 percent of GNP over the same period. But spending as a proportion of GNP does not give an accurate picture of the underlying spending disparities. During the 1990s, the U.S. economy grew at a much quicker rate than the major economies of the European Union. Between 1992 and 2001, for example, the German economy grew by 1.45 percent per annum, on average, and the French economy by 1.88 percent. At the same time, the United States experienced an average growth of 3.46 percent per annum. As a result, despite the "decline" in military spending, U.S. military spending actually went up from $277 billion in 1995 to $283 billion in 1999. By contrast, the defense spending of all European members of NATO put together declined from $183 to $174 billion during that same period. The terrorist threat provided the impetus for an increase in American military spending to $380 billion in 2003. President Bush used the 2002 NATO summit to urge the Europeans to increase their military spending from the current 150 billion euros per annum. Only a month later, the German government actually slashed its spending by ordering fewer military transport aircraft and air-to-air missiles than originally planned. The technological gap between the United States and Europe in reconnaissance, communication, high-tech-weapons and mobility is thus bound to widen. According to Richard Perle, former chairman of the Defense Policy Board, the European militaries "atrophied to the point of virtual irrelevance." Yet there is no use complaining about European complacency. The Europeans behave in a rational manner. As long as the United States guarantees their security through NATO, the Europeans lack the incentive to invest more in their defense. Instead, they can use the money they save to preserve their inefficient welfare states. Even so, the budgets of some European states are stretched to the breaking point.  An American withdrawal from the European security guarantee would galvanize serious economic reform. Instead of remaining defenseless, the European states would find it necessary to raise more revenue by cutting the size of the welfare state and increasing their economic growth. A vibrant Europe with a strong economy and a credible military force could then contribute to making the world more prosperous -- and safe. Whether that will happen is up to Washington.

2AC: Consult NATO CP (4/4)

11. TURN - NATO hinders efficient transatlantic relations by undermining European independence

Merry 04–former State Department and Pentagon official and senior associate at the American Foreign Policy Council in Washington(2/4/04, E. Wayne, New York Times, “NATO : We can't be partners with an obsolete alliance”, http://www.nytimes.com/2004/02/04/opinion/04iht-edmerry_ed3_.html, DW)
NATO is not the vehicle to restore trans-Atlantic partnership; the alliance today is the major impediment. For America and Europe to work together on the world stage, they must respect each other. For this, Europe must respect itself by taking full responsibility for its continental and regional security, while Washington needs a European partner worthy of its respect rather than today's reluctant subordinate. Everyone understands that the Atlantic alliance fulfilled its cold war agenda beyond the fondest dreams of its founders more than a decade ago. Everyone also knows that Europe faces no credible military threat in the foreseeable future. Indeed, the current German defense restructuring is based on this premise. It is also widely appreciated that Russia and the other non-Baltic former Soviet states pose serious, but not military challenges to Europe: imploding demographics, epidemic diseases and narcotics use, collapsing infrastructure, failed rule of law — but not tank armies. Less well understood is that the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, in an act of institutional self-preservation, has conducted a silent political coup on the parliaments and citizens of its member states. Established in the 1940's for defensive purposes, the alliance in the 1990's decided to "'go out of area to avoid going out of business." NATO has justified nondefensive operations and even a war against Serbia by referring to the North Atlantic Treaty, which legitimizes nothing of the kind. Rather than revise the treaty and seek ratification from national legislatures, NATO simply behaves as if its political decisions carry international legitimacy on an equal footing with the United Nations Charter. The crisis in trans-Atlantic relations is less the product of differing views about Iraq than the inevitable result of a NATO which has lost its reason to exist and has ceased to be a true alliance of shared interests, let alone of shared values. NATO was created to serve a European need — to inject American power into conditions of post-World War II economic devastation and Soviet threat — and was not intended to be permanent. Today, NATO serves the non-European objectives of U.S. global policies, as a "toolbox" for engagements far afield. The new jargon reflects Washington's contempt for its European auxiliaries, who are "tools" and refueling points rather than true allies. A crisis was waiting to happen. While all European governments support the United States in some circumstances (such as pursuing Al Qaeda in Afghanistan), and some will back Washington even against the wishes of their populations, no European state shares America's global role or responsibilities, and still less our perspective on the utility of armed force. Europe lost its global ambitions through the collapse of its overseas empires and its self-destructive wars and ideologies. So Europe was bound to recoil at its "toolbox" status. Iraq was only the first instance. It is absurd to think Europe is unable to look after its regional security needs. European members of NATO already spend more on defense than the rest of the non-American world, while maintaining almost half again as many uniformed personnel as does the United States. The problem is that no aspect of public policy in Europe is organized today in such rigid and narrow national parameters as is defense, with most spending oriented to job creation and to redundant "balanced" national force structures. The result is dysfunctional: the European defense whole is much less than the sum of the parts. This failure stems from the continued existence of NATO and the outdated U.S. military presence in Europe. The failure is at heart psychological. Europeans are so accustomed to using the United States like a pair of crutches for security that they do not notice that their injury is long healed and that using crutches is artificial, awkward, and causes serious strains on the European organism. No one should expect a European superpower. Europe has neither the inclination nor the demographics for a global role. No one should expect a truly integrated trans-national European military. Nobody should imagine that defense self-sufficiency will come more easily than have other aspects of European integration over the past 50 years. Everyone should recognize that Europe will never carry its own limited weight in the world so long as Americans are willing to do it for them. The United States needs a genuine partner in Europe, but is reluctant to shed its dominant, hegemonal habits within NATO. Europe knows the end of the cold war liberated it from the "struggle for mastery in Europe," but hesitates to put aside the American crutches and subsidy. A new and genuine trans-Atlantic partnership is long overdue, but for now, politicians on both sides of the ocean confirm Lord Keynes' dictum, "The difficulty lies not in the new ideas but in escaping from the old ones."

2AC China Turn
The CP causes NATO overreach which causes conflict with China – other issues stabilize the alliance

Heisbourg 06 [Francois, special adviser at the Fondation pour la Recherche Strategique, Paris, “Why Nato needs to be less ambitious,” Financial Times, 11/22/06, lexis]

Yet it is as clear that Nato is no longer a pivot of US strategy, as demonstrated by its marginal treatment in America's latest quadrennial defense review. Indeed, the word "Nato" is all too often, in American political and media parlance, a euphemism for the phrase "the European allies" - which is not saying quite the same thing. Nato's expansion may be reaching the limits beyond which it would become a force of regional instability rather than one of stabilization: Ukraine is literally split down the middle over the issue of entry to the Nato alliance. Going "out of area", as in Afghanistan, has helped keep Nato in business but in the process the alliance has become an a la carte multilateral institution. The Atlantic alliance has also ceased to be the principal point of US-European consultation on the key strategic issues of our times: the rise of China, the nuclear ambitions of Iran and North Korea and the fate of the crisis-ridden Middle East are dealt with mainly outside the Nato framework. In itself, this reduction of Nato's place in the overall scheme of strategic affairs should not be a big concern for those who live and work beyond the confines of the Nato bureaucracy. After all, Nato is immensely and uniquely useful in fostering interoperability between the military forces of its members, which is key to forming effective coalitions of forces. In a world in which the mission determines the coalition, this ability is more important than ever. Similarly, Nato remains key in ensuring that the partner states of eastern Europe press on with reform of their security sectors. Unfortunately, Nato is not sticking to its core competencies. In a quest to carve a greater role for itself and demonstrate global relevance, the alliance is running the risk of overreaching itself in strategic and political terms, with potentially dangerous consequences. In the run-up to Riga, there has been much talk of a "Nato-bis", or second version, of a privileged partnership between Nato and hopefully like-minded states in the Asia-Pacific region such as Japan and Australia. The wisdom of this is questionable, to put it mildly, given its potential for needless friction with a rising China. The push for a Nato-bis is probably not intended to foster a "west against the rest" alignment in east Asia; but that could be its inadvertent effect. Nato should not be acting like a solution in search of a problem.

Conflict with China results in nuclear holocaust 

Chalmers Johnson, Former Professor of Poly Sci @ Berkeley, Former Chairman of the Department and Chair of the Center for Chinese Studies, 5-14-01, The Nation, n19v272 p. 20, L/N

China is another matter. No sane figure in the Pentagon wants a war with China, and all serious US militarists know that China's minuscule nuclear capacity is not offensive but a deterrent against the overwhelming US power arrayed against it (twenty archaic Chinese warheads versus more than 7,000 US warheads). Taiwan, whose status constitutes the still incomplete last act of the Chinese civil war, remains the most dangerous place on earth. Much as the 1914 assassination of the Austrian crown prince in Sarajevo led to a war that no one wanted, a misstep in Taiwan by any side could bring the United States and China into a conflict that neither wants. Such a war would bankrupt the United States, deeply divide Japan and probably end in a Chinese victory, given that China is the world's most populous country and would be defending itself against a foreign aggressor. More seriously, it could easily escalate into a nuclear holocaust. However, given the nationalistic challenge to China's sovereignty of any Taiwanese attempt to declare its independence formally, forward-deployed US forces on China's borders have virtually no deterrent effect.

NATO will say NO

NATO will say no – no confidence in US policy
Hook 08-contributor to the International Studies Review journal (December 2008, Steven, “Review: Falling out: The United States in the Global Community”, International Studies Review, Vol. 10 No. 4, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/121520292/PDFSTART, BD)
This European discontent is the subject of Giovanna Dell’Orto’s provocative book, The Hidden Hand of the American Dream. Her central argument is that the United States has long been admired by Europeans as an ‘‘imagined community’’ that is more ‘‘a concept than a country.’’ Specifically, the United States has been historically perceived in Europe as a ‘‘land of plenty of opportunity that beckons people of goodwill everywhere’’ (p. 7). But this exceptionalist view was ruptured on two occasions: during the Spanish American War and during the Bush administration’s war on terror. In both cases, she finds, self-serving and aggressive US actions contradicted the government’s moralistic rhetoric. As a result, many Europeans were forced to abandon their perception of the United States as a benign hegemon. The disillusion that resulted was short-lived in the first case, as the United States regained its lofty reputation during the world wars. It is too early to tell how long the latest crisis of European confidence will last.
NATO doesn’t rubber-stamp American initiatives anymore

Kolko 03–Historian of Modern Warfare (August 1, Gabriel, Journal of Contemporary Asia) 

 The crisis in NATO was both overdue and inevitable, the result of a decisive American reorientation, and the time and ostensible reason for it was far less important than the underlying reason it occurred: the U.S.' growing realization after the early 1990s that while NATO was militarily a growing liability it still remained a political asset. The United Nations and Security Council were strained in ways that proved decisive but the U.S. never assigned the UN the same crucial role as it did its alliance in Europe. The Iraq war was the final step in NATO's demise.  Today, NATO's original raison d'etre for imposing American hegemony--which was to prevent the major European nations from pursuing independent foreign policies--is now the core of the controversy that is now raging. Washington cannot sustain this grandiose objective because a reunited Germany is far too powerful to be treated as it was a half-century ago, and Germany has its own interests in the Middle East and Asia to protect. Germany and France's independence was reinforced by wholly inept American propaganda on the relationship of Iraq to Al-Qaeda (from which the CIA and British MI6 openly distanced themselves), overwhelming antiwar public opinion in most nations, and a great deal of opposition within the U. S. establishment and many senior American officers to the war with Iraq. The furious American response to Germany, France, and Belgium's refusal, under article 4 of the NATO treaty, to protect Turkey from an Iraqi counterattack because that would prejudge the Security Council's decision on war and peace was only a contrived reason for confronting fundamental issues that have simmered for years. The dispute was far more about symbolism than substance, and the point was made: some NATO members refused to allow the organization to serve as a rubber stamp for American policy, whatever it may be. War in Iraq forced the issue to a head, compelling major NATO members and Russia to resist Washington's leadership. Whether such a split was inevitable is now moot--it happened.
AT: Alliance about to collapse

U.S.- NATO relations will not collapse- US is reengaging now 

Taipai Times 09(4/2/09, Taipei Times, “US, Europe prepare to mark NATO’s 60th anniversary”, http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/world/archives/2009/04/02/2003439965, DW)
The US and European nations together mark the 60th anniversary of NATO this week, but it is unclear whether all share the global ambitions for the world’s biggest military alliance. “The US is re-engaging with Europe and Europe is re-­engaging with the US,” a US official at NATO said, ahead of the two-day summit starting tomorrow on the banks of the Rhine River marking the border between France and Germany. Francois Heisbourg, from the Foundation for Strategic Research in Paris, said: “[US] President Barack Obama’s administration wants to show a cooperative face to the world, notably with its usual European partners.” While much of the goodwill, from both sides of the Atlantic, has come since Obama won US elections in November, some, like Belgian strategy expert Joseph Henrotin, believe that relations have been improving for some time. “The real change in the United States as far as Europe is concerned dates back to the second mandate of [former US president] George W. Bush,” he said. Bush’s decision to launch war on Iraq in 2003 created huge divisions at NATO and amongst Europeans themselves, but in recent years “there has been an attitude [in Washington] that we cannot get by without the Europeans,” he said. This vision, though, contradicts the attitude of US neo-conservatives, who had long felt that many European nations were out of their league. Jeremy Shapiro, a researcher at the Brookings Institution, believes that Europe “is still a strategic player,” when it comes to deciding how and when force should be projected when needed. “It’s the view across the political spectrum that the US is not likely to find more effective and reliable partners in the world. And that is not going to change in the foreseeable future,” he said. NATO accounts for around 75 percent of the world’s military spending. But for the Euro-Atlantic partnership to continue a real mission is needed, 19 years after the Cold War. Even taking into account routinely tense relations with Russia, no direct military threat weighs on the European continent. One NATO officer said the alliance makes complete sense to Washington. “While the Europeans are looking for a guarantee of military [security] from the United States, the Americans are coming to look for political support from Europe for their undertakings,” he said. “Because it operates based on unanimity, NATO is rather a millstone for the Americans,” he said. “But they stay to transform it into a global alliance meant to control states with bad intentions, while winning respect from Russia and, in the long term, to curb China.”

AT: NATO relations key

NATO is no longer key 

Schmidt 07–senior analyst for Europe in the Bureau of Intelligence and Research at the Department of State and the director of the NATO office at the State Department, director for NATO affairs at the National Security Council (Winter 2007, John R., “Last Alliance Standing? NATO after 9/11”, Washington Quarterly) 

The real problem is that the United States does not really know what it  wants from NATO. It continues to perceive the alliance through what is  essentially a Cold War prism, as the key mechanism through which the United  States attempts to project influence in Europe. The successes of the NATO  enlargement process, which addressed genuine security concerns among newly  freed former Communist states, and of NATO involvement in the Balkans have  only helped to sustain this perception. Current U.S. efforts to give NATO a  more global reach also reflect the same perception of NATO preeminence, with  the alliance moving out from its European core to embrace the wider world.  It is undeniably a grand vision, but it is also clearly at odds with  reality. The notion of giving pride of place to a military alliance made  sense during the Cold War, but it does not make sense today when the most  critical threats are more varied and diffuse. NATO is of limited use as a  diplomatic actor, which is why the United States has never really used it in  this capacity. Other vehicles and partners are preferred for U.S. diplomatic  activity, the EU increasingly among them, and this is unlikely to change.  Even in the military sphere, NATO is no longer the primary instrument of  choice and has at best only a circumscribed, if still important, role to  play. 

NATO no longer needed/helpful for strategic support

Kapila 10–graduate of the Royal British Army Staff College, a Masters in Defence Science and a PhD in Strategic Studies, assigned to diplomatic assignments in major countries (6/26/10, Subhash, Eurasia Review, “21st Century: Strategically A Second American Century With Caveats”, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201006263919/21st-century-strategically-a-second-american-century-with-caveats.html, DW)

NATO/Atlantic Alliance were necessary strategic assets for US global predominance during the 20th Century in the two World Wars and the Cold War with Russia. In the 21st Century in the US wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, have amply highlighted that the NATO/Atlantic Alliance countries gave grudging assistance and that too under coaxing and coercion. In the 21st Century, where a Second Cold War is in the offing and where China will challenge the United States in the Asia Pacific, the United States can write off these strategic assets.  They may continue as political assets but not as military alliance assets. The United States in the alternative has to re-craft and re-configure its global strategic architecture in the Asia Pacific minus NATO/Atlantic Alliance.
The U.S. will maintain beneficial relations with key allies even if NATO collapses

Gallagher 03–Assistant Secretary of Commerce (Winter 2003, Michael, Houston Journal of International Law)

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

Obama’s multilateralism destroys US Hegemony

Kaufman, 10-is a Professor of Political Science at University of New Jersey(2/1/10, Robert, The Foreign Policy Initiative, “The Perils of President Obama’s National Security Policy”, http://www.foreignpolicyi.org/node/15511) TH

Six precepts of moral democratic realism emerged from my reading of the lessons of diplomatic history.  First, the danger of war and strife will always loom large because of irredeemable human imperfection itself.  The anarchical system of international politics, where there is no monopoly on the legitimate use of violence, compounds the danger.  Power is thus the pivotal, inescapable dimension of international relations.  The vindication of American self-interest depends mainly on the clarity, credibility, and capability of American power.  Coalitions of the willing can supplement, but never substitute, for American power.  Multilateral institutions in general, and the United Nations in particular, can inhibit the necessary exercise of American power, if we are unwise enough to let them. Second, the greatest dangers to the United States typically arise not from vigilance or the arrogance of American power, but from unpreparedness or an excessive reluctance to fight.  So American statesmen ought to strive for what Churchill calls “overwhelming power.”   Third, unlike what I call “unrealistic realism,” which I associate with Colin Powell, James Baker III, and Brent Scowcroft, moral democratic realism treats regime type as a variable for identifying opportunities and dangers in American foreign policy.  All regimes do not behave alike.  Some are more aggressive; others are more peaceful.  There is a vital moral and practical distinction between totalitarian regimes animated by messianic ideologies on the one hand, and stable liberal democracies, on the other hand.  The difference between Nazi Germany and a stable, liberal, democratic West Germany puts this vital distinction in high relief. Fourth, moral democratic realism dictates that American foreign policy must adhere closely to the imperatives of geopolitics.  There is no objective reason why the United States should not remain the world’s dominant power for a long time to come. As Charles Krauthammer incisively puts it, “decline is a choice” for the United States, not an inevitability.  For all nations, however, resources are finite; thus, the United States must give priority to defending and extending the democratic zone of peace in East Asia, Europe, and the Middle East.  These are the major power centers in the world, where the absence of liberty could prove most perilous.   Fifth, the cardinal virtue of Prudence should inform when, how, and for what purpose the United States employs military force.  St. Thomas Aquinas defines Prudence as choosing ends and means that are morally and practically correct.  Clear, firm, credible commitments can deter the risk of war and the cost of war when even the best deterrent sometimes fails.  Sometimes as well, using force sooner—even preemptively—can save much blood, toil, tears, and sweat later.  Sixth, moral democratic realism rejects utopianism and moral nihilism.  Judeo-Christian morality refracted through the lens of Prudence ought to serve as the guide for evaluating relative degrees of moral and geopolitical evil.  The greatest of American leaders have always recognized that the United States must wage war and peace in a way consistent with the values of American society and the principles of well-ordered liberty.  As Ronald Reagan’s Administration put it in National Security Directive 75, which laid out President Reagan’s monumentally successful strategy for winning the Cold War, “US policy must have an ideological thrust which clearly affirms the superiority of the US and western values of individual dignity and freedom, a free press, free trade unions, free enterprise, and political democracy…”  The United States is not a perfect nation, but it is an exceptional nation; indeed, the United States is the indispensible one.  These six principles serve as my point of departure to explain the peril of President Obama’s foreign and national security policy.  Start with President Obama’s vision of the world and his role in it, which make him the antithesis of President Reagan.  President Obama believes he is an extraordinary leader of an ordinary, badly flawed nation.  Reagan believed he was an ordinary man privileged to lead an extraordinary nation.  Obama is totally wrong; Ronald Reagan is half right.  For Ronald Reagan was also an extraordinary leader.  Today’s Republican party should champion Ronald Reagan’s legacy unabashedly, adapting it to the changing circumstances of the 21st century.  President Obama’s actions and rhetoric before and since becoming President put him at the leftward end of the Democratic party’s New Politics wing that has dominated the party’s foreign policy thinking since the riotous Chicago Democratic convention of 1968.  Repudiating the Cold War liberalism of Harry Truman, John Kennedy, Lyndon Johnson, and Henry “Scoop” Jackson, the New Politics wing of the party typically has considered our enemies abroad less dangerous that what Senator J. William Fulbright famously and fatuously calls “the arrogance of American power.”  This liberal guilt about the so-called arrogance of American power impelled President Obama to return to Great Britain the bust of Winston Churchill that British Prime Minister Tony Blair loaned to George W. Bush—an overt repudiation of Churchill’s legacy of vigilance that President Bush sought to emulate.  This liberal guilt about the so-called arrogance of American power pervades President Obama’s landmark foreign policy speeches.  Speaking in Cairo and later to the UN General Assembly, President Obama apologized profusely for a catalogue of American sins—a few real, many more exaggerated and most imagined.  When asked about American exceptionalism at a G-20 meeting in Strasbourg, President Obama dismissed the notion.  No American President other than Jimmy Carter would have believed or said anything like that.  In his Cairo speech, Obama placed greater blame for our troubles in the Middle East on a decent and democratic Israeli ally than on the region’s culture of despotism, the fanatical eliminationist Iranian regime, or a Palestinian entity bent on eradicating the Jewish States.  President Obama’s Cairo and UN speeches are not the exception—they are emblematic:  President Obama’s default position is to blame America first; conciliate America’s enemies; and pressure or ignore America’s friends in Europe, the Middle East, East Asia, and Latin America.   The President’s defenders, and even some of his critics, have celebrated his speech accepting the Nobel Peace Prize in Oslo, where the President acknowledged that evil does exist in the world and that sometimes the use of force is necessary, morally and practically; yet the preponderance of his words and deeds belie the President’s atypically hardheaded and pro-American rhetoric.  President Obama’s decision not to attend the 20th anniversary celebration of the fall of the Berlin Wall underscored his organic discomfort with the idea of American greatness and goodness.  Appallingly, President Obama made it a priority to fly to Cairo to conciliate Middle Eastern dictators.  Appallingly, President Obama made it a priority to fly to Europe for the trivial and parochial purpose of pleading Chicago’s case to host the Olympics.  Yet, appallingly, President Obama spurned an event that symbolized the triumph of freedom over a malevolent evil empire that posed an existential threat to freedom. The Obama Administration has embraced the three worst features of liberal multilateralism while abandoning its admirable commitment to promoting stable liberal democracy when possible and prudent.  First, the Obama Administration has great confidence in the efficacy of multilateral institutions, such as the United Nations, as arbiters of international legitimacy; this is a triumph of hope over experience.  Second, the Obama Administration has deep aversion to wielding the hard elements of power, such as military power, in pursuit of traditional concrete geopolitical conceptions of the national interest.  Third, the Obama Administration radiates a zealous faith in the aptitude of soft power, such as the appeal of American culture, to tame the animosity of America’s enemies.
Veto power crushes U.S. leadership
Carroll 09–(James FF, Notes & Comments Editor of Emory International Law Review, J.D. with Honors from Emory University School of Law, “Back to the Future: Redefining the Foreign Investment and National Security Act's Conception of National Security”, Emory International Law Review, 23 Emory Int'l L. Rev. 167, Lexis)

n221. See Thomas Friedman, Op-Ed., 9/11 is Over, N.Y. Times, Sept. 30, 2007, § 4, at 12. This does not mean, however, that foreign countries should hold a veto over U.S. foreign or domestic policies, particularly policies that are not directly related to their national survival. Allowing foreign countries or international institutions to veto or modify unrelated U.S. policies would make a mockery of our foreign policy and destroy the credibility of American leadership. International cooperation does not require making our policy subservient to the whims of other nations. See generally The Allies and Arms Control (F.O. Hampson et al. eds., 1992). See also Khalilzad, supra note 177.
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